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Abstract

Considering Cohen, March and Olsen’s (1972) “gaeb@amn model,” this paper seeks
to examine how educational reforms, adopted byldram pre-statehood to
contemporarily times, have impacted the role ai@pals and whether these reforms
have prepared them to address challenges of thensys

Using second-order historical sources, the pap@t@m a socio-historical
based data analysis to examine the complex retdtiprbetween policies, structures,
and values and their impact on the role of theqgped. For each historical period in
the Israeli education system the paper discussesiimediate societal challenges,
the origins of the adopted reforms, and the inftgeof these reforms on the role of
the school principal and his/her ability to respsomthe challenges placed before
him/her.

This analysis demonstrates how imported policiesiaternational trends,
that are loosely connected to local social, cultymalitical and educational contexts
and the first fundamental layer of centralized nef@dopted in Israel, have impact
policy-making and limited the principal’s resportseontemporary socio-
educational challenges. It is consequently arghatiiiecause the system is
consistently delayed in adopting educational refggrmcipals have been forced to
respond to the challenges of yesterday insteadonifsing on future, and even current
challenges.

Few studies have employed both the “garbage carefhadd a socio-
historical perspective for studying policy-makimgaducation and its influence on
the evolution of the role of the principal. The gt novel study has the potential to
fill this gap in our knowledge by analyzing longfteprocesses and turning points
that have simultaneously shaped the principalditalbd face societal challenges.
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1. Introduction

Israel has seen tremendous change over the lagthsix years. Evolving from a
newly born state seeking recognition to a welldgisthed, world-recognized nation,
its original collectivistic social ethos has beeplaced by an individualistic one, and
its society, formerly an untied one, has been bral@vn into functional fragments.
Consequently, these changes have challenged #wedilsducational system. To meet
these challenges, schools were reconstructed staraywide reforms, a powerful
method practiced by other nation-states. But wioeresal turning points are not
identified early enough, school reforms can be atgtd and incompatible with the
actual challenges schools in their dynamic enviremis face. Under this context, the
present paper seeks to examine how school refaritssael have impacted the role
of principals and whether these reforms have pezptirem to address challenges of
the system. (It is important to note that thiscetiwill focus only on state-led reforms
regarding the Jewish educational system and ojothef the principal as a by-
product of these reforms. It will not focus on tiab educational system in Israel,
which serves Muslim, Christian, Bedouin, Druze, @utassian students, because it
contains different pedagogical characteristics. ddoer, for political reasons, the
educational policies in the Arab education systensiael differ from those in the
Jewish system (Nir & Inbar, 2003).

2. Theoretical framework

Throughout the decades the role of the school jpahtas changed and evolved
(Kerchner, 1988; Murphy, 1998). It seems it begamndeologically defined role,
which evolved into a managerial, bureaucratic rBtdlowing this transition, it
adopted a political orientation balancing the iests of many stakeholders. At
present principals are expected to demonstrategsiminal and ethical school
leadership, while simultaneously offering effectibbesiness-oriented management
(Brundrett, 2001; Kerchner, 1988; Murphy, 1998)e3é& complicated new
expectations present challenging multi-dimensioesponsibilities for the principal.
In general, contemporary principals face a moremerand nonlinear world
(Fullan, 1997; Goodwin, Cunningham, & Eagle; 20R&tterson, Purkey, & Parker,
1986; Sergiovanni, 1991), and as such their resbititiss, duties, and work load
have increased (Cranston, Ehrich, & Billot, 2003).
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Investigating the root causes of this role transfation, scholars have first
distinguished between deterministic and intentigmatesses. Deterministic
processes relate to social forces that may impactarmation of a principal’s role
(Kerchner, 1988). For instance, scholars claim sbatal changes in family structure,
in the individualization of society, and societdisersification have made the role of
the principal much more complex. Consequently,qip@ls have become responsible
for diverse needs that may or may not have beanqudy fulfilled by prevailing
social institutions. (Beck & Muprhy, 1993; Cranstetral., 2003; Goodwin et al.
2005; Gregg, 1969). Still, other scholars considgional and international economic
crises, as well as technological innovations ancehmanagerial thinking as catalysts
to this changing role. (Goodwin et al., 2005). Thsesholars point to the Great
Depression, World War Il (Callahan & Button, 19€ampbell, Fleming, Newell, &
Bennion, 1987), the “bankruptcy” of the welfaretstand globalization as turning
points impacting this role (Goodwin et al., 2005;ighy, 1998). Also considered as
deterministically impacting this role are changeSmanagement thinking,” for
instance the introduction of the “scientific managat movement” or “total quality
management” into the business field (Murphy, 1998hile each of these
deterministic processes are quite distinct, theycansidered to force themselves on
public education with a limited ability of the lattto resist it (Goodwin et al., 2005).
Thus, it seems that, historically, neither the goweents nor the principals had a
choice but to adapt to each new reality as it arbsess might explain why most of the
studies examining this deterministic evolution rdtenot address the interventionist
role of national government in reforming the job.

Beyond the deterministic processes influencing schmnagement, treated
almost as force majeure, scholars also have ideshtf few impactful, intentional
policy-making processes (Cranston et al., 2003;d@am, et al., 2005; Jones, 1999;
Southworth, 1988). Education policies and reforke,the Compulsory Education
Acts, the inclusion policy in Special Educatiorgrstardization and accountability
policies, School Based Management reforms, andascimoice (e.g., Kerchner,
1988; Whitaker, 2003), have been claimed to foragcppals to renegotiate their
relationship with the school community, rebalaregrtleadership and management
functions, and change the degree to which prinsipe¢ held accountable for schools'
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academic performance (e.g., Catano & Stronge, 26@&man & Heck, 1992;
Whitaker, 2003).

At first glance, the impact of these policies oa thle of the principal seems
to be direct. The policies adopted in order todoghe new role of the principal may
be considered an outcome of linear and rationatyohaking processes. These
processes take root in identifying the need toesalwell-defined problem, then aim
towards achieving a specific goal, and all-the-@/lasbnsidering, learning, and
evaluating alternative options in accordance ta fieasibility and ability to provide
a resolution (Meseguer, 2005; Page, 2006).

The opposing position claims the role of the ppatiransformed not as a
result of a rational policy-making process (Goodefiral., 2005), but in the reflection
of layers of policies (Darling-Hammond, 1993) amahfticting political and
bureaucratic interests (Cranston et al., 2003)s &hnot surprising as it is maintained
that reforms are never geared towards the prireifh@mselves, but rather towards
making the principals better mechanisms for distrily the policies (Cowie &
Crawford, 2007). Consequently, even when reformectly address the role of
school principals, some unexpected, undesiredagarse outcomes emerge out of
the planned policy. For example, in the case obS8cBased Management reform,
principals claimed that instead of becoming mort®@amous and strategic as
instructional leaders, the systems’ control mectrasiembedded within the reform
forced them to accept a managerial, or adminisgatble (Brundrett, 2001; Cowie
& Crawford, 2007). Moreover, to receive governmetognition, it was argued that
principals might have ignored local needs (Hulpi&&lcke, 2004) and not addressed
critical, contemporary social issues, like the desgation in the nineteen fifties or
the multi-culturally society of the last few decadBeck & Murphy, 1993; Goodwin
et al., 2005). In fact, it seems that policies sigphe principal’s role were seldom a
result of a process by which problems were idexttifgoals were set, and the
principal role was structured in order to tacklea®te and future societal
challenges. Instead, the evolution of the princgpadle may more closely follow the
Cohen, March and Olsen (1972) garbage can modelahizational choice.

