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The Government intends to pilot “Partnership Schools” (Kura Hourua) from 2014.  Partnership Schools will 
receive public funds on a per-pupil basis, as with regular state schools, but will have more independence in 
terms of, say, curriculum, operating hours, employment and leadership structure.  The initiative’s primary 
objective is to ameliorate New Zealand’s persistent problem with educational underachievement.1

In terms of management, Partnership Schools may be run either not-for-profit or for-profit.  One debate 
about the initiative in New Zealand, as overseas, is the proposed role of for-profit operators: should they be 
allowed to manage schools at all?2  There seems to be a general lack of clarity about what shape a for-profit 
Partnership School will assume.  There are fears that we will see an industrial McDonald’s or IKEA-type chain 
of schools concerned only with profit.3  This conception leads to other objections, including the idea that 
for-profit operators will offer a cheap, low-quality education that maximises profits and does not deliver 
sufficient educational benefits, and the idea that they will draw profit from children at taxpayers’ expense.  
These critiques seem to proceed from the assumption: public, good; private, bad.

The purpose of this Research Note is to engage with such concerns and evaluate their soundness.  We have 
done so with recourse to evidence from schools run for-profit overseas, particularly in the United States (US) 
and Sweden, and examine whether certain objections have explanatory, and not just rhetorical, force.  From 
this analysis, it became evident that the educational success of for-profit operators—and the Partnership 
School programme in general—will hinge on creating the right regulatory and incentive structure.4  The 
structure must ensure both freedom and accountability, and we close with several recommendations that 
may balance both.5 

One point of clarification and introduction before we advance: we should indeed be wary of market norms, as 
Harvard political philosopher Michael Sandal points out, that threaten societal norms and values we hold as 
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important.6  For instance, we may believe that the introduction of for-profit operators will reduce education 
to an impersonal transaction between producer and consumer, one that churns out “products” with no heed 
to diversity and individual gifts.  It need not be so; we hope that this is not the case.  Rather, in evaluating 
for-profit models, we consider a particular form of public-private collaboration that represents why the very 
concept of for-profit schools should not be rejected out of hand—the “public-private Partnership School.”7  
This is a model that combines local organisations or groups of teachers/parents, for instance, with a private 
concern.  Ideally, as is the case in many states in the US that permit for-profit charter schools, a local 
organisation or group will be the “sponsor” that holds the contract with the Crown.  It then contracts in a 
private partner, such as a company or businessperson.  Where the private party takes care of management, 
the public party is concerned with teaching and pastoral matters. 

Research Findings Concerning For-Profit Operators

There is a limited but emerging literature on for-profit charter schools.  Within this, unfortunately, only a 
small proportion of studies investigate the negative or positive impacts of for-profit charter schools vis-à-
vis not-for-profit charter schools and/or regular state schools.8  What research exists largely emerges from 
Sweden and the US, and tracks either the impacts of the presence of all charter schools on all schools, or 
changes in standardised test scores at all charter schools—indiscriminate of management model—relative 
to those at state schools.9  As we have said elsewhere: “achievement at standardised tests is not the only 
outcome that is important to educational outcomes, but it is a significant and measureable one.”10

The evidence is mixed overall.  Yet, despite certain methodological limitations, a number of studies suggest 
that the for-profit model may promote educational achievement in disadvantaged areas, and may do so after 
a certain period of time and under certain conditions. 

Research Findings Concerning For-Profit Schools in Sweden 

The Swedish Government introduced a voucher reform in 1992 that gave parents the opportunity to “spend” 
their voucher on the school of their choice on a first-come, first-served basis.  Educational companies 
were permitted to open new, private but publicly-funded “free schools” alongside regular state schools.11  
According to 2009 figures, private companies operate approximately two-thirds of free schools (1,114 of 
1,671).12  In a 2011 statistical report, the Swedish National Agency for Education noted that free schools 
educate approximately 12 percent of all pupils in compulsory school (up to grade nine) and approximately 
24 percent of pupils in high school.13  There is no stereotypical free school.  Rather, there is considerable 
variation among Sweden’s 284 municipalities, each of which authorises schools and disburses public funds.

