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neighborhoods of the City of Buenos Aires. In particular, we explore how S-LFPSs follow
different logics of action to attract (and shape) enrollment profiting from their extended
autonomy and some regulatory gaps. We applied discourse analysis on data from eight
months of ethnographic case study research in nine S-LFPSs. Student selection and
operational changes (e.g., increasing the student/teacher ratio) prevail over academic and
curricular changes. Selection is operated by means of aptitude tests and screening
interviews, and other symbolic artifacts aimed at signaling differences with state-run
schools and the potential fit between schools and families. We present a heuristic typology
of the different logics of action systematizing the schools’ responses as their leading
orientations toward the competitive environment. We suggest that policy inconsistencies
and deficient governmental oversight tilt the field against state-run schools. Rather than
ensuring equality of educational opportunity, the policy contributes to shape and deepen a
highly segregated and inequitable educational landscape.

Keywords: Private education; School choice; Educational partnerships; Educational
legislation; Educational opportunities; Principals

Cooperar en el discurso, competir en los hechos: Subsidios a las escuelas privadas
en contextos desfavorecidos de la Ciudad de Buenos Aires

Resumen: Pocos estudios han explorado cémo las escuelas responden a la competencia
en contextos de cuasi mercados socialmente estructurados. Este estudio examina cémo las
escuelas privadas subvencionadas de bajo coste (S-LEFPSs) compiten con las escuelas
publicas en algunos de los barrios mas pobres de la Ciudad de Buenos Aires. En particular,
exploramos cémo las S-LFPSs adoptan diferentes logicas de accion para atraer (y
seleccionar) matricula, haciendo uso de su mayor grado de autonomia y aprovechando
ciertos vacios legales. Analizamos datos recopilados durante ocho meses de trabajo
etnografico en nueve S-LFPSs. La seleccién de alumnos y los cambios operacionales (e.g.,
aumentar la ratio alumnos/docente) prevalecen sobre cambios los académicos y
curriculares. La seleccion se lleva a cabo a través de pruebas aptitudinales y entrevistas
diagnosticas, y otros artefactos simbolicos a fin de diferenciarse de las escuelas estatales.
Presentamos una tipologia heuristica de diferentes légicas de accidn, sistematizando las
principales respuestas de las escuelas en un contexto competitivo. Sugerimos que dadas las
inconsistencias en las politicas y el deficiente control gubernamental, la politica de
subsidios profundiza un escenario educativo altamente segregado y desigual.
Palabras-clave: Educacién privada; Eleccion de escuela; Alianzas publico-privadas;
Legislacién educativa; Oportunidades educativas; Directores

Cooperagiao no discurso, concorréncia nos fatos: Subsidios as escolas privadas em
contextos desfavorecidos da Cidade de Buenos Aires

Resumo: Poucos estudos tém explorado como as escolas respondem a concorréncia em
contextos sociais de quase-mercados. Este estudo examina como as escolas particulares
subvencionadas com baixo custo (S-LFPSs) concorrem com as escolas publicas em alguns
bairros dos mais pobres da Cidade de Buenos Aires. Especificamente, exploramos como as
S-LFPSs adotam diferentes estratégias para atrair (e escolher) matriculados, aproveitando a
sua autonomia e a falta de legislagdo. O analises foi feito a partir da compila¢iao de dados
feito em oito meses de trabalho etnografico em nove S-LFPSs. A sele¢do de alunos e as
mudangas operacionais (e.g. aumentar a propor¢ao aluno/professor) sio priorizados sobre
mudancas académicas e curriculares. A selecao e feita com testes de aptidio entrevistas de
avaliacao e outros dispositivos simbdlicos com o objetivo de se diferenciar das escolas
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publicas. Presentamos uma tipologia heuristica com diferentes estratégias de a¢ao, ao
sistematizar as principais respostas das escolas num contexto de concorréncia. Nossa
sugestao, a partir das inconsisténcias geradas nas defini¢des politicas e o inadequado
controle governamental, é que a politica de subvencionar aprofunda um cenario educativo
altamente segregado e desigual.

Palavras-chave: Educagao particular; Escolher escola; Parcerias piblico-privadas;
Legislagao educacional; Oportunidades educacionais; Diretores

Introduction

During the last decades, the role of private actors in educational services provision has
gained salience globally as diverse types of public-private partnerships (PPPs) have been enacted,
particularly in low and middle-income countries (Robertson, Mundy, Verger, & Menashy, 2012). A
major underlying premise warranting the expansion of PPPs and school choice policies around the
globe is that the private sector can provide higher-quality education in a cost-efficient manner, as
compared to the public sector. PPPs, it is also argued, may increase educational opportunities for
disadvantaged students by expanding their possibilities to choose schools, access supposedly high-
quality education and, ultimately, improve their academic performance (Languille, 2016).
Interestingly, these assumptions apply not only for developing countries but also for high-income
settings where school choice policies are increasingly targeting marginalized and racialized
populations in inner cities (Ellison & Aloe, 2018; Yoon et al., 2018).

However, evidence supporting such premises remains inconclusive. Evaluations of diverse
PPPs have rendered contradictory results in terms of student achievement, school segregation and
productive efficiency (Languille, 2016; Waslander, Pater, & Van Der Weide, 2010). While some
evaluations have found a positive impact in students’ learning and productive efficiency (Di
Gropello, 20006; Patrinos, 2006; Patrinos, Barrera Osorio, & Guaqueta, 2009; Witte, Thorn,
Pritchard, & Claibourn, 1994), others have shown marginal or even null improvement for both
dimensions (Bettinger, 2005; Bifulco & Ladd, 2006; Gauri, 1999; Levin & Belfield, 2003; Orfield &
Luce, 2016). Moreover, several studies have found negative effects pointing out that charter schools
and voucher models, for example, aggravate educational inequalities (Alves et al., 2015; Elacqua,
2012; Fiske & Ladd, 2001; Narodowski & Nores, 2002).

To achieve a more precise understanding of how PPPs in education work, we suggest that
scholarship in the field needs to widen its methods of inquiry and scope of research. First,
researchers have almost exclusively relied on quantitative approaches while relatively few studies
have used more context-conscious methodologies (see exceptions in Jabbar, 2015; Jennings, 2010;
van Zanten, 2009; Verger, Bonal, & Zancajo, 2016). This has been the case regardless of the fact
that policy enactment is significantly sensitive to context specificities (Braun, Ball, Maguire, &
Hoskins, 2011). Certainly, many of the theoretical assumptions and conditions that would ensure the
proper functioning of PPPs in education may not be fulfilled or may be absent in real-life
educational environments. For instance, previous studies have shown that school choice processes
are far from following a rational, instrumental logic, but rather decisively mediated by structural
constraints (Ben-Porath, 2009; McGinn & Ben-Porath, 2014; Rich & Jennings, 2015).
Notwithstanding, econometric models frequently used to assess the impact of educational PPPs are
limited in their capacity to comprehensively capture or control for the effects of complex contextual
variables. In comparison, qualitative research methods are useful means to thoroughly examine the
underlying social mechanisms and the contextual features in which PPPs are enacted. Thus,
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enriching the field with more qualitative studies might provide a clearer understanding of how PPPs
in education actually work in real-life scenarios (Klees, 2016; Verger & Zancajo, 2015).

Second, along with methodological narrowness, research has been limited in terms of scope.
To date, most researchers have focused on demand-side funding schemes, such as charter school
models and school vouchers, often considered in generic terms, and unaware of the considerable
variation between different policy designs. Interestingly, supply-side funding schemes have remained
largely under-explored despite their historical presence and increasing dissemination in both
developed and developing countries (Heyneman & Lee, 2016; Moschetti, 2018).

Unlike demand-side subsidies, supply-side subsidies are not allocated on a direct per capita
basis, but relatively independently from enrollment. In general, allocation of funding is attached to
certain eligibility criteria related to private schools’ characteristics. Location, availability of nearby
public schools, profit/non-profit status, and socioeconomic background are the most common
criteria considered in supply-side subsidy schemes (Ensor, 2004; Patrinos et al., 2009). By detaching
funding from enrollment, supply-side funding schemes are supposed not to promote school
competition. Thus, unlike market dynamics intrinsic to demand-side funding models, state-funded
private schools are supposed to supplement public school provision while keeping competition to a
minimum (LaRocque, 2008; Montoya & Frugoni, 2016; Patrinos et al., 2009; Verger et al., 2018).'

However, the existence of a subsidy policy may not be incentive enough to guarantee the
expansion of private providers needed to compensate for government under-provision. Also,
supply-side subsidies tend to pose an extra challenge for States in terms of accountability given the
diverse, complex and often difficult to assess subsidy allocation criteria. Finally, although in theory
supply-side subsidy policies do not entail school competition, they may not be effective enough to
avold de facto competitive practices among schools. In fact, where State enforcement capacity is
insufficient to ensure private providers comply with the legislation, chances are high that schools
engage in competitive practices, adopting opportunistic behaviors (Gauri & Vawda, 2004; Jennings,
2010; Linder & Rosenau, 2000; Verger et al., 2018).

Against this background, in this study we use an ethnographic approach to examine the
supply-side subsidy policy for private schools in the context of some of the poorest neighborhoods
of the Autonomous City of Buenos Aires, Argentina. Focusing on the ways in which private school
principals and staff respond to, interpret and enact the policy framework, we identify the
mechanisms and practices at play to explore whether—and if so, how—state-funded private schools
do supplement (as intended by the policy framework) or rather compete with tuition-free
government schools.

The article is structured as follows: In the next section, we review the context of emergence,
process of adoption and main features of the subsidy policy in the city of Buenos Aires vis-a-vis the
exceptionality of the Argentine case regarding the global diffusion of pro-market policies in
education. Then, we present some methodological considerations and build an analytical framework
to study schools’ responses in competitive scenarios. Findings are presented in two sub-sections.

1 PPPs in the form of supply-side funding can be found also in Early Childhood Education (ECE) in both
developed and developing countries (e.g., Barly Childhood Centers in Argentina and Head Start in the U.S,,
the largest federal ECE program targeted at low-income children). As the case presented in this paper,
supply-side funding PPPs in ECE do not aim to foster competition among providers but to address the lack
of government capacity to provide universal ECE services. Generally speaking, PPPs in ECE aim to expand
access to high-quality services for poor and marginalized young children. Strikingly, in spite of the expansion
of these forms of PPPs in ECE, little to none research has examined their effects in terms of competitive

dynamics, marginalization and educational inequities for young children (Gustafsson-Wright, Smith &
Gardiner, 2017).
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First, we present the subsidized school leaders’ general views regarding their role within the
education system as providers of public education, and on whether they feel they supplement or
rather compete with government provision. Then, we present a heuristic typology of the different
logics of action summarizing and systematizing the schools’ responses as their leading orientations
toward the competitive environment. Last, in the discussion section, we briefly recapitulate our
major findings and reflect on the equity implications in relation to the supply-side subsidy policy
goals enacted in contexts of poverty.