The garbage can model addresses decision-makorgamizational
anarchies--organizations characterized by unclealsgtechnologies, and fluid

participation. Cohen et al. (1972) suggest thaiads are oftentimes seeking
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problems, rather than the more effective revertsaigon. They argue that more
often than not, irrelevant choices that cannotluesa specific problem are adopted
just for their attractiveness. They also suggest diecision agendas are often
organized by an accidental set of participantseraitiian by a team directly relating to
the challenges facing the system.

The garbage can model can be used to explain Inowany cases, local
socio-economic policies are emulations of inteoral trends (Meseguer, 2005;
Tyack & Cuban, 1995), not always intended or aléddo resolve a concrete
problem. Accordingly, it seems that incidental camation of policy-makers and
stakeholders may be responsible for importing ey from one system to another
— a lateral transfer- rather than resulting fromatéonal or linear policy-making
process. Likewise, the garbage can model can &|daie the unintended
recombination of old and new policy alternatived #meir evolution. Similarly,
Kingdon (1984) depicts public policy as an evoln#ioy process rather than one that
generates new alternatives. Thus, although soethkducational policy may be
conceptualized as a mediator between social clggteand organizational operations
(Bottery, 2007), the evolution of the principalde does not follow this rationale
(Bottery, 2007; Cranston et al., 2003). Under toistext, the present paper seeks to
examine how school reform in Israel has impactedtie of principals through the
identification of tools available to the principatsorder to address the evolving
societal challenges. Adopting the conceptual fraorewf policy-making in
organizational anarchies, we intend to examinedlaionship between national

challenges, educational reforms, and school managem

3. Methodology

The present study employs a socio-historical bds¢a analysis method (Schuitt,
2006). Accordingly, second order historical souraesused to interpret the sequence
of events to postulate causality. The employmeisioofo-historical perspective for
studying policy-making in education is well-estahid method in research in the
field of educational administration (see e.g., BE90; Gale, 2001; Lawton, 1992,
1994; Mahoney & Rueschemeyer, 2002; Philips & Fugl®2001). Scholars suggest
employing researchers with historical perspectv®tus on the reforms and

structures that impact policy-making and on the@idgies that can explain it (Philips
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& Furlong, 2001). Further, it was claimed that émeployment of historical methods
for studying educational policy can promote a laitederstanding of the complex
relationship between policies, structures and &a(Ball, 1990; Gale, 2001; Lawton,
1992, 1994), and their impact on the principal rdle better understand these
contextually-specific relationships while simultanely addressing the international
policy trends, we used comparative historical asialyaccording to which similarities

and differences among cases were identified (SchO®6).

4. Thelsraeli case

The Jewish educational system in Israel was estadddi prior to the founding of the
State of Israel in 1948. In its first years, thystem was a decentralized one and only
became centralized following the declaration ofedtaod and the massive waves of
immigration, which accompanied it. Nir (2006) mainis that this centralized
governance, adopted several years after Israehieeaa independent state, has since
become an embedded paradigm leaving its mark aty edeicational reform
implemented in Israel.

Some reforms in the Israeli educational system hlireetly addressed the
role of the school principal. Others have sougt#dweance pedagogical structural
changes, and while they did not directly addresgdle of the school principal, their
successful implementation depended on the pririsiphllity to adapt to his/her role.
The reforms attempting to deal with the challenigeshg the Israeli educational
system were substantially influenced by internatipnmported education policies
(Shmueli, 2003). Therefore, although school managens most often considered a
local product, it is surely influenced, directlyiadirectly, by reforms originating in
other educational systems- so much so that itssipte to identify “geological
layers” of various imported policies in the Israadiucational system (Shmueli,
2003). In effect, it seems that educational paiicisrael has not been rationally
formulated but rather has evolved in a haphazamhera(Shmueli, 2003). For
example, it was discovered that oftentimes a refaviich may have been popular
among Israeli policy makers, was carried out degpi¢ fact that it did not take into
account the educational needs and immediate clyaltenf the system. School
principals in Israel have therefore had to copé wie many discrepancies between

the adopted policies and those unanswered needshalidnges.
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As mentioned previously the present paper seekgdmine the influence of
various reforms on the role of the school principilalso aims to explore the level of
compatibility between the demands of the job amdctiallenges faced by the system
during each time period. In reference to the defferperiods in the history of the
Israeli educational system, the paper will disclisthe immediate challenges, 2) the
origins of the adopted reforms, and 3) the inflleeatthese reforms on the role of the
school principal and her/his ability to respondite challenges placed before
her/him.

4.1 Thehistorical periods of school management in | srael

4.1.1 The period of national revival and the esbhent of Zionist education (until
1949)

Examining the governance structure of the educatigystem prior to statehood
necessitates an understanding of the context wrdieh the State of Israel was
formed. In the mid-nineteenth century the Zionistvement, whose goal it was to
found a state for the Jewish people in the Landrakl, was established and gained
momentum.

By the start of the twentieth century the Zionistezprise in the Land of
Israel had begun to take shape. The spirit obnatiand cultural revival guided
nationalist education. Key components of this etlanancluded: Hebrew language
instruction, an emphasis on the connection to tiradl_and the importance of
productivity and the collective. These componeaiigped an educational practice
whose very essence was the advancement of natenahl. In order to disseminate
these ideas, community-based and informal actssitiere initiated (Elboim-Dror,
1999), while a formal educational system was siamgbusly founded.

The first formal educational institutions in theuotry were sponsored by
philanthropists who both funded and determineccttaacter of each school. But for
the first time, with the establishment of the HabiBeachers Union in 1903, a
professional body took it upon itself to determ@ticational policy, produce
curricula, supervise teachers, and lay the grounklfaw nation-wide education
(Elboim-Dror, 1999). Though the Hebrew Teachersodrdeveloped an educational
framework, the system was still loosely structused schools remained under

philanthropic sponsorship. At the outbreak of Waldr | schools were cut off from
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their philanthropic sources, funding became scamd,consequently, schools
became increasingly financially dependent on thelt\@ionist Organizatioh This
dependence triggered the process of unifying tlieattnal system under one
central authority (Elboim-Dror, 1999).