Pertinent research in Sweden has largely focused on the impact of the presence of free schools.  That is, the 
academic impacts of increased competition among municipal schools, not-for-profit and for-profit charter 
schools.  These impacts are measured by variations in standardised tests.  Theory maintains that enhanced 
competition should encourage providers to improve educational quality so that they may retain pupils, while 
also lowering costs to a sustainable level—therefore higher academic performance with utmost operational 
efficiency.  Concerning for-profits, in particular, because profits are at stake, operators will strive for quality 
and deliver achievement gains.14  In general, studies show positive impacts from the presence of free schools 
(of which, remember, approximately two-thirds are run for-profit). 

The most comprehensive project to look at the effects of free schools on pupil achievement is that of Anders 
Böhlmark and Mikael Lindahl (2012). They plotted the grades of the entire Swedish population that was 
born between 1972 and 1993 and that completed compulsory school (at ninth grade) from 1988 to 2009.  
The study showed that after a period of 10 years, among other positive impacts, a 10 percent increase in free 
school pupils was associated with a 1.7 percent increase in achievement at the end of ninth grade.15  This 
increase was observed not only in free schools, but also in municipal schools. 

Earlier Swedish studies report mixed or inconclusive results.16  Economist Asa Ählin (2003) analysed data 
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concerning approximately 8,500 pupils across 34 municipalities born in 1982 and who attended school 
from the third through to the ninth grade, starting in 1991/2.  She found that enhanced competition had 
statistically significant positive impacts on pupils’ achievement in mathematics, though none in Swedish 
and English.17  Anders Björkland and others (2005) used virtually the same sample as Ählin.  They found that 
pupils gained 0.5 percent on Swedish and English test results “in response to an increase” in the share of 
free school pupils by one standard deviation (1.2 percent); they found there was no impact, or possibly even 
a negative one, on mathematics scores.18  Also in 2005, Mikael Sandström and Fredrik Bergström analysed 
essentially the same sample, once more, and found positive impacts were associated with the presence of 
free schools, particularly in terms of public school grades and performance in mathematics standardised 
testing.19  These studies are, to a greater or lesser degree, subject to methodological critique and do 
not differentiate between the performance of not-for-profit and for-profit free schools.20  By comparison, 
Böhlmark and Lindahl’s research is the most robust, and it shows that given 10 years—the period taken 
by free schools to reach a critical mass within the Swedish education system—free schools can enhance 
educational achievement.

One further study, directly relevant to this review, compared the for-profit model to the not-for-profit.  
We should note, though, that there are again issues with the research methodology, including deficient 
control for individuals’ previous educational achievement given that the researcher, Gabriel Sahlgren, uses 
school-level data.  He argued that this, nonetheless, could bias against free schools, while selection bias 
could favour the results registered at not-for-profit schools against those at schools run for-profit.  This is 
because “parents of children in non-profit schools tend be prepared to put more effort into their children’s 
education.”21  With this caveat, Sahlgren’s 2010 study found that not-for-profits performed marginally best 
overall, while for-profits outperformed municipal schools.22 Sahlgren did posit that for-profits offered greater 
positive impacts than not-for-profits among pupils of low socio-economic status—as measured by parents’ 
education—by raising the mean Grade Point Average (GPA) by 11.64 points.  Not-for-profits, in contrast, 
raised the GPA by 4.4 points, which is not statistically significant (and which shows that not-for-profits were 
uneven in their impacts).23  The study took into account all Swedish schools with at least 15 ninth grade 
pupils between the years of 2005 and 2009, a total of 725,195 pupils. 

Research Findings Concerning For-Profit Schools in the United States

In the United States, according to 2011 figures, for-profit schools comprise approximately 35 percent of 
all charter schools.24  They assume various forms.  Education Management Organizations (EMO) may run 
individual or multiple schools, regionally or nationally.25  The EMO movement gathered momentum in the 
early 1990s as a vehicle for innovation and competition.  It grew slowly at first, then rapidly in the late 1990s, 
though growth has plateaued in the 2000s.26  In the school year 2010-2011, according to one report, there 
were 99 EMOs in 33 states.27  Only a handful of states allow private operators to hold charters directly, 
while most states allow a public-private charter school.  Executive authority devolves to EMOs in return for 
measurable results.28 