Supply-Side Subsidies for Private Schools in Buenos Aires: Origins,
Specificities, and Recent Trends.

By contrast with other PPP modalities, supply-side subsidy programs do not appear to rely
on a well-established theory of change or a consistent set of triggering mechanisms (see, by contrast,
the demand-side funding rationale as described by Lubienski, 2006). In fact, in most cases the
ultimate objective of subsidy programs tends to be vaguely explicit, poorly defined, or even changed
over time to serve different, frequently local agendas (Verger et al., 2018). This is particularly the
case of those settings in which the institutionalization of a State-dependent private sector dates back
to the expansion of mass schooling, as in the cases of Spain, the Netherlands, Belgium and
Argentina (Morduchowicz, 2005; Vanderberghe, 1999; Verger, Fontdevila, & Zancajo, 2017;
Villarroya, 2002).

In these contexts where PPPs were established before the “neoliberal revolution” of the
1980s, more local and markedly endogenous factors have naturally outweighed the influence of
global trends in policy adoption processes. As a result, supply-side subsidy programs established in
these contexts constitute a particularly heterogeneous group in terms of policy design and rationale.
In fact, most of these programs are addressed by specialized literature as singular and highly
idiosyncratic arrangements—rather than instances of a particular variety of PPP (Verger et al., 2018).

The establishment of the supply-side subsidy policy for private schools in Argentina dates
back to 1947 (National Law of Organization of Private Education of 1947 — No 13,047). In its
origin, the policy aimed at dealing with job instability affecting teachers in private schools by
allocating public funds for those that proved unable to afford teacher minimum wages (Cucuzza,
1997). The policy also served a power-building agenda providing a means for the recently elected
Peronist government to build a much-needed political alliance with the Catholic Church, owner of
the majority of private schools, and a relevant material and symbolic actor at the time (Bianchi, 1994;
Caruso, 1995).

Over the following decades, subsequent laws and decrees incorporated only minor changes
and defined relatively explicit different goals for the policy—i.e., expanding access in a cost-efficient
manner, increasing diversification, guaranteeing an equitable distribution of resources among
different providers. Most importantly, changes in the policy regulatory framework have been always
oriented towards increasing the amount of public funding for private education while specifying
surprisingly vague criteria and procedures to decide upon subsidy allocation (National Law No
13,343/48, Decrees 12,179/60; 15/64; 371/64; & 2,542/91).

One of the most interesting elements that emerges from the analysis of the subsidy policy
adoption process is that its premature establishment, together with the disinvestment in the public
education system registered as from the 1970s, seem to have “immunized” the Argentine education
system from the later global diffusion of pro-market discourses and policy paradigms (Beech &
Barrenechea, 2011). On the one hand, the policy’s highly idiosyncratic features are explained by
these historical-contextual factors. On the other hand, its retention—in Jessop’s (2010) terms—and



Education Policy Analysis Archives 10l. 27 No. 131 6

its long-lasting disconnectedness vis-a-vis pro-market global discourses and mechanisms may be
explained by (a) the difficulty of the Argentine political parties to articulate alternative discourses—
largely due to a historical lack of technical cadres in matters of educational policy in the country, as
compared to neighboring Chile, for instance (Diaz Rios, 2018); (b) Strong path-dependence
dynamics and a perception of irreversibility based fundamentally on economic factors—as part of an
arguably short-sighted cost-effectiveness narrative; And, (c) the impermeability to global trends
posed by the unchallenged role of the Catholic Church as the main articulator of the discursive
defense of private provision in the country (Moschetti, 2018a). Consequently, the subsidy policy has
remained anchored in the essentialist doctrine of freedom of instruction and learning inscribed in the
philosophical-social reflection of the Catholic Church and disconnected not only from pro-market
thinking imported from the field of economics, but also from the discursive and policy
developments of critical studies addressing the most recent debate on educational governance
(Beech & Barrenechea, 2011; Moschetti, 2018b).

The subsidy policy currently in force in the City of Buenos Aires acquired its ultimate shape
in 1991. Arguably paradoxical, subsidies are intended “to guarantee the right to learn and,
consequently, to choose school in exercise of the freedom of education”, and “to ensure equal
opportunities for all inhabitants to access education” (Dectree No. 2542/91).” The policy allows
private schools to apply for different amounts of subsidies to pay for teachers and principals’ salaries
in some proportion (currently from 40% to 100%). Subsidies do not compensate for real estate
investment, extracurricular teacher salaries, maintenance and so on, and schools are therefore
allowed to charge extra —although limited— fees to meet these expenses. As mentioned above, the
normative framework is not particularly exhaustive in determining and operationalizing the criteria
that define subsidy allocation. It vaguely refers to “the socio-economic profile of the school”, “the
style of teaching”, “the need for the school in its influence area” and its “financial performance,”
without establishing clear eligibility indicators and metrics. Not surprisingly, some studies argue that
there is probably too much room for discretion in the process and, consequently, while the subsidy
policy is overall and formally targeted to schools serving marginalized populations, it has also been
used to benefit middle-class schools in a clientelistic fashion (Mezzadra & Rivas, 2010; Sigal et al.,
2011).

Subsidies have thus enabled the emergence and consolidation of many kinds of private
schools, generally depending on the amount of subsidy they receive—and the corresponding fees
they charge families. This research focuses specifically on the group of schools we pragmatically
named “state-funded low-fee private schools” (S-LFPSs), that is, private schools (both for profit and
not-for-profit, religious and non-religious) that receive full or almost full subsidies (between 80%
and 100%) to pay for teachers and principals’ salaries, and that are entitled to charge very low fees to
families.” S-LLFPSs are located most frequently in the poorest neighborhoods of the city—often
facing a shortage of government schools (Martinez, 2012; Musa, 2013).

2 Something similar can be observed, for instance, in the Spanish constitution where the right to education
and the freedom of instruction principles appear simultaneously and somewhat linked to each other (Verger,
Fontdevila, & Zancajo, 2016).

3 While there are many differences between these schools and what the literature usually portrays as LEPSs
(Balarin, 2016; Srivastava, 2007; Walford, 2011), the “affordable learning, poor household targeted, expansion
of access, better quality and cost efficiency” narratives are equally present in the case of S-LFPS in Buenos
Aires. S-LFPSs’ fees usually range from 15 to 50 USD a month, that is between 3% to 10% of the minimum
wage (AR$ 8,080 in 2017), although it is evident that the comparison is valid only for formal workers
(Moschetti, 2015).
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Interestingly, during the last two decades, these schools have played a key role in the
privatization of primary education among middle-low and low-income families living in marginalized
areas of the city (Gamallo, 2011; Judzik & Moschetti, 2016): Students from middle and high-income
families have historically accounted for the growth of private education enrollment leading to a deep
socio-economically segregated educational landscape (for a thorough understanding of the process,
see Narodowski & Nores, 2002; Kruger, 2014). In contrast, this latest privatization trend has been
particularly pronounced within low and middle-low income families who live in the poorest
neighborhoods, arguably adding complexity to the historical socio-economic stratification dynamics
evidenced in the city. Surprisingly, despite such trend, no new S-LFPSs were created throughout the
period, but rather existing S-LFPSs have increased their enrollments by 50% on average between
2005 and 2015, suggesting that overcrowdedness is now a feature of both public and private
subsidized schools across marginalized areas of the city DGEGP-CABA, 2016).

The existence of this long-standing policy of supply-side subsidies for private schools,
together with the more recent privatization process evidenced in marginalized neighborhoods,
makes the City of Buenos Aires an interesting case to analyze how this modality of provision
operates in a real context. More specifically, it offers a chance to gain insight into the relationship
between supply-side subsidy programs and equality of educational opportunities for disadvantaged
families, and to reflect on the overall implications of privatization policies targeting marginalized
populations.

Methods and Analytical Framework

This article presents results and analysis forming part of a larger policy, school and
household-level study on the S-LFPS sector in the City of Buenos Aires. The study’s main purpose
is to examine the extent and conditions under which S-LFPSs can supplement government
provision and increase educational opportunities for students in economically disadvantaged areas.
Following Srivastava and Hopwood’s (2009) framework for qualitative data analysis, the study
iteratively addresses three interrelated analytical levels: (a) the regulatory framework, or what the
policy says and does in terms of “rules of the game”; (b) the S-LFPSs’ logics of action, or how
schools operate within the regulatory framework; and (c) the parental choice rationalities in relation
to S-LFPS:s.

The results and discussion in this article are based on the findings at the S-LFPS level. We
used ethnographic methods to explore S-LFPSs’ views on competition and the different responses
they deploy regarding enrollment under the supply-side policy framework. We selected nine S-LFPSs
offering primary education located in the city’s poorest neighborhoods to conduct on-site
observations during a period of eight months (June 2015 through January 2016), as well as in-depth
interviews with principals, owners, teachers, and legal advisors (#=52)* Schools were selected as a
stratified purposeful sample based on the type of provider following the average distribution
prevailing in the S-LEFPS sector. The final sample is composed of four schools belonging to non-
profit organizations (NPO), three belonging to the Catholic Church or to some Catholic religious
order, and two belonging to private companies. Throughout fieldwork, we explored how S-LFPS
school leaders enact the supply-side subsidy policy on the ground, unveiling how they interpret,
signify and respond to the supply-side funding policy in their everyday practices in relation to
enrollment.

4 All interviews were conducted in confidentiality, and the names of interviewees and schools have been
withheld from this text by mutual agreement.
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Drawing on previous, although limited, research on schools’ responses to other mostly
demand-driven-PPP frameworks, we developed a non-exhaustive list of potential responses
followed by schools in competitive scenarios as a preliminary checklist to identify whether S-LFPSs
engaged in any, and with what consequences (Figure 1).