But even united under one central authority, thsterce of a centralized
administrative policy-making body did not last logradually, each of the political
parties operating in the Jewish assembly in Pakeststablished a separate
educational stream to disseminate its distinctlmpo Three educational streams
emerged: the socialist, the liberal, and the religi The bodies overseeing
educational matters in each stream gained dominartbe Jewish educational
system in the 1930's after the World Zionist Orgation withdrew monetary support
and transferred the responsibility of educatiotheoNational Assembfyan informal
governing body directly funded by the political fpes (Gaziel, 1999). As a result,
the bodies supervising educational matters in satelam became responsible for
formulating budgets, hiring teachers and principatsl preparing and overseeing the
curriculum (Gaziel, 1999). This situation is desed by Lamm (1973) as the
“political decentralization” of the parties and tleglministrative centralization” of
their overseeing bodies.

The administrative centralization of each sectos fedt most strongly in the
primary schools. Since almost every child in thpyation attended primary schdol
at the very least, these schools became the ideal@pringboards for each party
and were responsible for disseminating ideologyracduiting members. The
principal’s role in such schools consisted of mamgghe allocated school budget,
maintaining the facility, paying salaries, repogtstudent and teacher attendance to
the respective stream’s governing body and impléimgiits particular curriculum

(Bergson & Melamed, 1963). However, the principabweonsidered primarily a head

! The World Zionist Organization (WZO) was foundedlB97 as an umbrella organization, which
unified all the Zionist organizations in the wodgerating to found a state for the Jewish peopthén
Land of Israel. In its earlier phases the WZO espnted the Jewish assembly to the foreign goverisme
residing in the Land.

%2 The National assembly was the authority which engnted the decisions made by the elected
representatives of the Jewish population duringBitigsh mandate in the Land of Israel.

% The majority of secondary schools in Israel werademic, with a few agricultural and
vocational schools dispersed among them. Only pipeuclass, 5% of the population, attended these
schools (See Aharonson, 2001). The schools walesxe and selective, as their existence was based
tuition set and paid for by the parents of eachiesti
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teacher, the first among equfaland was responsible for the teachers' pedagogical
training. The role of head teacher was largelyshday the influence of the British
educational system and the Hebrew Teachers Unibichvemphasized the
pedagogical aspect of the principal’s job (Berg&avielamed, 1963; Nir & Inbar,
2003). However, since pedagogy was viewed meretyrasans for disseminating
political ideology, school principals became progiags of an ideologically-oriented
vision.

The link between politics and pedagogy during teeqal of national revival
was a notion derived from the Soviet régime, and waoduced by immigrants
arriving from republics within the Soviet empirallBwing the October Revolution
in Russia, Soviet schools became arenas for disséimg party ideology (Zajda,
1980). However, while in the Soviet Union theresvaaly one predominant
ideology, in pre-statehood Israel there were sévweealogies, each one competing
for supremacy. Thus, narrow political interestsvpreged the institutionalization of a
consolidated national educational system, the ksiabent of which would have
been crucial ahead of the massive waves of immagraind great increase in the
number of students School principals operating in the decentralieddcational
system run by the different streams continued netion as head teachers and
pedagogical advisors with ideological orientaticsther than as public servants
working towards the institutionalization of the edtional system. This situation may
have also resulted from an anti-managerial culiuaé developed after years of
foreign rule in exile and in Israel (Elboim-DroQ88). This anti-establishment
culture suited the efforts of the political streamsheir attempt to recruit students,
with the aim of increasing their influence over theure character of the State
(Gaziel, 1999).

4 At that time, the Israeli school system considehedschool principal as first and foremost an
excellent teacher (Chen, 1999). Examples of thi &gjeem in which the figure of the principal watdh
can be found in the words of former high schootishis from 1935-1943 who described their principal:
“he was a teacher with superior virtue,” “he kneawtto enthrall everybody with his wonderful orating
ability. | anticipated his classes with bated bré§Aharonson, 2001:82). It was this expertisejoihmade
the principal worthy of being a head teacher.

® Between the years 1929 and 1939, 280,000 peophégirated to the Land of Israel, doubling the
Jewish population, and significantly increasing tlsenber of students enrolled in the educationaksyof
each stream. This wave of immigration, like othezfore it, was relatively homogenous (Adler, 1985Jl
therefore theoretically provided comfortable coiadi$ for institutionalizing the education system.
Moreover, even though the pre-state voluntary efitutal system was divided into three sectors, a
centralized administrative framework already existe
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Politically decentralized governance was meticulppseserved during the
time period immediately following the founding diet State. However, ultimately,
fears of the possible dismantlement of the newlgldished State, along with
increasing competition for political hegemony betwéhe sectors, led to a

reconsideration of the governance structure.

4.1.2 The period of the establishment of a natiqgmdilic school system (1949-1962)
The founding of the State of Israel in 1948 asmalependent political entity required
the establishment of a single centralized governnfdthough the groundwork for
establishing a national public school system wagséem already developed and
functioning, it was ideologically and organizatitiyaivided (Elboim-Dror, 1999).
This factious system struggled to deal with thdlehges it was facing. The massive
wave of immigration of Jews from Eastern Europeddiie Eastern and North
African countries within the first few years of ggkendence, forced the education
system to confront not only the vast increase mimer of students but also the
accompanying cultural and ethnic disparities amtbiegn. Additionally, there was a
need to quickly train a large number of teachelsdin-Dror, 1988). To illustrate
the urgency, between the years 1948 and 1952 tinéerof students in the
educational system tripled from 100,000 to 300,@88;number of educational
institutions jumped from 800 to 2,800; and the nenmdf teachers doubled from
5,000 to 10,000 (Tzameret, 2003). The challengesemted by this huge wave of
immigration led to the attempt to unify the system.

The aspiration to achieve procedural equality amtbrmity was manifested
in the Compulsory Education Law, approved by th&t fparliament in 1949- a year
following the declaration of the State. Though this obligated the State to provide
free education for each child in Israel betweenatpes of 5 and 15, it did not alter the
political structure of the system, and the différeducational streams persisted
(Chen, 1999). The elimination of the streams d&edcentralization and unification
of the system only occurred in 1953, following #uoption of the State Education
Law®. It appointed the Ministry of Education as the medlucational policy-making
body in Israel (Gaziel, 1999).

® Despite the fact that the State Education Lawiakted the political sectors, it did not entirely
eliminate the separation between different typesdafcation. Accordingly, a separate religious ationo
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The State Education Law produced pedagogical andrestrative
centralization and severely diminished the authiaitthe local municipalities
(Gaziel, 1999), all for the sake of the melting ji@ology and procedural equality.
These measures were consistent with the natiomaldstollectivist ideology, also
supported by the socialist party in power, guidimg curriculum (Mathias & Sabar,
2004). Despite the small size of the State, theatihnal system was divided into
districts. The districts had been used to givehimmds of the system closer
involvement in managing local problems and to iaseetheir control (Inbar, 1986).