As for the research, while some studies found evidence of positive impacts among for-profits, others indicated 
no differential performance between for-profits and not-for-profits, and yet others showed not-for-profits 
outperforming for-profits.  One body of research tracked the “Philadelphia intervention.”  In 2002, at the 
prompting of the state of Pennsylvania, the School District of Philadelphia transferred 30 underperforming 
district schools to for-profit management and 16 to not-for-profit management.  This policy change created 
the opportunity for a natural experiment to evaluate the impact of for-profit operators relative to their not-
for-profit and state school counterparts.  On the basis of individual achievement in mathematics and reading 
in three standardised tests over the period 2001 to 2008, Paul Peterson and Matthew Chingos compared the 
46 schools under new management with 71 schools that remained under public control and which performed 
below the district median.29  They found that for-profit charter schools outperformed both not-for-profit and 
regular state schools.30  The impact was minimal in the first year, but was significant from the second year 
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onwards, especially in mathematics where, according to one of their observational models (the fixed-effects 
model), the effect size was, on average, 25 percent of a standard deviation per year (or 60 percent of a 
year’s learning) relative to if the school had remained public.  The other two models factored in a larger set 
of pupils, and also showed positive impacts, albeit slighter; each returned 12 percent of a standard deviation 
per year, or 29 percent of a year’s learning.31

Martha Mac Iver and Doug Mac Iver (2007) and Brian Gill and others (2007) also studied the Philadelphia 
intervention.  They both, however, conflated for-profit and not-for-profit charter schools and found that 
their results were comparable to those of underperforming district schools.32  As Peterson and Chingos 
distinguished between the two management models, there is a chance that these three studies are 
complementary, though this is not certain.33

Other studies from around the US have found little to no positive impacts of for-profit management.  In 
Florida, education researcher Tim Sass (2006) worked with an initial sample of over a million pupils from 
grades three through ten who took a standardised test in mathematics and English, and of whom over 
28,000 attended a charter school (either for-profit or not-for-profit) for at least one year.  The data set 
spanned the 1999/2000 to 2002/3 school years.  Sass found that charter schools in general were on a par 
with state schools in mathematics and had promoted a higher level of reading among pupils by the fifth 
year of their operation. However, he could not discard the contention that there was no difference between 
charter management models.  That is, he found no difference.  In Michigan, Cynthia Hill and David Welsch 
(2009) conducted a four-year panel study (2001/2-2004/5), and found that smaller for-profits were less 
likely than larger ones to deliver results in the highest assessment brackets (Levels 1 and 2), though the 
impact was small and any relationships unclear.  Not-for-profits did slightly better, but ownership, Hill and 
Welsch concluded, made virtually no difference.34  Similar to the Florida and Michigan studies, Kerry King’s 
(2007) research in Arizona offered “no guarantee” that a for-profit charter school was likely to improve 
student achievement beyond that of its not-for-profit counterpart, though she found “some evidence” that 
for-profits were associated with higher test scores.35

Summary

Although the evidence is mixed, the findings of Peterson and Chingos suggest, as does that of Sahlgren 
in Sweden, that for-profits may have positive impacts among educationally disadvantaged pupils.  Their 
work, in addition to that of Sass, also indicates that mature and well-supported for-profits may enjoy an 
advantage.  In all, nonetheless, we do need more high-quality studies to evaluate the impacts of schools run 
for-profit.

Objections to the Introduction of For-Profit Operators

Two prevalent concerns about the introduction of for-profit school operators are that they will cut costs and 
deliver a low-quality education, and that they will earn profits from public money.  In response, given a well-
devised regulatory and incentive structure, we posit that operators will favour delivery that raises quality—
as measured by educational achievement—and may catalyse innovation and scalability. Quite apart from 
the profit motive, moreover, compassion among for-profit operators is not an improbable ideal, and the 
collaboration of public and private actors may provide additional benefits that are not necessarily furnished 
by one party alone. 

Quality Education with Lower Costs?