External

Responses /

constraints Logics of action
* Regulatory framework
¢ Academic

| 1
| 1
| |
| 1
| 1
| 1
| 1
: * Neighbourhood :
I characteristics I | * Operational
| 1
| 1
| 1
| 1
| 1
| 1
| 1
] 1

¢ Relative position in ¢ Productive
local hierarchy efficiency

Competitive ¢ Other schools’ * Fundraising
p ressure - characteristics - Expansio%l
¢ Partnerships Results
Loss or threat T ] * Lobbying . Enrollment

______________ * Differentiation e .

of loss of ) * Efficiency

e Internal * Academic « Perceived quality
stuaents constraints niches

¢ Other niches

. - ¢ Extracurricular
¢ Perception of

activities

titi i
competition * Promotional
. ¢ General
* History and * Targeted

institutional culture
* Professional ethos
¢ Facilities/infrastructure
¢ Networks

* (Re)location
* Selection
* Exante

1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
I * Students’ characteristics |
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
I | ¢ Ex post

Figure 1. Analytical framework.
Note: Own elaboration based on Ball and Maroy (Ball & Maroy, 2009), Woods, Bagley and Glatter (1998), Jabbar (2015),
and Van Zanten (2009).

During the data analysis phase, we conducted successive rounds of theoretical coding. To do
so, we developed a coding scheme systematizing the six major potential responses schools may
resort to under competitive pressure to attract enrollment. These potential responses are: academic,
regarding changes in curriculum and efforts to improve quality; operational, affecting how resources
are procured and used in order to gain efficiency and ultimately achieve economies of scale through
expansion or the development of partnerships; differentiation, aiming at buffering from competition—
arguably generating a less intense “monopolistic competition” (Lubienski, 2003)—by developing
academic or non-academic niches, or offering extracurricular activities to gain uniqueness (Jabbar,
2015; Woods et al., 1998); promotional, developing various types of general or targeted
communication actions;’ (re)location, relating to schools’ location decisions vis-a-vis the geographical

3 While many consider “promotional activities” and “matketing” to be synonyms (Gewirtz, Ball, & Bowe,
1995; Jabbar, 2015), we refer to promotional activities exclusively as external communication efforts
(advertising). However, studies focusing on schools” marketing strategies in more dynamic and mature
marketized environments than those created by supply-side subsidies, should note that marketing is a
complex process in which promotional activities only occur after schools have engaged in other marketing
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demand patterns (Lubienski, Gulosino, & Weitzel, 2009); and selection, which can be ex ante (cream-
skimming), ot ex post (getting rid of low-performing students)’ (Jennings, 2010; Lacireno-Paquet,
Holyoke, Moser, & Henig, 2002; West, Ingram, & Hind, 2000).

Last, our analysis also recognizes that how schools engage in policy enactment is inevitably
mediated by a series of constraints—or “mediating factors” (Jabbar, 2015). These factors are both
external (the regulatory framework itself, neighborhood’s and nearby schools’ characteristics,
schools’ relative position in the local hierarchy), and internal (perception of competition, enrollment
level, student’s characteristics, history and ethos, and so on; Ball & Maroy, 2009)—and data have
been coded accordingly.

Exploring the Supply-Side Subsidy Policy in a ‘Lived’ (Competitive)
Environment

In this section, we present our major findings. First, we unfold S-LFPS leaders’ general views
regarding their role within the education system as providers of public education, and on whether
they feel they supplement or rather compete with government provision. Note that the no-
competition narrative—that is, the fact that S-LFPSs are supposed to be neutral in terms of
generating competitive interdependencies—implicit in most supply-side subsidy policies makes this
point particularly relevant since it reveals the ways in which schools actually interpret and enact the
policy on the ground.

Second, we present a heuristic typology (see Lunt, 2011) of the different logics of action
summarizing and systematizing the schools’ responses as their leading orientations toward the
environment mediated by the different, case-specific internal and external constraints. By logics of
action, we refer to “the predominant orientations given to the conduct of a school in different
spheres of action, through decisions, routines or practical choices, as reconstructed ex post facto by
an observer” (Maroy & van Zanten, 2009, p. 72). Following Ball and Maroy (2009) and van Zanten
(2009) we use the concept of logic of action as an enlarged version of the concept of strategy. The
latter tends to be narrowly associated to an instrumental rationality, whereas the concept of logic of
action “does not suppose that school agents are conscious of the effects of their choices or that they
act on the basis of a rational-instrumental calculation of costs, means and benefits” (van Zanten,
2009, p. 87). In these terms, logics of action can be “strategic’—and most certainly are—but not
exclusively.

S-LFPS’s Leaders Rhetoric of Collaboration, Harmony and Equivalency

As mentioned above, supply-side subsidies in Buenos Aires aim to expand access and
guarantee the right to choose schools for socio-economically disadvantaged families, by reducing the
cost of attending private schools where publicly-run supply is insufficient. Theoretically, as funding
is relatively independent from enrollment, S-LFPSs are assumed not to promote school competition,
but to supplement public school supply. In this vein, our exploration of S-LFPS leaders’ views
regarding their role within the educational system revealed that they do not identify neighboring

activities such as scanning the local market (both analyzing consumer and competitor profiles), and building
differentiation at the product level by means of substantive or symbolic attributes (Zancajo, 2018). It falls
beyond the scope of this study to analyze marketing strategies from this systemic perspective.

¢ Van Zanten (2009), for instance, distinguishes between first-order and second-order competition, that is, whether
schools compete for enrollment, or rather for the “best pupils” by means of different explicit or implicit
selection practices.
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schools as competitors. Rather, the overarching rhetoric is one of cooperation and harmonious
relationship:
I wouldn’t say we compete for enrollment with public schools...We are part of the
same education system. We are a private school, but we are part of the same public
education system, then we are public too, I think. (Owner, Private company school)

We do not see each other as competitors. If possible, we try help each other...We all
work in education... We have been collaborative with other public and private
schools. (Principal, Catholic Church school)

Families can choose whatever suits them best; they can go for public or private
subsidized. All alternatives are equally valid. (Principal, NPO school)

S-LEFPS owners and principals depict their functions as cooperating with public schools and
neutrally offering educational alternatives for families. According to their narratives, private and
public schools are equal, and S-LFPSs have developed helpful and collaborative relationships among
each other and with public schools.

Notably, the rationale that private and public schools do not compete but rather supplement
each other is not only grounded in the city’s long-lasting supply-subsidy policy principles, but also in
the 2006 National Education Law (No. 26,2006) and its 1993 predecessor Federal Education Law
(No. 24,195). These laws refer to all schools as public, naming private schools as privately-managed
public schools, and public schools as state-managed public schools. Some argue that this
terminological turn has had important consequences for legitimating the allocation of state subsidies
for private schools (Feldfeber & Gluz, 2011; Gamallo, 2015; Vior & Rodriguez, 2012). The way S-
LFPS owners and principals conceive and make sense of their roles within the educational system is
consistent with this legal framework. They explicitly reject the idea of competition and view
themselves as public servers. In one principal’s words, S-LFPSs “are part of the same public
education system... so [S-LEFPSs] are public too.”

Moreover, S-LEFPS leaders were reluctant to criticize public schools. The following exchange
with a school principal serves as an example:

Researcher: What differences do you see between your school and the public schools

in this neighborhood?

Principal: There are no differences...I do not want to talk bad about public schools,
OK? (Principal, Private company school)

Like this principal, at first, virtually every interviewee refused to engage in criticism of public
schools. Arguably, talking negatively about public schools would entail recognizing a competitive
landscape, with “better and worse” players, “winner and losers.” Instead, S-LEFPS leaders conveyed
that “all alternatives are equally valid” (Principal, NPO school), or that “there are no differences”
(Principal, Private company school).

Notwithstanding this rhetoric of equivalence, private schools are characterized as being
superior in most S-LEFPS leaders’ discourses. To a great extent, they describe S-LFPSs as being
better than public schools in terms of “academic quality and teacher engagement.” To illustrate this,
it is worth returning to the dialogue presented above and looking at how it was resumed:

Principal: There are no differences...I do not want to talk bad about public schools,

OK?
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Researcher: No, of course not.

Principal: With all due respect, L... I think they do not teach anything. The academic
level is extremely low. Kids go to public schools just to ‘keep the seats warm.” And
teachers as well, I’'m afraid. (Principal, Private company school)

In this exchange, the principal declares “there are no differences” between private and public
schools but continues to say that public schools “do not teach anything” and that “the academic
level is extremely low.” Likewise, other S-LFPS leaders assert: “Public schools do not bother to
teach” (Principal, Catholic Church school); “Students from the nearby public schools are very
violent” (Principal, NPO school); And “[in public schools] they don’t control student attendance
and families don’t even care” (Principal, Catholic Church school).

In short, data suggest S-LFPS leaders share a widespread negative view of public schools but
experience a moral dilemma in openly criticizing them. Further contradictions in S-LEFPS leaders’
narratives of cooperation and equivalency continued to emerge as the interviews unfolded. The
following quotes, for instance, suggest that S-LFPSs indeed experience competitive pressure:

Last year they opened a new public school a few blocks away from here; a beautiful

school and, of course, no tuition fees. We were scared to death that we were going to

lose enrollment. Because, of course, we must have students to keep the school open.

(Principal, NPO school)

It is impossible for us to build relationships with public schools. They won’t talk to
us. They label us as if we were stealing students from them, I don’t know why, it’s
just crazy. (Principal, NPO school)

As these school principals depict, despite supply-side subsidies being detached from enrollment and
of the overarching discourses of absence of school competition, attracting and retaining enrollment
is still a matter of concern for both S-LFPSs and public schools. On the one hand, the possibility of
losing enrollment as from the opening of a new public school “scared [S-LFPSs] to death.” On the
other hand, public schools “label [private schools] as if they were stealing students from them.”

In sum, a rhetoric of cooperation, harmony and equivalence seems to emerge as a first
reaction in S-LFPS leaders’ discourses regarding their roles within the education system and their
relationships with other schools, especially public. While this rhetoric smoothly fits with the tenets
of the supply-side subsidy policy and broader legal frameworks, a closer look reveals S-LFPS leaders
being hesitant and somewhat contradictory.

Interestingly, from the perspective of public schools, it appears that S-LFPSs “steal”
students from them. However, the nature of such competition remains unclear and is strongly
mediated by the neighborhoods’ schooling dynamics, and especially by the fact that these
neighborhoods have historically suffered from having not enough schools (considering both public
and private) (Musa, 2013; Sigal et al., 2011). As one Catholic Church S-LFPS principal put it:
“Fortunately or unfortunately, there’s ‘fish for all’ in this district”. This feature is particularly relevant
because it helps to understand that in marginalized contexts, contrary to what global school choice
discourses tend to assume, power to choose remains essentially on the supply side.