In those days, school principals were functionaoiethe central authority and
their position was considered an administrative dine principals were raised within
the system. They were appointed to their posthieygcommendation of a
superintendent (Chen, Addi, & Goldring, 1994) withbaving to compete with other
candidates or prove their professionalism (Che@9)1%ersonal agreement between
the superintendent and the principal was the dexfsictor. Thus, school
management was perceived as a job one learnedytheogerience and not through
training (Chen, 1999). In effect, the principalsrerenerely bureaucrats fulfilling the
rules and regulations dictated by the central aitth(Nir & Inbar, 2003). Hence,
the principal was expected to deal with the managerof teacher assignments,
sorting students into classes, and overseeingdityerdutine. The aim of the
Ministry was to simplify the principals’ role as ©tuas possible by keeping them
away from complex tasks such as recruiting, prongeiand training teachers,
handling fiscal matters, and maintaining the faciiBergson & Melamed, 1963).
One might say that the principals consented torsigeg teachers and school
activities on behalf of the central authority (Ch&899). In this manner, the
centralization of the system shaped the principalesas a bureaucratic and
ideological functionary of the central authority.

The transition to a centralized governance strectwhich included a new
definition for the role of the school principal,asidence of the continuing Soviet
influence on education in Israel. Following thet@er Revolution in 1917, the
Soviet educational system was consolidated. Theraamst party had high control

over education, and as a result a high degreeifdramty of the curriculum, teaching

branch within the public system was approved. Rityi, for coalitional and political reasons, aagoized
and funded but independent system of educatiorapwpsoved for Ultra Orthodox Jews from Eastern
Europe (Elboim-Dror, 1988).
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methods, and assessment was evident. Educatiombextool for “engineering” the
student (Zajda, 1980). The use of education asstrument of ideological control
by the central government was also manifestedamthany countries under Soviet
influence. In such countries, principals were naated by the local representatives of
the Communist party and formally approved by thaistry of Education. These
appointments did not take professional mattersadotwsideration. Therefore, it is
unsurprising that the principal’s role was miniraab limited, and that it was
essentially confined to implementing the centrdhatity’s curriculum (Berzina,
2003). Though the young State of Israel was naiae® colony, the pro-Soviet
orientation of its leadership was evident in oMetatision- making and specifically
in educational matters. While prior to statehoosi&adnfluence was only
pedagogical and ideological, the official foundwigsrael saw the emergence of a
centralized organizational process similar to tlaich began in the Soviet Union
several decades earlier. This process began atseanpt to increase the
government's ideological control over the schostam.

In effect, the centralized educational reform addph Israel failed to deal
with the main educational challenge of that timeqak i.e., handling the needs of a
broad, heterogeneous, and diverse population désts (Adler, 1985). Although it
was necessary to create an administrative cerat} for the newly established
country, the “melting pot” policy restricted theildly of the principal to respond
effectively to the emerging challenges. In ordeadequately respond to the
problems raised by the absorption of a massive lptpno of diverse students, the
system should have enabled the school principatdactively be involved in
adjusting the pedagogy according to his/her stisdeeé¢ds. Instead, principals ended

up serving merely as a bureaucrats.

4.1.3 The period of distributive justice in eduoat(1963-1976)

The failure of the educational uniformity policydi became evident in 1955 when
the Ministry of Education began administering aaraxmation to all eighth grade
students. The purposes of the examination weressare academic achievement

levels and to select candidates for secondary éidacét turned out that the rigid
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policy regarding entry into secondary schools tethe exclusion of many studehts
The students who were accepted had to excel, &ardenumber dropped out or
completed high school without obtaining a matritioka.certificat& (Tzameret,
2003). Not surprisingly, the results of the exartioraexposed achievement gaps
corresponding to social and ethnic backgrotifisthias & Sabar, 2004). It was
discovered that students of Afro-Asian origin drepmut of primary schools at very
high rates, and that only a minority of this popiolia passed the selection process
and enrolled in secondary school (Gaziel, 1999)edwer, the number of students of
Afro-Asian origin who both attained high school natlation certificates and
enrolled in universitlf was disproportionately lower than the studenfzegentation
within the population (Tzameret, 2003). The faitucé the educational system, both
in terms of narrowing the achievement gaps andrekpg secondary schooling,
required a policy shift from procedural equalitydistributive justice.

The educational policy seeking to produce distrlaujustice implemented its
first phase between the years 1963 and 1968. Dhipensation plan, also referred to
as "national protectionism," aimed to address tezement gap between the
various sectors by way of "differential investmé&ng., giving more to the
disadvantaged students who came from the weakeresgg of society. The
compensation and enrichment of the disadvantagpdl@ion was manifested in
programs which extended the regular school dayed@tudents into homogenous
learning groups and created enrichment centerdaantling schools for gifted
students (Gaziel, 1993). Additionally, the MinistrfyEducation established new
post-primary vocational schools.

" In the first year after independence there wetg about 10,000 students studying in various
secondary institutions (academic, vocational, agdcaltural), and about two thirds of these
students studied at the academic schools. Therefioe increase in number of students attending
secondary schools posed a central problem in tis¢ diecades following statehood (Tzameret,
2003).

® Matriculation examinations were administered ugompletion of academic high schools.
Success on these examinations earned the studemat@culation certificate, which was a
prerequisite and selection mechanism for attentligger education institutions or gaining access to
certain jobs.

° In 1948, the Jewish population was mainly homogesg consisting of 80% European-
American descendents and only 20% Afro-Asian detaets. Due to the massive wave of
immigration following the founding of the Statejshatio underwent a drastic change, and by the
end of the 1950's 58% of the population was of peem-America origin and 42% of Afro-Asian
origin (Tzameret, 2003).

19 By the second half of the 1950’s the percentagé\fod-Asian students enrolled in the
university was 10%, while their percentage of thtalt population was nearly 58% (Tzameret,
2003).
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The second phase of the policy for developing itbistive justice transpired
in 1968 when the minister of education promotedramrehensive reform of the
educational system. It was to replace the two-tisteucture (eight years of primary
school followed by four years of secondary schaalh a three-tiered structure (six
years of primary school followed by six years af@@dary school, the secondary
school being divided into intermediary school aightschool). The intermediary
schools were designed to ease the transition todkelevel of education because
entrance to the intermediary schools was autonf@gziel, 1999). In this manner,
policy-makers hoped to increase the rate of stwd@tkeiving a secondary education.

Accompanying the structural reform was a proclaaméinnouncing the
decision to execute a deliberate, pedagogicalpsediicational integration in the
intermediary schools (Resh, 2006). Because oftession, intermediary schools
became the main sources of deliberate integragiot marked the transition from a
homogeneous selective educational system to a aapsive, all-inclusive, and
heterogeneous ohle

Since the reform's main goal was pedagogicalgiired flexibility in its
implementation. However, the school principal'sdsaremained tied as the Ministry
of Education continued to exert control over studegistration, the hiring of
teachers, school curriculum and its evaluationr@foee, instead of being
responsible for adjusting the new reform to fit'les students' individual needs, the
principal's main task revolved around managingtiescribed national policies at the
school level. Principals were now required to md&eisions regarding student
tracking and teacher placements (Resh & Dar, 19®®reover, since integration
increased the size of the secondary school, ittatggered specialization, further
institutionalization, and bureaucratization (Re&tller & Inbar, 1980). As a result,
principals mainly engaged in administrative tasistéad of pedagogical ones (Erez
& Goldstein, 1981). In effect, the school prindipacame mainly a coordinator of

school activities.