The idea that for-profits will cut costs to protect their bottom line labours under possible misconceptions 
about the model.36  Certainly, operators will seek efficiency—the least amount of inputs to deliver a given level 
of output—and it remains for the Crown to ensure that the output is a quality education.  This will require, 
firstly, public funding (assured in the Partnership School model), and, secondly, a set of accountability 
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mechanisms, which seem to be provided for in the Education Amendment Bill 2012.  Witness the performance 
indicators, probably to be further stipulated in contracts, in section 158D.37  With this in mind, then,  
operators will attempt to lower costs, but not likely in a way that short-changes children, because they will 
have to meet educational objectives set out in their licences.  They will need to meet the expectations of 
the Crown and parents if they want to remain open.  Put another way, schools subject to market disciplines 
will likely not survive if they perform poorly. Two illustrations of imagined cost-cutting behaviour are the 
employment of sub-par teachers, and/or the lowering of teacher salaries paid to competent staff.  However, 
because operators will have to satisfy parents and reach performance targets, they will probably not be able 
to skimp on one of the most important factors in pupil achievement—teachers.  Low-quality or under-paid 
teachers will not get the job done.38 

Otherwise, in pursuit of efficiency, for-profit operators may enjoy an advantage over their not-for-profit 
counterparts through two mechanisms: innovation and scaling.  In particular, because there is a profit 
motive that returns “surplus” funds to shareholders, for-profits may have greater impetus to innovate and 
scale the model in comparison to their not-for-profit counterparts.39  Not only so, for-profit operators will 
also generally have greater recourse to financial resources, and may therefore better afford the risk of new 
ideas.  Failure costs, after all; innovation—departing from the “tried and true”—is a risky move.  In other 
words, while not-for-profits may also innovate and exploit economies of scale, the attraction of doing so 
may be slighter and the risk too great.40  Thus, the spirit of volunteerism may have limited capacity and finite 
idealism to innovate and scale models.41  

Apart from operational efficiency, another rationale for innovation is obvious: because the New Zealand 
education system is failing students at the bottom end, new approaches should be explored, approaches 
that are creative and which promote achievement.42  Space is created for innovation by decentralisation, 
deregulation, greater freedom on both the demand and supply sides, and competition.43  This is as true 
for not-for-profit Partnership Schools as for for-profits, yet, as noted, the latter may have additional 
incentives and therefore provide further variety that aligns with the needs of different children and improve  
educational outcomes.44  

As far as the research is concerned, in any case, innovation is a slippery term and difficult to measure. There 
are qualitative studies that isolate examples, especially novel organisational and marketing approaches, 
in North America and the UK, as well as in New Zealand.45  While there is less evidence of innovation in the 
classroom, charter schools in general are often at the cutting edge of innovation and, as one researcher 
writes, they embody “showrooms” for different educational practices.46  

Concerning scalability, for-profit operators will likely have more potential than their not-for-profit 
counterparts to expand beyond a single school, and may therefore take advantage of economies of scale 
(with corollary efficiency gains).47  The benefit of scalability is that pupils may receive, given an incentive 
structure that balances freedom and accountability, a high-quality education for less money—one at less 
cost to the taxpayer.  The excess money may then be reinvested in the school.48  Of course, as a recent study 
from the Center for Research on Education Outcomes (CREDO) at Stanford University suggests, scalability 
does not guarantee quality—whether among not-for-profit or for-profit schools—which is why it is important 
to structure the reform with due consideration.  Quality must precede efforts to scale.49  As for the numbers, 
some researchers in the US observe that scalability is present in districts with a student population 
increasing to approximately 2,000 to 4,000.50  It seems the Education Management Organizations (EMOs) 
that run several schools, share facilities and have a coherent, consistent vision perform better than those 
that do not have these characteristics.51 

Are For-Profit Partnership Schools an Abuse of Public Money?

Objections to the use of public money often rest on the assumption that for-profits exist only to make a profit.52  
Yet, in principle, a profit can only be drawn after giving parents what they want.  And if the Crown establishes 
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a regulatory framework that ensures accountability in return for Partnership Schools’ considerable freedom, 
operators will derive profit from delivering a quality education and satisfying both the Crown and parents.