Worth considering, while competition dynamics are more evident when supply cleatly
outstrips demand and forces under-enrolled schools to close, competition can take more subtle

7 Argentine saying referring to the act of being physically present at one’s workplace but not in fact working.
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forms and schools may compete for enrollment and resources but simultaneously for other less
obvious forms of capital, such as prestige and reputation. Prestige and reputation, as many have
noted, are some of the most relied on proxies used by families in their school choice decisions; so,
for schools, prestige and reputation increase desirability and may lead to success in enrollment.
However, in education services production, competition for prestige is closely linked with
competition for certain types of students. As noted by Van Zanten (2009, p. 86): “In all service
professions, the characteristics of clients strongly modify work content and occupational prestige.
This triggers a ‘second-order’ competition between schools to get the best—usually conceived as the
most academically able—students.” Arguably then, public schools in the area feel threatened by the
existence of S-LFPSs not because they might end up having less students—which is most unlikely
given the current demand-supply imbalance—but probably “less academically able” ones. In other
words, second-order competition is to be thought of as a mechanism resulting in public schools
having to serve a greater number of marginalized students.

Ideal-Type Competitive Logics of Action Developed by S-LFPSs

This sub-section presents the typology of logics of action identified from our data. S-LFPSs
were classified based on the different competitive responses they developed (academic, operational,
and so on) and considering the frequently associated internal and external constraints mediating such
responses in each case. Using these criteria of classification, we identified three different heuristic
ideal types of logics of action: (a) Highly-selective S-LFPSs; (b) Focused S-LFPSs; and (c) Missionary
S-LEPSs. These need to be seen as ideal types that contribute to systematize and group different real
cases, but do not necessarily correspond to empirical situations directly. Table 1 presents the main
characteristics of each type.



Speaking Cooperation, Acting Competition

Table 1

S-LEPSs’ logics of action. A typology

Type External Constraints Internal Constraints Practices Logic of Action
Located on the border between Low perception of Significant increases in group size/
squatter settlements and middle and ~ competition Expansion to other educational levels/
lower-middle class neighborhoods Fundraising/ (Compulsory)
Volunteering activities
Relatively diverse socio- Incorporation of full-day bilingual
High position within the local economic status of students program options, while sustaining half- Increase
hierarchy (low, lower-middle and day option/ Tracking enrollment by
middle class) stressing
Highly- academic
selective One or no S-LFPS and no more than Long-established institutions, — Differentiation through academic excellence to
two public schools within 0.6 miles  but recently reoriented due to  extracurricular activities, infrastructure ~ consolidate high
of distance changes in management and other symbolic attributes position in the
entities local hierarchy
No promotional practices
Systematized, ex ante selection
processes, focused on academic and
behavioral dimensions / Ex post
selection
Located in low-middle class High or average perception of Development of some alternative Increase or
neighborhoods, close (0.3 miles) to competition with respect to pedagogical approaches / sustain the
squatter settlements other S-ILFPSs and some Extracurricular, non-academic activities .
! position in the
Focused new’ state schools local hierarchy by

Average position in the local
hierarchy in relation to other S-LFPS,
and high in relation to neighboring
public schools

Mostly middle and lower-
middle class students

targeting middle
or lower-middle
class families
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Table 1 (Cont’d.)
S-LEPSS’ logics of action. A typology

14

Type External Constraints

Internal Constraints

Practices

Logic of Action

More than two S-LLFPSs and two
public schools within 0.6 miles of
distance

Focused

Relatively new institutions

Moderate increase of groups size/
“Low-cost” extracurricular activities/
Partnerships with other schools

Development of “integration, caring or
alternative’ niches

No promotional practices

Ex ante and ex post student selection
based on behavioral aspects and SES

Located in lower-middle class
neighborhoods, close (0.3 miles) to
squatter settlements

Low position in the local hierarchy

considering only S-LFPSs, but high

or average w/ neighboring public
Missionary  schools

More than two S-LLFPSs and two
public schools within 0.6 miles of
distance

High or average perception of
competition

Low and lower-middle class
students

Long-established institutions
originally linked to the social
mission of some secular or
religious entity

Basic curricular approach

Moderate increase of group sizes,
primary and secondary in same
classrooms, austerity measures

Development of non-traditional niches
(“problematic students”, “safe spaces”,
“care”) /Development of basic
symbolic attributes (uniforms, facade

cladding)

Scarce or null ex ante selection of
students/ Ex post selection in cases of
severe behavioral problems

Unable to
compete with
other S-LFPSs,
they aim to
sustain
enrollment by
developing non-
traditional, low-
prestige niches.

Note: Own elaboration
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Highly-Selective S-LFPSs. The first type is that of S-LFPSs that hold a high position in
the local hierarchy, both in relation to public schools and to other S-LEFPSs. In general, S-LFPSs
pursuing a highly-selective logic of action are religious schools owned by NPOs that operate outside
the scope of the Archiepiscopate of the city of Buenos Aires. These schools are usually located on
the border between middle-class, middle-low class areas and squatter settlements, without many
nearby competitors. Consequently, they enjoy high and heterogeneous demand. In this context, they
develop a logic of action aimed at increasing the number of students, while simultaneously trying to
consolidate their privileged position in the local hierarchy emphasizing features such as academic
excellence and discipline. In fact, the ezhos of these schools tends to be inextricably linked to
traditional values, discipline and respect for the rules.

These schools’ good reputation ensures that they have a level of demand always higher than
their installed capacity, which they seek to maximize by increasing the number of students per
classroom. Every school in this group had increased class sizes to an average of 45 students over the
last decade, thus maximizing the use of both facilities and teacher salary subsidies, while collecting
more fees from families. The legislation does not specify maximum group sizes nor student-teacher
ratios and, as a matter of fact, increasing class sizes is somehow reinforced by the subsidy policy:

Researcher: In general, you have groups of 43 to 48 students, right?

Principal: Yes. Honestly, we would rather work with smaller groups, no more than
30 students per classroom.... I don’t worry about teacher salaries; I have them
subsidized. But we have all the other expenses that need to be paid for with tuition
fees. Then, I must maximize the use of the classrooms and teachers we have. Our
financial equation is subsidies plus fees, so I have to play with the number of
students and fees to break even. (Principal, NPO school)

Operational practices aimed at maximizing productive efficiency naturally jeopardize the pedagogical
benefits that smaller group sizes and lower student-teacher ratios encompass. In this regard, a
teacher explains:

There are too many students in each classroom. Then maybe ten, 15 children can

follow your lesson... But then you see some are struggling. We do try to help these

kids as much we can, but being 40 kids per group, in general, makes it very difficult

to do individual, personalized work. (Teacher, NPO school)

The high level of demand, the practices aimed at maximizing the use of available resources and
facilities, and the mandate to preserve their good reputation result in an extended use of exhaustive
student selection practices based on academic and behavioral criteria. S-LFPSs in this group engage
in selection practices establishing formal admission processes and usually implementing two to three
selection techniques such as academic tests, screening interviews with candidates and parents,
psychological tests, examination of transcripts and academic reports from previous schools. Despite
selection practices being explicitly forbidden (Law No. 2,681/2008) and most infrequent in primary
education internationally®, they were openly described by principals and teachers, both as cream-
skimming and counselling out. In two cases, even web pages contained detailed information on the
admission criteria and process.

[Prospective students] must go through the interviews and must pass the admission

exams in order to be admitted. .. Siblings, little brothers, sisters, cousins, everybody

§ An exception can be found in Bogota’s charter-like schools (see Edwards et al., 2017).
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has to take and pass these exams if they want to get a spot. If they’re relatives, then
it’s easier because we already know the family, but they must pass the exams anyway.
(Teacher, NPO school)

Then there are students to whom we want to give signs that they should leave. For
instance, we tell parents: ‘Look, if he continues here, he will repeat.” Because some
children are problematic, or they never reach the academic performance standards.
(Principal, NPO school)

Selection practices result in a somehow homogenous composition of students “capable and willing”
to focus on academic excellence. This, in turn, makes teaching and learning possible in 45-student
classrooms. Students homogeneity regarding skills and attitudes towards schooling does not always
determine—given the characteristics of the context—socio-economic homogeneity. In some cases,
the tensions derived from socio-economic diversity are “solved” by segregating internally in
different groups, often based on parental involvement. In short, evidence suggests that these schools
are further deepening marginalization (by means of attitudinal and academic selection processes)
within already socio-economically disadvantaged populations.

Finally, although maximum tuition fees are regulated by the Ministry, these apply basically
for curricular subjects but admit great flexibility for extras. Accordingly, offering extracurricular
activities, additional subjects and services, provides schools with the chance to bypass the maximum
fees regulations and charge add-ons to basic fees. Expectedly, highly-selective S-LFPSs increase
available resources by providing, for instance, language, math and technology lessons at an
additional cost for families. Offering extracurricular activities also helps them build differentiation:
S-LEPSs in this group frequently offer extras of certain academic relevance and develop other
symbolic attributes always linked to excellence and discipline.

Focused S-LFPSs. The second group is that of S-LFPSs located in low-middle class areas,
although relatively close to squatter settlements. Schools in this group enjoy an average position in
the local hierarchy in relation to other S-LFPSs and a high position with respect to neighboring
public schools. The perceive a high or medium level of competition from other S-LFPSs and from
some recently built public schools. Focused S-LFPSs are characterized by having a middle and lower
middle-class student population and, in general, surprisingly little presence of students coming from
the surrounding squatter settlements. In all cases, schools in this group are relatively new, established
less than 25 years ago.

In order to sustain or improve their position in the local hierarchy, they usually deploy more
tactical responses, especially trying to target middle or lower middle-class families as a way of gaining
differentiation from other S-LEFPSs and public schools. In this sense, they may develop some
alternative pedagogical approach’—although barely innovative and pootly implemented—or to offer
low-cost non-academic extracurricular activities, but of a certain symbolic value, aimed at attracting
middle-class families (e.g., recreational activities, art workshops).

Principal: In the morning we teach the official curriculum. In the afternoon we do

workshops and different activities. [In the afternoon] we put the groups together, so

first and second-graders, one; third and fourth, two; fifth and sixth, three. Then we

have three large groups.

? Some of these schools may also develop non-traditional niches to increase their trade area—e.g., a “caring”
teaching style or integrating middle-class students with special educational needs.
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Researcher: And who gives these workshops?