" The reform was not implemented in a top-down fashand the choice to participate was
left to the local municipalities. Moreover, it pattad various interest groups (teachers unions,
wealthy parents, kibbutz schools, and religiousostd) to avoid participating. In the absence of a
reform law mandating implementation, it took yehedore the reform was fully adopted. In effect
between the years 1968 and 1995 only 70% of theaipatities adopted the reform (Gaziel, 1999).
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The question is asked: how did this reform oritggfla Furthermore, why did
this reform fail to lead to a modification of thentral governing body? Why didn’t
principals receive the responsibilities and thegieged authority to manage the
reform’s needed changes at the school level?

The applied policy of distributive justice in Istagas strongly related to the
growing closeness between Israel and Western desritr light of the Cold War and
disappointment with the Soviet Union (Tzameret,200he Israeli reform intending
to create heterogeneous intermediary schools vilagnted by the desegregation
and affirmative action policies adopted by the BdiStates in the 1960's. These
policies attempted to integrate students from cffi¢ racial, ethnic, and
socioeconomic groups into one single educatiorsditition (Shmueli, 2003).
Simultaneously, Israel was also influenced by ti@ad-democratic educational
practices sweeping across Europe at the time. EBarogovernments increased their
efforts to deal with school dropouts by buildingrmqg@rehensive schools and initiating
academic tracking and homogenous learning groups(8li, 2003). The influence
of the two contradicting policies led to the phermoa of implementing "segregation
within integration” in intermediary schools. Irhet words, these schools ended up
providing one educational framework for “strongigeénts, and another one for those
who were considered “weak.”(Resh & Dar, 1990).

Aside from the contradicting Western influences¢hgas also evidence of
strong and sustained Soviet influences on thellsdecational system during this
period. These influences were visible in the wayost principals were limited in
their abilities to impact the implementation of tlieéorm. In other words, the
Ministry of Education retained its power and did delegate any responsibility to
the principals regarding the pedagogical matteas\ilere essential to the reform'’s
success.

It seems that it was not absolutely necessaryh®Ministry of Education to
limit the principal’s authority in order to implemtthe reform. During the same
time period Sweden, in fact, adopted a policy toimize central governance for the
sake of social equality while simultaneously expagdhe principal's role. It
replaced a selective secondary school system widilanclusive, integrated
community-based system (Shmueli, 2003). The Swedisinm was accompanied by

the termination of selective placement of student of the high school
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matriculation examinations. These changes pavedadydor flexible and adaptable
responses to the problems present in the fielddgtgieimer, 1974). Although
Sweden only had to deal with socio-economic anduigbt ethnic or cultural
disparities, its efforts to grant principals cohwger pedagogical matters could have
served as a possible alternative to the centraizablicies implemented in Israel
(Resh & Dar, 1990).

In order to deal with the vast social diversity lghiemaining attentive to the
various crises that arose during the transitiomftbe four-year to the comprehensive
six-year secondary school program, principals ne¢oldave pedagogical authority.
Nevertheless, the absence of real structural chianpe central governance body left
the pedagogical authority in the hands of the Miyief Education. Understandably,
the principal’s job became unfeasible. The prinisipgere placed in an untenable
situation. Whilst having to address particular dembrought about due to economic
and social developments, they were not given tleessary authority to effect the

changes in their own schools.

4.1.4 The period of educational pluralism (1977-QP9

The expected results from the reforms introducetiéenl 960s and 70s were not
forthcoming. Centralized practices did not helpritigate, let alone address, the
societal challenges being encountered. The idéatbentralized educational system
could not manage a highly diversified populatiorswaported from abroad;

however, it aptly suited the circumstances in lisrblee need for decentralization
surfaced in light of the failure of the educatiosgétem to narrow the scholastic gaps
between student populations.

The first policy shift towards decentralization relceady occurred in the
early 1970's. At that point, the Ministry of Edtioa delegated some of its authority
to the district councils, but with the intentioratlthe authority would then be further
delegated until it reached the school level. Ircpeca, however, the centralization of
the Ministry was simply replaced by the central@atof the district councils, and the
districts soon became the new mechanisms for danttbe educational system
(Gaziel, 1999). Throughout the decade, effortseweade by the Ministry of
Education to encourage teacher initiatives, entdatéoility in teaching hours, and

provide pedagogical autonomy to schools. Nevertiselas these efforts were marked
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by close supervision, inspection, and bureaucrbba(, 1987), it is unsurprising that
no significant changes occurred. As a result, tiidip's objections to governmental
social policies increased, especially to its pofiegarding educational equality. This
dissatisfaction ultimately led to a political tukss in 1977, and the leftist party that
had been in power since the founding of the State neplaced by a rightist one.

In theory, the ideology adopted by the rightist gavnent — which originated
in the West in the early 1970's and was importedriael shortly thereafter and
introduced neo-conservative ideas (Ram, 2004)dddtaeli public — should have
seen the realization of the decentralization palicgducation. It should also have
given its stamp of approval to the privatizatioredication. In practice, however,
neither of these phenomena occurred.

In the 1980’s, the tension between the centralaiiibs’ desire to encourage
pedagogical autonomy and their simultaneous neathintain close supervision
continued to flare. This tension gave rise to whas known as the “institutionalized
autonomy” policy (Inbar, 1987) under which, fortausce, a program specifically
designed to introduce curricular autonomy endetiaipg burdened by the very
inspections it should have rendered obsolete. Maedhe efforts of the Ministry of
Education to advance curricular autonomy were apeoned by drastic budget cuts
which led to a decrease in school hours and classsbovercrowding (Inbar, 1987).
These cuts undermined any potential autonomy amgered the newly granted
authority useless.

Although official education policies regarding detralization were laden
with contradictions, privatization did not even bew an official policy. Unofficial
privatization, however, naturally emerged, botlaassult of the system’s inability to
cope with the demand for scholastic achievemenirafight of the budget cuts. The
public’s disappointment and frustration with itsm was manifested in an increase
of parental involvement (Inbar, 1987). For instgnga@ents’ organizations were
formed, followed by the emergence of “grey educdtiosupplemental educational
services privately acquired by parents (Shmued320Subsequently, these parents,
who began to pay for educational services, becafheential in determining
curriculum components. The reality of a “backdoaygess of privatization” (Inbar,
1989) was even further manifested by the introdumctif school choice in the mid

1980's. Despite the lack of any official policy eacaging choice (Yona, 2000),
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parents, local municipalities, and interest gromasaged to establish de-zoned
“autonomous”, “community”, and “magnet” schools p&n, Sabar & Goldring,
2000). Additionally, more schools were establisimetpendently of the educational
system, such as an ultra-Orthodox “Shas” networcbbols for students of Afro-
Asia origin (Shamai, 2000), whose parents wereespdir over the public
educational system.