Director: Well, it’s usually some teacher who works full day, or some support
teacher, or girls who are finishing their studies to become teachers. (Principal, Private
company school)

Interestingly, schools in this group tend to be equally or even more selective than those pursuing a
highly-selective logic of action. However, selection practices in this case are focused almost
exclusively on assessing behavioral aspects and the socioeconomic background of the applicants.
There is an admission process including a small test, to know where they come from,
a small interview with the family... And sometimes, a small test with the educational
psychologist, to see if... That is, no one is discarded for his or her knowledge, but we
evaluate whether this is the best school for that family, whether we can help.
(Principal, NPO school)

First there’s an interview with the educational psychologist. Parents also have to
bring a report from the previous school or kindergarten. What we try to do is...not to
select, but to see if the kid would fit in the group. We interview the parents too, and
then there is an exam to see if the child... It’s not a qualifying exam...it’s kind of
diagnostic. We don’t want the kid to feel he/she is out of place. (Principal, Catholic
Church school)

Principals in this group tend to offer more circuitous explanations, arguably struggling to avoid the
political (and legal) incorrectness of developing selection practices based on socio-economic
background. Consequently, they often rely on arguments such as ensuring a “good fit” between the
school and the family or avoiding situations in which students might feel “out of place”. It is worth
noting that much of the literature that discusses student selection practices under voucher and
charter schemes highlights how these practices are often used to shape the social composition of
schools, generally excluding candidates from socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds. The
ambiguity of the notion of “fit” is not, therefore, anecdotal. Indeed, in the face of the political
incorrectness and moral dilemmas surrounding these matters, it has been observed that schools tend
to resort to more ambiguous justifications, all of which supposedly put the well-being of the child
and family above the interests of the institution.

Missionary S-LFPSs. Finally, the third group is composed by S-LFPSs located in lower
middle-class areas close to squatter settlements that hold a low position in the local hierarchy in
relation to other S-LFPSs, but medium or high as compared to neighboring public schools. These
schools experience a high perception of competition and account for a mostly low-class student
population and, to a lesser extent, lower-middle class. In general, these are long-standing schools,
originally established by and linked to the social mission of some secular or religious organization.

Missionary schools are unable to compete with other S-LFPSs: They face important
limitations in terms of infrastructure and teach the basic curriculum while trying to sustain the level
of demand developing low-prestige non-traditional niches—often accepting “problematic” or
repeating students from other S-LEFPSs. Consistently, ex anfe selection practices are scarce or
nonexistent and non-re-enrollment is limited to cases of severe behavioral problems.

Opverall, we have kids mostly coming from other schools in the neighborhood. They

come because there’s some kind of difficulty in between. We are a small school and
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we have a support teacher, which allows us to work in a more individualized way. So,
for example, we receive kids from school X; no repeaters accepted there. School Z,
the same. No repeaters. (Principal, NPO school)

In order to build differentiation from public schools, missionary S-LFPSs either (a)
emphasize elements such as security, a “familiar”, safe and caring teaching climate; or (b)
build a very basic set of symbolic attributes—e.g., low-cost uniforms, take-home books,
keeping graffiti off the schools’ fagades.
Parents reject public schools because they are a disaster. Children take drugs at the
school entrance because they have ‘free hours’ when teachers don’t come to work
and so they go in and out of school without control. Those things do not happen at
this school. Here they are safe and supervised. [...] We know each and every one of
our kids and we take good care of them. (Principal, school C)

These are expressive schools (by default) where principals and teachers develop “missionary”
professional ethics seeking to maintain a good school climate. They avoid disruptions or incidents,
while try to raise academic performance through more personalized teaching. Additionally, given the
families” predominantly low socio-economic status, schools in this group are unable to collect extra
fees by offering extracurricular activities. Infrastructure limitations make it also impossible to raise
the number of students per class. Their economic sustainability is, thus, based on austerity measures
and the use of primary level classrooms to teach secondary level in the afternoon shift.

Discussion

The introduction of a supply-side subsidy policy meant a fundamental change in educational
provision affecting structural variables in the Argentine educational system. The progressive public-
private dualization resulting from this change had its epicenter in the biggest urban areas of the
country and, in particular, the city of Buenos Aires. As with other PPPs schemes, supply-side
subsidy policies entail a restructuring of traditional bureaucratic-centralized provision models. With
the shortcomings and nuances observed, and motivated ultimately by a criterion of productive
efficiency, the policy seeks to ensure equal opportunities and freedom of choice for disadvantaged
families. As described, unlike most PPPs schemes, supply-side subsidy policies seek to satisfy these
or other objectives without fostering competition among schools.

In this article we have analyzed this policy 7z action (Felouzis, Maroy, & van Zanten, 2013),
examining how the normative framework affects S-LFPSs’ practices to assess the extent and
conditions under which these practices follow or depart from the policy goals. In this sense, we
identified a series of competitive responses developed by S-LFPSs in relation to the demand,
emerging from their interpretation and translation of the rules of the game and incentives provided
by the policy framework (Ball, Maguire, & Braun, 2012; Ball, Maguire, Braun, & Hoskins, 2011). The
analysis of these responses has evidenced certain links, regularities and discontinuities among the S-
LEFPSs of the sample. Although the analysis is specific to S-LFPSs in Buenos Aires, we believe it
provides a good frame for thinking about the nuances in various types of schools more generally.
We have thus synthesized these patterns in a heuristic typology of logics of action helpful to
understand the different ways in which S-LFPSs address the educational needs of families in
disadvantaged neighborhoods. A number of crosscutting issues and implications emerge from this
analysis that need to be discussed further.
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First, proponents of market policies in education tend to perceive supply-side subsidy
schemes as unattractive PPP models (Patrinos et al., 2009; Tooley & Longtfield, 2015). This is mainly
because, unlike other forms of PPPs such as school vouchers, supply-side subsidies would not
generate the level of competitive pressure on schools necessary to unleash the supposedly virtuous
mechanisms typically associated with models of non-bureaucratic provision (Lubienski, 2000;
Verger, Bonal, et al., 2016). However, the indirect nature of the link between funding and enrollment
together with the subsidy eligibility criteria in the case of the city of Buenos Aires do not seem to
result in a decrease in competitive intensity. As evidenced, S-LFPSs deploy a very varied set of
competitive practices aimed at increasing enrollment and ensuring the necessary material resources
to “remain in the business”. Strikingly, even with the nuances mentioned, these practices do not
differ significantly in nature from those observed in a priori more competitive environments
determined by demand-side funding policies (Jabbar, 2015; Woods et al., 1998; Zancajo, 2017). Our
findings suggest that, as van Zanten (2009) acutely points out, competitive pressure and competitive
responses from schools are to be expected in any educational system where resources are not
allocated completely through bureaucratic procedures, and not only in the few national and
subnational cases that have indeed introduced formal quasi-market reforms. In the same vein, our
findings suggest that although privatization may not automatically imply the establishment of
markets, it does help to create favorable environments for the development of competitive links
among the actors (Marginson, 1993). In fact, as our study shows, marginalization via student
selection can produce market effects without an actual education market policy.

Second, on many occasions, PPPs are adopted to promote educational innovation and
diversification and, accordingly, expand choice opportunities for families. Nonetheless, some have
shown that bringing the private sector in is not always a synonym for diversifying educational
approaches taken by schools (Jabbar, 2015; Lubienski, 2009; Verger et al., 2018). In fact, private
schools are usually those that are more sensitive to accountability and competitive pressures in the
context of PPPs, which is why they tend to adopt teacher-centered and traditional forms of
education (Lubienski, 2003; Zancajo, 2018). Although the normative framework of Buenos Aires’
subsidy policy does not make explicit reference to these objectives, diversification and innovation
constitute elements frequently attributed to the private sector and added discursively as ex post policy
goals by many government officials—arguably as a means of legitimation and as a way to
symbolically “update” the policy to current global policy discourses. However, while the
heterogeneity of the S-LFPS sector is evident in terms of profit/non-profit status, fee amounts, and
religious orientation, the analysis of less evident, strictly educational features of these schools tends
to question some assumptions. Thus, for example, regarding the type of academic practices
developed by S-LFPSs, we identified a somewhat isomorphic process characterized by a relative
convergence concerning the type of curricular design; extracurricular activities; (traditional)
pedagogical approach; management-driven innovation (alliances to achieve economies of scale,
development of “portfolios” of schools); and a certain tendency to standardize teaching practices,
most frequent in schools pursuing a highly-selective logic of action. This general trend coexists with
a series of non-substantive differentiation practices carried out by every S-LFPSs in the sample to a
greater or lesser extent. On the one hand, on a collective and eminently discursive level, S-LFPSs
seem to work in coalition heavily criticizing public schools while communicating a series of
crosscutting symbolic attributes (safety, quality, responsiveness) shaping a somehow “private school
brand”. On the other hand, at an individual level and strongly conditioned by the internal and
external constraints faced in each case, S-LFPSs seek to differentiate themselves from each other—
and, eventually, from certain public schools perceived as competitors—offering better facilities, non-
academic extra-curricular activities, or developing some non-traditional (low-prestige) niche offer.
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Third, the economic viability of S-LFPSs is based on public subsidies and monthly fees paid
by families. Such scheme somehow forces schools to develop a series of practices to increase
resources and efficiency. As evidenced in this study, one of the most widespread practices is to
significantly increase the number of students per class. The striking normative vagueness and,
ultimately, the lack government oversight, allow S-LFPSs to make intensive use of classrooms and
human resources addressing operational rather than pedagogical considerations. Moreover, the
subsidy policy seems to create incentives that reinforce the development of these practices by
setting, indirectly, an optimum of 50 students per class, thus maximizing the equation of subsidies,
use of classrooms, and user fees. Additionally, although the normative framework establishes
maximum fees, it also allows schools to bypass these maximum fees regulations by charging add-ons
for extracurricular activities, annual tuition, maintenance and equipment expenses, non-educational
services, among other concepts. On the other hand, there are no restrictions or guidelines for S-
LFPSs that seek to develop alternative financing sources. In this line, some have developed
sophisticated fundraising schemes aimed at both corporations and individual donors using the
“affordable learning, poor household targeted” narrative as a legitimating halo. However, very few S-
LFPSs have the capacity or experience to develop fundraising practices in a sustainable manner,
which tends to generate large inequalities among providers relegating schools (public and S-LEFPSs)
serving mostly marginalized students.

Finally, one of the most significant findings of this study is the extended use of student
selection practices among the S-LEFPS sector. The pervasiveness of such practices has been also
observed under other PPP schemes in different contexts around the globe (Carrasco, Gutiérrez, &
Flores, 2017; Jabbar, 2015; Jennings, 2010; West et al., 2006; Zancajo, 2017). Beyond the
determinants that generally explain “second-order competition” dynamics (van Zanten, 2009), some
seem to be fundamental for understanding the case of Buenos Aires: (a) the overall public and
private educational supply inadequacy in disadvantaged neighborhoods of the city; (b) the existence
of two different enrollment/admission circuits—i.e., online for public schools and school-based
face-to-face for S-LEPSs; (c) the absence of government oversight; (d) the extended false
assumption that private schools are allowed to select students together with the lack of information
provided by the educational authorities; and (e) the incentive structure of the policy itself that, on
the one hand, promotes increasing class sizes and, on the other, arguably forces schools to select the
most academically able or well-behaved students to make it possible to work in large groups.
Interestingly, the incidence of these factors is such that selection practices are present not only in
for-profit S-LFPSs, as frequently assumed. In contrast, our results suggest that exposure to
competitive dynamics may not necessarily impact differently between non-profit and for-profit
providers regarding the development of certain opportunistic behaviors that tend to widen the gap
with the public sector (Bano, 2008).

In conclusion, our examination of the supply-side subsidy policy in Buenos Aires evidences
that S-LFPSs experience competitive pressures, engage in opportunistic behaviors and deploy a vast
repertoire of competitive practices to attract students. The competitive scenario we have unveiled
proves that the legal conceptualization of all schools as public along with the allocation of subsidies
for private schools independently from enrollment are utterly insufficient measures to avoid school
competition. Within a context of demand-supply imbalance, deep-rooted normative inconsistencies,
lack of governmental oversight and deficient regulatory enforcement, S-LFPSs’ competitive logics of
action hinder the objectives and assumptions on which the supply-side subsidy policy is based on.
As enacted on the ground, rather than ensuring the right to choose school providing equality of
educational opportunity, the supply-side subsidy policy may be contributing to shape and deepen a
highly unequal educational landscape increasing segregation in already marginalized populations.



Speaking Cooperation, Acting Competition 21

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to Jordi Pamies, Antoni Verger, Miriam Prieto, Xavier Bonal, Jason Beech, and two
anonymous referees for their comments on earlier versions of this paper. We would also like to
thank Alba Castejon, Claudia Diaz Rios, Adrian Zancajo, Marta Curran, Alejandro Montes, Analia
Meo, Clara Fontdevila, Andreu Termes, Lluis Parcerisa, Aina Tarabini, Marcel Pages, and Mart{
Manzano for their feedback on prior drafts and presentations.

References

Alves, F., Elacqua, G., Koslinki, M., Martinez, M., Santos, H., & Urbina, D. (2015). Winners and
losers of school choice: Evidence from Rio de Janeiro, Brazil and Santiago, Chile.
International Jonrnal of Educational Development, 41, 25-34.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2014.12.004

Balarin, M. (2016). La privatizacién por defecto y el surgimiento de las escuelas privadas de bajo
costo en el Perd. ;Cuales son sus consecuencias? RASE: Revista de la Asociacion de Sociologia de
la Educacion, 9(2), 181-196. https://doi.org/10.7203 /rase.9.2.8414

Ball, S. J., & Maroy, C. (2009). School’s logics of action as mediation and compromise between
internal dynamics and external constraints and pressures. Compare: A Journal of Comparative and
International Education, 39(1), 99-112. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057920701825544

Ball, S. J., Maguire, M., & Braun, A. (2012). How schools do policy: Policy enactments in secondary schools.
Routledge.

Ball, S. J., Maguire, M., Braun, A., & Hoskins, K. (2011). Policy actors: Doing policy work in
schools. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 32(4), 625-639.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2011.601565

Bano, M. (2008). Non-profit education providers vis-a-vis the private sector: Comparative analysis
of non-governmental organizations and traditional voluntary organizations in Pakistan.
Compare: A Journal of Comparative Education, 38(4), 471-482.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057920701420932

Beech, J., & Barrenechea, I. (2011). Pro-market educational governance: Is Argentina a black swan?
Critical Studies in Education, 52(3), 279-293. https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2011.604077

Ben-Porath, S. R. (2009). School choice as a bounded ideal. Journal of Philosophy of Education, 43(4),
527-544. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-9752.2009.00726.x

Bettinger, E. P. (2005). The effect of charter schools on charter students and public schools.
Economics of Education Review, 24(2), 133-147.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2004.04.009

Bianchi, S. (1994). Catolicismo y peronismo: La religion como campo de conflicto (Argentina, 1945-
1955). Boletin americanista, (44), 25-37.

Bifulco, R., & Ladd, H. F. (2006). The impacts of charter schools on student achievement: evidence
from North Carolina. Education Finance and Policy, 1(1), 50-90.
https://doi.org/10.1162/edfp.2006.1.1.50

Braun, A., Ball, S. J., Maguire, M., & Hoskins, K. (2011). Taking context seriously: Towards
explaining policy enactments in the secondary school. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of
Education, 32(4), 585-596. https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2011.601555

Carrasco, A., Gutiérrez, G., & Flores, C. (2017). Failed regulations and school composition: selective
admission practices in Chilean primary schools. Journal of Education Policy, 32(5), 642-672.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1312549




Education Policy Analysis Archives V'ol. 27 No. 132 22

Caruso, M. (1995). Escuela, peronismo y asistencia social (1946-1950): Los problemas del sujeto
popular. Propuesta educativa, 13, 81-88.

Cucuzza, H. (1997). Estudios de historia de la educacion durante el primer peronismo, 1943-1955. Buenos
Aires: Editorial Los Libros del Riel.

DGEGP-CABA. (2016). Buenos Aires. Retrieved from:
http://www.buenosaires.gob.ar/educacion/escuelas/gestion-privada

Di Gropello, E. (2000). A comparative analysis of school-based management in Central America. Washington
D.C.: World Bank Publications.

Diaz Rios, C. (2018). Domestic coalitions in the variation of education privatization: an analysis of
Chile, Argentina, and Colombia. Journal of Education Policy., 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2018.1460494

Edwards Jr, D. B., DeMatthews, D., & Hartley, H. (2017). Public-private partnerships,
accountability, and competition: Theory versus reality in the charter schools of Bogota,
Colombia. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 25, 10. http://dx.doi.org/10.14507 /epaa.25.2556

Elacqua, G. (2012). The impact of school choice and public policy on segregation: Evidence from
Chile. International Journal of Educational Development, 32(3), 444-453.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jjedudev.2011.08.003

Ellison, S., & Aloe, A. M. (2018). Strategic thinkers and positioned choices: Parental decision making
in urban school choice. Educational Policy, 1-36 https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904818755470

Ensor, T. (2004). Consumer-led demand side financing in health and education and its relevance for
low and middle income countries. The International Journal of Health Planning and Management,
19(3), 267-285. https://doi.org/10.1002/hpm.762

Feldfeber, M., & Gluz, N. (2011). Las politicas educativas en Argentina: Herencias de los *90,
contradicciones y tendencias de «nuevo signo». Educaciao & Sociedade, 32(115), 339-350.
https://doi.org/10.1590/50101-73302011000200006

Felouzis, G., Maroy, C., & van Zanten, A. (2013). Les marchés scolaires: Sociologie d’une politique publique
d’éducation. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Fiske, E. B., & Ladd, H. F. (2001). When schools compete: A cantionary tale. Washington DC: Brookings
Institution Press.

Gamallo, G. (2011). Mercantilizacién del bienestar. Hogares pobres y escuelas privadas. Revista de
Instituciones, 1deas y Mercados, (55), 189-233.

Gamallo, G. (2015). La «publificacion» de las escuelas privadas en Argentina. Revista SAAP, 9(1), 43-
74.

Gauri, V. (1999). School choice in Chile: Two decades of educational reform. Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press.

Gauri, V., & Vawda, A. (2004). Vouchers for basic education in developing economies: an
accountability perspective. The World Bank Research Observer, 19(2), 259-280.
https://doi.org/10.1093 /wbro/1kh017

Gewirtz, S., Ball, S. J., & Bowe, R. (1995). Markets, choice, and equity in education. London: Open
University Press.

Gustafsson-Wright, E., Smith, K, & Gardiner, S. (2017). Public-private partnerships in early childhood
development: The role of publicly funded private provision. [Working Paper|. Washington DC: Center
for Universal Education at Brookings.

Heyneman, S. P., & Lee, B. (2016). International organizations and the future of education
assistance. International Journal of Educational Development, 48, 9-22.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2015.11.009

Jabbar, H. (2015). «Every kid is money»: Market-like competition and school leader strategies in




Speaking Cooperation, Acting Competition 23

New Otleans. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 37(4), 638-659.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373715577447

Jennings, J. L. (2010). School choice or schools’ choice?: Managing in an era of accountability.
Sociology of Education, §3(3), 227-247. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040710375688

Jessop, B. (2010). Cultural political economy and critical policy studies. Critical policy studies, 3(3-4),
336-356. https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171003619741

Judzik, D., & Moschetti, M. (2016). ;Una segunda fase de privatizacién de la matricula escolar? Los
sectores populares y la educacion privada en la Ciudad de Buenos Aires. Revista de La
Asociacion de Sociologia de 1a Educacion, 9(2), 197-211.

Klees, S. J. (2016). Inferences from regression analysis: Are they valid? Rea/ World Economics Review,
74, 85-97.

Kruger, N. (2014). Mas alla del acceso: Segregacion social e inequidad en el sistema educativo
argentino. Cuadernos de Economia, 33(63), 513-542.

Lacireno-Paquet, N., Holyoke, T. T., Moser, M., & Henig, J. R. (2002). Creaming versus cropping:
Charter school enrollment practices in response to market incentives. Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis, 24(2), 145-158. https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737024002145

Languille, S. (2016). Public-private partnerships in education and health in the global South: A
literature review. Journal of International and Comparative Social Policy, 1-24.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004

LaRocque, N. (2008). Public-private partnerships in basic education: An international review. Berkshire, UK:
CfBT Education Trust.

Levin, H. M., & Belfield, C. R. (2003). Chapter 6: The marketplace in education. Review of Research in
Education, 27(1), 183-219. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X027001183

Linder, S. H., & Rosenau, P. (2000). Mapping the terrain of the public-private policy partnership. In
P. Rosenau (Ed.), Private-Public policy partnerships (pp. 1-18). Cambridge, MA.: MIT Press.