Two main factors can explain the educational systéaiure to “deliver the
product” and the subsequent flight of certain papahs from the public school
system: (1) The system’s use of bureaucracy anergigpon to restrain school
principals' autonomy (Inbar, 1987), and (2) broaddet cuts. These factors
minimized the range of action available to schaoi@pals, essentially limiting their
role to one of preserving and maintaining core sthotivities*? Studies indicate
that during the 1980’s principals understood tfais to be mainly associated with
organizing teachers, as well as handling the coatis flow of administrative duties
(Gally, 1988; Kremer, 1983). Therefore, it is sBatprising that principals have
found the new academic training programs for ppals in Israel (Chen, 1999),
which are similar to those that were developedrigland and the U.S. (Brundrett,
2001), to be neither useful nor essential to jodis. This reaction reflects the
conflict between the system’s desire to professipi@in school principals - a
prerequisite for any potential candidate - andpitiecipals’ awareness of their very
limited autonomy.

Without suitable tools to deal with the increasitigersity in their student
bodies and communities, public school principalsehaeen left to fend for
themselves, and have been unable to compete witratp schools” for students.
These principals should have been granted the astnaitive authority to become
“street level politicians,” negotiating contradiggi demands as they saw fit. Only
then could they have responded effectively to garand students and kept them in
the public school system, while at the same tindefiring a social common

denominator.

12 Between 1981 and 1986 the number of teaching Hougimary schools was cut by 28.5%.
After administrative adjustments, including an s&sing class size and a decreasing number of s)dkse
effect of the budget cut has been reduced to 1{li6Bar, 1987).
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4.1.5 The period of transition to a multiculturalueational market (1991-2001)

The call for Israel to become a multicultural stgtew louder (Margalit & Halbertal,
1998) during the 1990's. It came as a result adtadraemographic shifts following a
massive wave of immigration from the former SoWeion and the growth of the
Arab and ultra-Orthodox populations. The shiftskli society from centralized,
nationalist and public to capitalist, hierarchiaat with an assortment of ethnic
communities (Ram, 2004), forced the Ministry of Ealion to re-examine its policies
S0 as to not be led by these new realities, bberab help shape them.

The re-examination of education policy led to tdegtion of reforms in two
fields: (1) school choice and (2) school based mament (SBM). The adoption of
these reforms was influenced by the popularityimilar reforms in Western
countries. Said reforms aimed at increasing &lbets' efficiency and accountability
by using competition mechanisms and delegating pénom the centralized
authority to the school itself (Dahan & Yonah, 1299

The Ministry of Education’s school choice policiesre shaped by ministerial
committees and administrative decisions. In 199hjrastry-appointed committee
examined and approved the already existing magheiogs, thus opening the door to
school choice (Dror, 2006). In that same yearulb@-Orthodox school network
“Shas” received state recognition. Thanks to téedgnition, the “Shas” network
became a legitimate alternative to the regularipwahools. Soon after, in 1994, a
ministerial committee decided to support the idescbool choice as long as two
conditions were met: 1) equivalence regarding titewlissemination of information
about each school had to be guaranteed, and 2) ltlaérto be equal opportunity for
each student to attend any school he/she desirgds{h of Education, 1994a). In
accordance with the committee's call to find a hedabetween choice and equality,
and without implementing its actual recommendatitims large municipalities in
Israel adopted a "controlled parental choice” madé¢he 1990’s. This model enabled
the municipality to partially monitor the selectiprocess of students and the
supposed results (Dror, 2006; Haymann & Shapir@320

The advent of school choice arose just as the SBMement began. In 1996,
the Ministry of Education initiated an experimerpabject to test the implementation
of SBM (Dror, 2006). Within the experimental fram@k, authority regarding the

management of the school budget was passed tasehobl and municipal council,
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but the authority to hire or fire teachers was twithl. By the end of the 1990’s nearly
100 schools were participating in this project (D&006). To advance efficient and
successful implementation of SBM in the educati@yatem, the government
switched from a per-class funding method to a pgritpne (Ministry of Education,
2003). Additionally, the Ministry of Education reasted its authority by making the
implementation of the national curriculum a stipiga for receiving funding. The
Ministry hoped this stipulation would create a nemmmon base for a multicultural
educational system.

In the 1990's, out of the entry of SBM and the adiwé school choice, grew
the need for a new training program to preparecypais for their professional and
entrepreneurial roles arose. This demand went yrandtprincipal training programs
continued to focus on administrative and bureaicnastters (Nir & Inbar, 2003).
Not surprisingly, the lack of change in principaiting programs corresponded with
the lack of actual change in the role of the scipoimicipal. This lack of change in
the principal's role is reflected in a Ministry®Bducation memorandum devoted to
rewriting the principal’s job description (1994he memorandum emphasizes the
role of principals in managing daily school funcisg their obligation in fulfilling
Ministry of Education directives, and their ultirragubordination to the
superintendent (Chen, 1995).

The Ministry of Education's reluctance to give tgogower and control gave
birth to the “centralization trap” (Nir, 2006). Uadthese circumstances, principals
had to navigate between contradictory demandsh@®woie hand they were
responsible for implementing Ministry of Educatipalicies, which they had no part
in creating. Simultaneously, in light of increaseanmunity and parental
involvement, they also became obligated to respomocal demands (Nir, 1999).
According to Nir's argument, the current job detiiom of the school principal
involves an almost impossible navigation betwe@séhdemands, as principals lack
both the requisite authority and flexibility to pe both the government and their
constituents. Moreover, the need to negotiate batveenflicting demands,
restrictions of the state, and competition overstegtion caused by school choice,
has led principals to function as marketing agé@idatka, 2002). Thus, instead of
principals functioning as expert school managets@nfessional and public leaders

(Gibton & Chen, 2003), they are forced to devotererous amounts of time to
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satisfying student and parent preferences (Opl&iskette & Hemsley-Brown,
2002) and to negotiate like “street level politigé between conflicting interests.

It seems that the lack of autonomy and the cemg&dlcontrol of the education
system have made it difficult for principals to iscon developing a unique
community vision. The absence of such a visiorspeeially noticeable in the current
multicultural reality where a school is expectedssume a central role in forging the

local identity.

4.1.6 The period of standardization and accounighb{P002-present)

Some of the challenges facing the educational syatehe start of the 21st century
are quite similar to those of the previous decate. educational system has to
respond to the individual and group desire for-s&ffression and fulfillment. In
addition, the system needs to deal with the fragatiem of the collective identity
and assist in forming a consolidated ethos. Moremlebalization has triggered a
new challenge; the educational system must nowapeegtudents to live in the time
of the "knowledge revolution," requiring creativertking and life-long learning.