Lubienski, C. (2003). Innovation in education markets: Theory and evidence on the impact of
competition and choice in charter schools. Awmerican Educational Research Journal, 40(2), 395-
443, https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312040002395

Lubienski, C. (2006). School diversification in second-best education markets. Educational Policy,
20(2), 323-344. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904805284049

Lubienski, C. (2009). Do guasi-markets foster innovation in education? A comparative perspective. [OECD
education working papers 25]. OECD. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/221583463325

Lubienski, C., Gulosino, C., & Weitzel, P. (2009). School choice and competitive incentives:
Mapping the distribution of educational opportunities across local education markets.
American Journal of Education, 115(4), 601-647. https://doi.org/10.1086/599778

Lunt, T. (2011). Typologies and event studies. In S. J. Page & J. Connell (Eds.), The Routledge
handbook of events. London-New York: Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203803936.ch3

Marginson, S. (1993). Education and public policy in Australia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Maroy, C., & Van Zanten, A. (2009). Regulation and competition among schools in six European
localities. Sociologie du travail, 51(S), 67-79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soctra.2009.01.005

Martinez, L. (2012). Apuntes sobre la territorialidad de la desigualdad: la educacion publica en la
zona sur de la Ciudad de Buenos Aires. Boletin de Antropologia y Educacion, 3(4), 7-11.

McGinn, K. C., & Ben-Porath, S. R. (2014). Parental engagement through school choice: Some
reasons for caution. Theory and Research in Education, 12(2), 172-192.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477878514530714

Mezzadra, F., & Rivas, A. (2010). Aportes estatales a la educacion de gestion privada en la provincia




Education Policy Analysis Archives V'ol. 27 No. 132 24

de Buenos Aires Indice. Documentos de Trabajo CIPPEC, 51, 54 11.

Montoya, S., & Frugoni, L. (2016). ¢Eficiencia o suficiencia en el sector de gestion privadar Revista
Colombiana de Educacion, 70, 149-174.

Morduchowicz, A. (2005). Private education: funding and (de) regulation in Argentina. In L. Wollf,
J. C. Navarro, & P. Gonzalez (Eds.), Private education and public policy in Latin America.
Washington DC: Partnership for Educational Revitalization in the Americas (PREAL).

Moschetti, M. (2018a). Unfair competition. Exploring state-funded low-fee private schools’ logics of
action in the City of Buenos Aires (Argentina). In: G Steiner-Khamsi & A. Draxler, (Eds.)
The state, business and education: Public-private partnerships. London: Edward Elgar.

Moschetti, M. (2018b). Public-Private Partnerships in Education. An analysis of the policy of subsidies for private
schools in disadvantaged neighborhoods of the City of Buenos Aires. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Autonomous University of Barcelona, Barcelona, Spain.

Musa, L. (2013). Niiiez, adolescencia y salud mental en la Cindad de Buenos Aires. Informe final de gestion del
Ministerio Priblico Tutelar. Buenos Aires: Eudeba.

Narodowski, M., & Nores, M. (2002). Socio-economic segregation with (without) competitive
education policies. A comparative analysis of Argentina and Chile. Comparative Education,
38(4), 429-451. https://doi.org/10.1080/0305006022000030720

National Law of Organization of Private Education, Law 13047. (1947)

Orfield, M., & Luce, T. (2016). An analysis of student performance in Chicago’ s charter schools.
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 24(111), 1-40. http://dx.doi.org/10.14507/epaa.24.2203

Patrinos, H. A. (2000). Public-private partnerships: Contracting education in Latin America. World Bank
Working Paper. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Patrinos, H. A., Barrera Osorio, F., & Guaqueta, J. (2009). The role and impact of public-private
partnerships in education. Washington DC: World Bank.

Rich, P. M., & Jennings, J. L. (2015). Choice, information, and constrained options: School transfers
in a stratified educational system. American Sociological Review, 80(5), 1069-1098.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122415598764

Robertson, S. L., Mundy, K. E., Verger, A., & Menashy, F. (Eds.) (2012). Public private partnerships in
education: New actors and modes of governance in a globalizing world. Cheltenham, UK: Edward
Elgar.

Sigal, M., Antanez, D., Pérez Bello, J. P., Mamberti, J. M., Rosenberg, L., & Diaz, M. E. (2011).
Subsidios estatales a escuelas de gestion privada en la Cindad de Buenos Aires. Buenos Aires: ACIJ.

Srivastava, P. (2007). For philanthropy or profit? The management and operation of low-fee private
schools in India. In P. Srivastava & G. Waltord (Eds.), Private schooling in less economically
developed countries: Asian and African perspectives (pp. 153-186). Oxford: Symposium Books.

Srivastava, P., & Hopwood, N. (2009). A practical iterative framework for qualitative data analysis.
International Jonrnal of Qualitative Methods, 8(1), 76-84.
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690900800107

Tooley, J., & Longfield, D. (2015). The role and impact of private schools in developing conntries: A response to
the DFID-commissioned “rigorous literature review.” London: Pearson.

Van Zanten, A. (2009). Competitive arenas and schools’ logics of action: a European comparison.
Compare: A Journal of Comparative and International Education, 39(1), 85-98.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057920802447867

Vanderberghe, V. (1999). Combining market and bureaucratic control in education : An answer to
market and bureaucratic failure? Comparative Edncation, 35(3), 271-282.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050069927829

Verger, A., & Zancajo, A. (2015). [Review of the book Education policy in developing countries, by




Speaking Cooperation, Acting Competition 25

P. Glewwe (Ed.)|. Comparative Edncation Review, 59(2), 366-371.

Verger, A., Bonal, X., & Zancajo, A. (2016). What are the role and impact of public-private
partnerships in education? A Realist Evaluation of the Chilean Education Quasi-Market.
Comparative Education Review, 60(2), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1086/680396

Verger, A., Fontdevila, C., & Zancajo, A. (2016). The privatisation of education: a political economy of global
education reform. New York: Teachers College Press.

Verger, A., Fontdevila, C., & Zancajo, A. (2017). Multiple paths towards education privatization in a
globalizing world: A cultural political economy review. Journal of Education Policy, 32(6), 757-
787. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1318453

Villarroya, A. (2002). A look at school choice in Spain. Mediterranean Journal of Educational Studies, 7(2),
21-36.

Vior, S. E., & Rodriguez, L. R. (2012). La privatizacion de la educacién argentina: Un largo proceso
de expansion y naturalizacion. Pro-Poszges, 23(2), 91-104.

Walford, G. (2011). Low-fee private schools in England and in less economically developed
countries: What can be learnt from a comparisonr? Compare, 41(3), 401-413.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057925.2010.542033

Waslander, S., Pater, C., & Van Der Weide, M. (2010). Markets in Education. An analytical review of
empirical research on market mechanisms in education. OECD Publishing (NJ1).
https://doi.org/10.1787 / 5km4pskmkr27-en

West, A., Ingram, D., & Hind, A. (2006). “Skimming the cream”: Admissions to charter schools in
the United States and to autonomous schools in England. Educational Policy, 20(4), 615-639.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904805284054

Witte, J. F., Thorn, C. A., Pritchard, K. M., & Claibourn, M. (1994). Fourth-year report, Milwankee
parental choice program. Department of Political Science and the Robert La Follette Institute of
Public Affairs, University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Woods, P., Bagley, C., & Glatter, R. (1998). Schoo/ choice and competition: Markets in the public interest?
London: Routledge.

Yoon, E. S., Lubienski, C., & Lee, J. (2018). The geography of school choice in a city with growing
inequality: The case of Vancouver. Journal of Education Policy, 33(2), 279-298.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1346203

Zancajo, A. (2017). Las escuelas ante el mercado. Andlisis de las respuestas de la oferta escolar en un entorno de
competencia: E/ caso de Chile (Doctoral Dissertation). Retrieved from Tesis Doctoral en Xarxa
(http://hdLhandle.net/10803/403768)

Zancajo, A. (2018). Educational providers in the marketplace: marketing responses in Chile. The
Journal of Educational Research, 88, 166-176. https://doi.org/10.1016/].1JER.2017.10.009




Education Policy Analysis Archives V'ol. 27 No. 132 26

About the Authors

Mauro C. Moschetti

Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona

mauro.moschetti@uab.cat

ORCID http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0162-6860

Mauro C. Moschetti is Ph.D. in Education from the Autonomous University of Barcelona and
Associate Professor in the Department of Social and Systematic Pedagogy (UAB) where he
teaches undergraduate courses on Comparative Education and Education Planning and Funding.
His research is concerned with education privatization, public-private partnerships, market
policies in education, and educational inequalities following an interdisciplinary approach from
an international and comparative perspective. In recent years, Mauro has participated in
competitive research projects, served as an independent consultant, and conducted research in
Latin America, North America and Europe for UNESCO, Education International, Open
Society Foundations, and other national and international agencies.

Carolina Snaider

Teachers College, Columbia University

carolina.snaider@tc.columbia.edu

ORCID http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9473-4643

Carolina Snaider is pursuing her Doctoral degree in Education with a concentration in Early
Childhood Policy at Teachers College, Columbia University. She is a Research Assistant at the
National Center for Children and Families and her research interests relate to the design and
implementation of high quality, equitable early childhood programs and policies for all young
children and their families. For her doctoral dissertation she is examining how New York City
gender-related policies are being implemented at early childhood institutions.

About the Guest Editors

D. Brent Edwards ]Jr.

University of Hawai‘i at Manoa

brent.edwards@hawaii.edu

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3955-9525

D. Brent Edwards Jr. is an associate professor of theory and methodology in the study of education
at the University of Hawail at Manoa. He has more than 10years of experience as an educator,
researcher, and scholar of education policy. In his scholarship, he applies political economy
perspectives to (a) the examination of the global governance of education and (b) the origins, spread
and effects of global education policies. In particular, Brent focuses on the ways that a range of
international organizations affect the politics and processes of policymaking and policy
implementation. Geographically, these areas of focus have led to research projects on education in
many countries across Latin America, Southeast Asia, and Africa. His recent books include The
Trajectory of Global Education Policy: Community-based Management in EI Salvador and the Global Reform
Agenda and Global Education Policy, Impact Evaluations, and Alternatives: The Political Economy of Knowledge
Production (both with Palgrave MacMillan). He also has a forthcoming co-edited special issue of
Educational Policy entitled “School choice policy and politics around the globe: Sociological
contributions.”