In order to deal with the challenges presentedlblyaiization, in 2002 the
president of the United States presented the Nt Ckit Behind (NCLB)
educational reform. The NCLB is based on standandsassessment examinations
(Fusarelli, 2004). This reform exemplifies the gnogvstrength of the standardization
movement amidst worldwide educational reforms. iftoeement advocates the
setting of performance goals to increase accouittafihis increased accountability
is to be accomplished by applying incentives amttsans to self-governed schools
based on their achievements or failures at mestagdardized criteria (Watson &
Supovitz, 2001). The uses of international achiesgnexaminations, such as
TIMMS and PISA, have already been employed in otde@ompare the educational
systems of different countries (Riley & Torranc803). No real evidence exists,
however, that matches success on standardizeddestenomic growth (Cuban,
2006).

Although buds of assessment and a focus on ach@&venere already
identifiable in Israel due to the 1980's worldwagit#ool effectiveness movement
(Shmueli, 2003), it seems that the standardizatproach has accumulated mass

support over time. In 1998 the Ministry of Eduoatapproved a standards-based
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English language curriculum, and by 2003 it becameverall general policy. That
same year the Ministry of Education compiled a aangiculum consisting of
uniform standards for all primary schools. In 20@%ommittee was appointed whose
purpose was to suggest structural changes to tlhmBdnal system in light of public
dissatisfaction with its accomplishments. The Cottaa for Restructuring the
Education System sided with the decision to appigtegonal core curriculum and set
standards. Based on the committee’s report, patenould be assessed according
to the performance of their schools in national swernational standardized
examinations. In an effort to increase accountgiaimong school principals, the
committee recommended that their role be strength@na number of ways: by
granting them the authority to hire and promoteleas, by giving them decision-
making power regarding pedagogical and adminisganatters, by increasing their
salaries, and by developing a new principal trajrdaurse equivalent to a masters
degree (Ministry of Education, 2005).

Despite the postponement in implementing the coterid report — due to
objections raised by the teachers’ union and aleotd the change in Ministers of
Education — it seems that some significant pariswére pushed ahead, and their
implementation appears to be imminent. For exangpfegtional authority for
educational measurement and assessment has baelisket to oversee the
implementation of standards and to aid the educaki®ystem in developing greater
accountability. Additionally, an experimental traig program for school principals
which places emphasis on instilling general managerskills has been introduced
(Yorgan, 2006). Finally, the committee’s report&®e a reference point for future
public debates that discussed educational polioyirfstance, following the task
force’s recommendation to change teachers’ worklitimms, these recommendations
were used during negotiations with the Ministryrafance. According to the new
agreement that was finally established and termea‘horizon,” teachers will spend
more hours at school, teach more lessons, medspuagividually, and attend staff
meetings. In addition, this reform is supposedugnaent principals’ authority to hire
and fire teachers (Zemer, 2008). Although thismefamplemented in 2008, raised
students’ achievements in mathematics and wastegptwr improved schools’
climate, it was claimed that it increased princgpadministrative work load (Kashti,

2010) which, in turn, might decrease the time thaye to instruct teachers. In
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addition, principals have reported dissatisfactath the authorities and the
autonomy they have granted (National AuthorityBolucational Measurement and
Assessment report, 2010).

The implementation of some, though not all, ofthl@dmmendations in the
report produced by the Committee for RestructutiregEducation System and the
following reform indicates that performance testd eegulations have become an
alternative version of centralized control (Brow2000). Moreover, it seems that
stressing student performance on tests as keyaitwigcof the principal’s success and
emphasizing efficiency in principal training progra perpetuate a business,
managerial approach for schools. This managerjaioseh stresses the role of the
school in preparing students for employment in maslyic marketplace, but it does
not shape citizens who will actively participatetive democratic process (Cuban,
2004). Under such circumstances principals ardylilcebe considered "business
managers." This short-sighted perspective to samgpaind roles expected of both
teachers and principals can be a dangerous wagwing and assessing the
principal’s role. How this might affect potentialdlor prospective principals is left
undetermined. These principals as “business masiager expected to amend the
“failing” so-to-speak educational system. But tAggke regulation in Israel’s
decentralized system encourages conformity anediages diversification between
schools. The principal is left to balance accouifitglunder heavy regulation and an
active leadership role; this impossible balananiscipated to fail.

Instead of this anticipatory failure, school prpelis are faced with a more
practical challenge: to function as expert schoahagers and professional and
public leaders (Gibton & Chen, 2003). This balaisceindamental. It is not
sufficient for principals to act as business manafgcusing on the business aspect
of running a school to the exclusion of social pedagogical considerations (Gibton
& Chen, 2003), but rather focusing on social coasations, they ought to become
what may be termed social-educational entreprend®misicipals who assume the
role of social-educational entrepreneurs not oténtify and address the existing
needs of the community, but also realizing new see@n attempt to create a
common public domain. Such an attempt, which wdwidg together many groups
and individuals, requires that leaders with comgeaial and educational

worldviews will resist efforts to impose conditidreniformity on their institutions
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(Yonah, 2005). Although these social-education&legmeneurs should strive to
better their societies, however, their main constould always be the students and
the school community. Moreover, pedagogy shouldarartheir main tool, and they
should demonstrate their professional skills axatius. Serving as instructional
leaders they should "think big but act local;" tlséwpuld reflect the community spirit
but also act as agents of change. They must mmrédse students' interests while
standing firm in the face of financial, bureauaraéind societal limitations placed
upon them by governments, markets, and commun{&eserating new educational
practices to serve their students and their sesietis well as to fulfill their own
vision, these principals may pave the way towaigisificant educational leadership.
Although principals serving as social-educatiomdtepreneurs at times
behave as if the system's restrictions do not ajgpllgem, the system nevertheless
needs to be further reformed in order to facilitigir emergence. For instance,
deregulation of the system and its reconstructbm & professional body under
which professionals supervise schooling and dewvedsm might provide principals
with the qualifications as well as the freedom angdport needed to concretize their
social-educational dreams. Furthermore, in ordégttprincipals realize their social-
educational vision, the system should also fremtfrem a dependence on the
market. When a school’s survival depends almostedynbn its ability to satisfy
consumer preferences, the principal will tend todvell-established and popular
educational practices rather than giving precedémpeofessional or ideological
considerations. In order to prevent the occurraidthis phenomenon, the system
should fully fund schools so that they will not lkao rely on adopting competitive
mechanisms instead. And of course, individual neadisa school's community
preferences must be incorporated into the prinsipeibfessional considerations.
To insure that principals will reflect in their fessional decisions the spirit of
their communities, funding should be given dire¢tifhese communities and the
system should advocate a generation of communggdbaelf-governed schools. It
should also facilitate and promote the formatiomédrmal networks that would
connect diverse community-based self-governed $shimoorder to prevent the
withdrawal of communities from the public spheracl$ networks are needed to
enhance continuous public debate regarding edudtaexpose schools and

principals to alternative educational models, anthaintain a common ground
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among the nation's schools. This common grounduigal if the system wishes to
promote individual freedom, including the potent@ a future move from one
community to another or a decision to leave theroomity and its unique way of life
for the larger society.