Speaking Cooperation, Acting Competition 27

Alexander Means
University of Hawai‘i at Manoa
meansaj@hawaii.edu

Alexander Means is an assistant professor of educational policy with global perspectives in the
Department of Educational Foundations, University of Hawai‘i at Manoa. He is the author most
recently of Learning to Save the Future: Rethinking Education and Work in the Era of Digital Capitalism
(Routledge, 2018); Educational Commons in Theory and Practice: Global Pedagogy and Politics (Palgrave,
2017); and The Wiley Handbook of Global Education Reform (Wiley-Blackwell, 2018). His research
examines educational policy and organization in relation to political, economic, cultural,
technological, and social change.

education policy analysis archives
Volume 27 Number 131 October 21, 2019 ISSN 1068-2341

Readers are free to copy, display, distribute, and adapt this article, as long as
the work is attributed to the author(s) and Education Policy Analysis Archives, the changes
are identified, and the same license applies to the derivative work. More details of this Creative
Commons license are available at https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/. EPAA is
published by the Mary Lou Fulton Institute and Graduate School of Education at Arizona State
University Articles are indexed in CIRC (Clasificacion Integrada de Revistas Cientificas, Spain),
DIALNET (Spain), Directory of Open Access Journals, EBSCO Education Research Complete,
ERIC, Education Full Text (H.W. Wilson), QUALIS A1 (Brazil), SCImago Journal Rank, SCOPUS,
SOCOLAR (China).

Please send errata notes to Audrey Amrein-Beardsley at audrev.beardsley@asu.edu

Join EPAA’s Facebook community at https://www.facebook.com/EPAAAAPE and Twitter
feed @cpaa_aape.




Education Policy Analysis Archives V'ol. 27 No. 132

education policy analysis archives

editorial board

Lead Editor: Audrey Amrein-Beardsley (Arizona State University)
Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University)
Associate Editors: Melanie Bertrand, David Carlson, Lauren Harris, Eugene Judson, Mirka Koro-
Ljungberg, Daniel Liou, Scott Marley, Molly Ott, Iveta Silova (Arizona State University)

Cristina Alfaro

San Diego State University

Gary Anderson

New York University

Michael W. Apple

University of Wisconsin, Madison

Jeff Bale
University of Toronto, Canada
Aaron Bevanot SUNY Albany

David C. Berliner
Arizona State University
Henry Braun Boston College

Casey Cobb

University of Connecticut
Arnold Danzig

San Jose State University

Linda Darling-Hammond
Stanford University

Elizabeth H. DeBray
University of Georgia

David E. DeMatthews
University of Texas at Austin
Chad d'Entremont Rennie Center
for Education Research & Policy
John Diamond

University of Wisconsin, Madison
Matthew Di Carlo

Albert Shanker Institute
Sherman Dorn

Arizona State University
Michael J. Dumas

University of California, Berkeley
Kathy Escamilla

University ofColorado, Boulder
Yariv Feniger Ben-Gurion
University of the Negev
Melissa Lynn Freeman

Adams State College

Rachael Gabriel

University of Connecticut

Amy Garrett Dikkers University
of North Carolina, Wilmington
Gene V Glass

Arizona State University

Ronald Glass University of
California, Santa Cruz

Jacob P. K. Gross
University of Louisville
Eric M. Haas WestEd

Julian Vasquez Heilig California
State University, Sacramento
Kimberly Kappler Hewitt
University of North Carolina
Greensboro

Aimee Howley Ohio University

Steve Klees University of Maryland
Jaekyung Lee SUNY Buffalo
Jessica Nina Lester

Indiana University

Amanda E. Lewis University of
Illinois, Chicago

Chad R. Lochmiller Indiana
University

Christopher Lubienski Indiana
University

Sarah Lubienski Indiana University

William J. Mathis

University of Colorado, Boulder
Michele S. Moses

University of Colorado, Boulder
Julianne Moss

Deakin University, Australia
Sharon Nichols

University of Texas, San Antonio
Eric Parsons

University of Missouti-Columbia
Amanda U. Potterton
University of Kentucky

Susan L. Robertson

Bristol University

Gloria M. Rodriguez
University of California, Davis
R. Anthony Rolle

University of Houston

A. G. Rud

Washington State University

Patricia Sanchez University of
University of Texas, San Antonio
Janelle Scott University of
California, Berkeley

Jack Schneider University of
Massachusetts Lowell

Noah Sobe Loyola University

Nelly P. Stromquist

University of Maryland
Benjamin Superfine

University of Illinois, Chicago
Adai Tefera

Virginia Commonwealth University
A. Chris Torres

Michigan State University

Tina Trujillo

University of California, Berkeley
Federico R. Waitoller
University of Illinois, Chicago
Larisa Warhol

University of Connecticut

John Weathers University of
Colorado, Colorado Springs
Kevin Welner

University of Colorado, Boulder
Terrence G. Wiley

Center for Applied Linguistics
John Willinsky Stanford University

Jennifer R. Wolgemuth
University of South Florida
Kyo Yamashiro

Claremont Graduate University
Miri Yemini

Tel Aviv University, Israel

28



Speaking Cooperation, Acting Competition 29

archivos analiticos de politicas educativas
consejo editorial

Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University)
Editores Asociados: Felicitas Acosta (Universidad Nacional de General Sarmiento, Argentina), Armando
Alcantara Santuario (Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México), Ignacio Barrenechea, Jason Beech (Universidad
de San Andrés), Angelica Buendia, (Metropolitan Autonomous University), Alejandra Falabella (Universidad Alberto
Hurtado, Chile), Veronica Gottau (Universidad Torcuato Di Tella), Antonio Luzon, (Universidad de Granada), José
Luis Ramirez, (Universidad de Sonora), Paula Razquin, Axel Rivas (Universidad de San Andrés), Maria Alejandra

Tejada-Goémez (Pontificia Universidad Javeriana, Colombia)

Claudio Almonacid
Universidad Metropolitana de
Ciencias de la Educacion, Chile

Miguel Angel Arias Ortega
Universidad Auténoma de la Ciudad
de México

Xavier Besalu Costa

Universitat de Girona, Espafia

Xavier Bonal Sarro Universidad
Auténoma de Barcelona, Espafia

Antonio Bolivar Boitia Universidad
de Granada, Espafia

José Joaquin Brunner Universidad
Diego Portales, Chile

Damian Canales Sanchez Instituto
Nacional para la Evaluacién de la
Educaciéon, México

Gabriela de la Cruz Flores
Universidad Nacional Auténoma de
México

Marco Antonio Delgado Fuentes
Universidad Iberoamericana, México

Inés Dussel, DIE-CINVESTAYV,
México

Pedro Flores Crespo Universidad
Iberoametricana, México

Ana Maria Garcia de Fanelli
Centro de Estudios de Estado y
Sociedad (CEDES) CONICET,
Argentina

Juan Carlos Gonzalez Faraco
Universidad de Huelva, Espafia

Maria Clemente Linuesa
Universidad de Salamanca, Espafia

Jaume Martinez Bonafé
Universitat de Valencia, Espafia

Alejandro Marquez Jiménez
Instituto de Investigaciones sobre la
Universidad y la Educacion, UNAM,
Meéxico

Maria Guadalupe Olivier Tellez,
Universidad Pedagdgica Nacional,
México

Miguel Pereyra Universidad de
Granada, Espafia

Mboénica Pini Universidad Nacional
de San Martin, Argentina

Omar Orlando Pulido Chaves
Instituto para la Investigacion
Educativa y el Desarrollo Pedagdgico
(IDEP)

José Ignacio Rivas Flores
Universidad de Malaga, Espaiia

Miriam Rodriguez Vargas
Universidad Auténoma de
Tamaulipas, México

José Gregorio Rodriguez
Universidad Nacional de Colombia,
Colombia

Mario Rueda Beltran Instituto de
Investigaciones sobre la Universidad
y la Educacion, UNAM, México
José Luis San Fabian Maroto
Universidad de Oviedo,

Espana

Jurjo Torres Santomé, Universidad
de la Corufia, Espafia

Yengny Marisol Silva Laya
Universidad Iberoamericana, México

Ernesto Trevifio Ronzon
Universidad Veracruzana, México

Ernesto Trevifio Villarreal
Universidad Diego Portales Santiago,
Chile

Antoni Verger Planells Universidad
Auténoma de Barcelona, Espafia

Catalina Wainerman
Universidad de San Andrés,
Argentina

Juan Catlos Yafiez Velazco
Universidad de Colima, México



Education Policy Analysis Archives V'ol. 27 No. 132

30

arquivos analiticos de politicas educativas

conselho editorial

Editor Consultor: Gustavo E. Fischman (Arizona State University)
Editoras Associadas: Kaizo Iwakami Beltrao, (Brazilian School of Public and Private Management - EBAPE/FGV,
Brazil), Geovana Mendonga Lunardi Mendes (Universidade do Estado de Santa Catarina), Gilberto José Miranda,
(Universidade Federal de Uberlandia, Brazil), Marcia Pletsch, Sandra Regina Sales (Universidade Federal Rural do

Almerindo Afonso
Universidade do Minho
Portugal

Rosanna Maria Barros Sa
Universidade do Algarve
Portugal

Maria Helena Bonilla
Universidade Federal da Bahia
Brasil

Rosa Maria Bueno Fischer
Universidade Federal do Rio Grande
do Sul, Brasil

Alice Casimiro Lopes
Universidade do Estado do Rio de
Janeiro, Brasil

Suzana Feldens Schwertner
Centro Universitario Univates
Brasil

Flavia Miller Naethe Motta
Universidade Federal Rural do Rio de
Janeiro, Brasil

Rio de Janeiro)

Alexandre Fernandez Vaz
Universidade Federal de Santa
Catarina, Brasil

Regina Célia Linhares Hostins
Universidade do Vale do Itajai,
Brasil

Alfredo Macedo Gomes
Universidade Federal de Pernambuco
Brasil

Jefferson Mainardes
Universidade Estadual de Ponta
Grossa, Brasil

Jader Janer Moreira Lopes
Universidade Federal Fluminense e
Universidade Federal de Juiz de Fora,
Brasil

Debora Nunes

Universidade Federal do Rio Grande
do Norte, Brasil

Alda Junqueira Marin
Pontificia Universidade Catdlica de
Sao Paulo, Brasil

Dalila Andrade Oliveira
Universidade Federal de Minas
Gerais, Brasil

José Augusto Pacheco
Universidade do Minho, Portugal

Jane Paiva
Universidade do Estado do Rio de
Janeiro, Brasil

Paulo Alberto Santos Vieira
Universidade do Estado de Mato
Grosso, Brasil

Fabiany de Cassia Tavares Silva
Universidade Federal do Mato
Grosso do Sul, Brasil

Antoénio Teodoro
Universidade Lus6fona
Portugal

Lilian do Valle
Universidade do Estado do Rio de
Janeiro, Brasil

Alfredo Veiga-Neto
Universidade Federal do Rio Grande
do Sul, Brasil