5. Discussion
This paper examines the influence of various adstriaive and pedagogical reforms
on the role of the school principal in Israel. thermore, it questions the suitability
of this role to address the socio-educational ehgks facing the Israeli educational
system throughout different historical periods fifdt glance, it seems that the school
principal’s role has been directly associated whthnenacted reforms, each of which
was to have met central challenges facing thellszdacational system. The initial
decision to centralize the system during the pefatidwing the declaration of the
State, for example, was meant to canonize a peblicational system which would
inevitably define the principal's job as bureaucrak bureaucratic definition was
likely to have been considered the most reasorai#en the attempt to establish and
institutionalize a national educational systemmigirly, the adoption of the 1990's
school choice model and decentralization reforme\geen as essential in a growing
multicultural society. Thus, the principal’s roleadved into that of salesman and
street level politician. Suddenly, he/she washaposition of having to negotiate
among the varying demands of different communities.

Looking more closely, however, a much more complieture emerges.
While examining the connection between the chablsrfgcing the system, the
reform adopted, and the definition of the schoal@pal's role during different time
periods, three central features repeatedly arisgt, i is fairly evident that the
imported reforms, or role definitions, were tramgied upon their arrival in Israel
and given local flavor. For example, the Britistiniéion of school principal as head
teacher went from pedagogical leader to ideologioal This transformation
occurred prior to statehood, when pedagogy was agammeans for disseminating
ideology. Another example would be the 1960's stima¢ desegregation reform,
which was imported from the U.S. This reform waglemented in Israel not only to
promote academic achievement for disadvantagedrehil as it was in America, but

also to foster social integration. The problem, beer, was that the principal's role
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was not adapted to fit the needs that arose dieafeform. The emphasis on the
administrative aspects of the job, and the reginstplaced on the principal
regarding essential pedagogical decisions, dideave much room for her/him to
serve as a pedagogical leader. In other wordsyriganal source of the reform was
foreign, but the local Israeli context reigned supe in determining, and limiting, the
role of the school principal.

Second, it seems as though the initial decisiaretudralize the educational
system, which was made during the crucial phasis édunding, left a significant
mark on all subsequent reforms. The Ministry of &ation was constantly seeking to
preserve its control over the system. Consequemtigrms which were adopted over
and over again were not accompanied by fundamehgadges in the job description,
and no additional authority was given to schoah@pals. These principals were
therefore forced to confront the educational cimgléss before them without having
the appropriate tools. The pedagogical autonomigyof the 1980's, for instance,
which was by its very definition a decentralizatioeasure, was of no help to the
principals whose hands were in any event tied byctntralized bureaucracy. The
principals, aware of the limitations placed on thenoided deviating from the tasks
their authority permitted. As a result, they contit adequately respond to the threat
of irrelevancy as certain populations abandonegthiic schools. The situation
eventually led to unintentional and gradual prxation of the system. As a result,
the system weakened and inequality increased.

Third, it seems that the bureaucratic and cengdlirature of the system
reduced its ability to respond in real time to ith@ompatibility between a chosen
reform and the immediate challenges facing theegystTherefore, a good deal of
time passed until the reform’s failure became cleae consequence of which was
the delay in redefining the school principal’s tdldis time lag essentially resulted in
binding the school principals to an irrelevant g@scription which had been
developed in response to obsolete educational @idl :ieeds. This process marked
each and every educational period, prior to theding of the State until the present
time.

During the phase of national revival, the modethef "ideological principal”
developed in response to the challenge of buildingw nation. This development

occurred despite the opportunity to institutional&system with a homogeneous
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population and a pre-existing foundation. If pipas had in fact been assigned to a
more bureaucratic role at that time, they couldehserved as a central force in
institutionalizing the system. However, the bureatic aspects of the job were only
adopted later, during the establishment of theipeghool system, and the timing
couldn't have been more problematic. The "burediecprincipal” was exactly the
wrong model for a heterogeneous and growing pojemathich was then entering an
educational system of a newly established stat¢hattime, the educational system
required pedagogical leaders, but pedagogical tshigeonly became a central
component of the principal's job during the perddiistributive justice, when they
were needed to implement social integration. #iitye however, the job continued
to be characterized primarily by administrativei@stt a job, that is, which did not
allow for flexibility or for the implementation gfrograms suited to each student.
Ironically, the very type of pedagogical autononggded during the distributive
justice phase was granted to principals only dutiregeducational pluralism period,
although even then this so-called autonomy wagetilby institutionalized
supervision and budget cuts. An already impossgidilevas then made even more
impossible due to the introduction of alternatiydiens of schooling, at which point
principals were forced to become "street leveltmiins,” negotiating between the
various demands of their diverse audiences in dalkeep students from abandoning
their schools. In essence, once the system adtmeadulticultural educational
marketplace model, the principals had no choiceédbecome salesmen, a
reasonable description given the competition fognimthe system. Despite the
fragmentation of Israeli society, then, school pipals were not encouraged to
become community leaders and their job descrigdidmot include components for
addressing the need to form new local identities.

The tendency to take away the pedagogical aspebegdrincipal’s role has
reached a climax during the current period of sdatidation and accountability. As a
result, the school principal will likely become re@and more preoccupied with the
administrative/business side of running a schoal get the current age of
globalization calls for the school principal to bewe a social-educational
entrepreneur who takes upon a broad social roldarsts through the financial,
bureaucratic and societal limitations placed uperim by governments, markets

and communities.
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For years, Israel’s principals have had to functionording to the challenges
of yesterday instead of the challenges of tomorfbwe delay in addressing pressing
current social problems has damaged the abilith@kchool principal to help shape
the social circumstances under which it operatéb®ofigh these phenomena can be
depicted as local and unique to the Israeli systeso illuminate the way policy is
made in organizational anarchies (Cohen et al.2)19%cordingly, it seems that
policy making processes may start with an inclorato adopt a preferable policy
choice rather than an attempt to recognize a pnobled then to search for a solution
(Kingdon, 1984); previous policy layers may inflaerpolicy maker to prefer certain
alternatives over others and/or interpreted a atielicy in a biased way (Darling-
Hammond, 1993); and, imported policies and inteonal trends, occasionally
loosely connected to local social, cultural, poétiand educational context, may set
the principal role definition while not being redav to the challenges principals face
(Meseguer, 2005; Riley & Torrance, 2003; Tyack &an, 1995).

In this context, the current trend in Western nmagito adopt standardization
and accountability policies in an uncritical manisaworrisome, as it might very well
lead to the development of school principals whwrg social considerations and
focus solely on the bottom line. It is reasonablsgeculate that a school's efficient
business management style, as effective as it rhghwill not be responsive to the
burning needs of the society it serves. For trasoa, it is important to define the role
of the school principal according to the currerdlldnges and needs of the society
rather than dredging up solutions from the garlgeof history (Cohen et al.,
1972).

It seems that the employment of socio-historicaspective for studying
policy-making in education and its influence on éwelution of the role of the
principal may not only help us illuminate the comptelationship between policies,
structures and values (Ball, 1990; Gale, 2001; bavit992, 1994), but also shed
light on long-term processes and turning points tiaze simultaneously shaped

principals’ ability to face societal challenges.
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