Not only so, because operators will not be able to “cherry-pick” pupils in order to meet their contractual 
obligations, due to the provision of a lottery for enrolment, for-profits will have to invest in order to see 
improved educational outcomes among under-achievers (the targeted demographic).53  This may result in a 
lower profit margin.  If so, private commitment to a for-profit Partnership School may invoke two not mutually 
exclusive animating principles: compassion and enlightened self-interest.54 Compassion lends moral 
authority to an enterprise and can galvanise support; enlightened self-interest will respond to incentives 
and sustain the enterprise in the face of (possible) deflated idealism and the inherent difficulties of raising 
educational achievement.  So, while the not-for-profit sector offers the former exclusively, for-profits supply 
the latter in addition, even if the profit margin is not prodigious.  

Another, linked, objection holds that public money should not be a means for private parties to turn a 
profit, especially when children are involved.55  This is a largely in-principle objection, to which there are 
at least two responses.  Firstly, because for-profits will likely focus on greater efficiency and may invest 
their own (private) money, public money may go further and free up capital for investment in other areas 
of the individual school, including professional development for teachers, technology and/or research and 
development, or in the education sector more generally.56  This coordination of public and private money 
should work to the advantage of children.  

Secondly, public-private partnerships and for-profits exist already in the education sector. Hobsonville 
Point Primary School—the first school to be built under a public-private partnership—has recently opened 
its doors.  In this instance, the Crown contracted in Learning Infrastructure Partners to design, build and 
oversee maintenance of the school.57  There has been little controversy over the initiative and the payment 
of public money to private contractors (in return for a service) that it entails. Not only so, Early Childhood 
Education Centres may be operated either not-for-profit or for-profit, and there is no difference in the level 
of government funding between the models.58   

It is also important to consider that the New Zealand Government, or a government agency, will retain 
an important measure of control over the Partnership Schools project.  All sponsors in possession of a 
contract with the Crown, whether not-for-profit or for-profit, will be accountable for monies invested in their 
enterprises.  The oversight agency, which is entrusted with disbursement, will maintain control of cash flows; 
in the event of a contractual breach, for whatever reason, there may be sanctions or the charter rescinded.59  

“Collaborative Endeavour” and the Public-Private Partnership School

Apart from the potential efficiency gains of for-profit operators and the impact of the presence of charter 
schools, there is reason to suggest that one particular model of for-profit school, public-private Partnership 
Schools, will offer an arrangement that empowers both public and private entities to collaborate against 
educational disadvantage.  In this, each entity may benefit and complement the other.  

Within the individual school, on the one hand, private investment may be most critical in situations where 
capital costs and infrastructure purchases are perhaps prohibitive to not-for-profits.60  The private investor 
will shoulder the risk, and its funds may give opportunities to those associations or teachers who have 
hitherto lacked means.61  These groups may also lack experience and the expertise required of a start-up, 
including the drafting and implementation of a business plan, as well as other requirements of a charter 
application.62  There is, furthermore, the danger of deflated idealism over time, as has been reported in 
Sweden.  The profit motive may have a galvanising effect.63  On the other hand, for-profit operators may 
not have the historical and cultural understanding of parents, teachers, boards of trustees and school 
administrators, and would do well to respect the characteristics of a given community.  The Partnership 
Schools Kura Hourua Working Group has, after all, stressed the importance of community involvement 
and support among prospective operators.  For example, the “Indications of Interest” form published by 
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the Working Group invites operators to describe the nature of their relationships with the communities in 
which they propose to open a Partnership School.64  In all, venture capital, professional expertise and local 
knowledge may prove a beneficial alliance, and this is where the public-private Partnership School has 
appeal.

Inter-school collaboration is another concept that may promote the achievement of pupils.  The Partnership 
Schools programme is concerned with all schools benefiting, and especially the lowest-achieving pupils.65  If 
for-profit operators were to set up in local communities, they would ideally complement existing schools and 
embed in the culture and norms of that area.  All schools, therefore, regardless of management structure, 
contribute to the general flourishing of a specific area, though each will do so in a fashion unique to itself 
that respects the culture of which it is a part.  This is easier stated than realised, though. Studies in Sweden, 
Michigan and Wisconsin present competition as often the dominant strategy over time, while cooperation 
is viewed as the more “vulnerable” strategy.66  But of course education should not be a zero-sum game 
where some schools benefit to the detriment of others.  Perhaps there is a solution to the issue observed in 
the US where existing institutions and entrenched educational interests close ranks and array against new 
options.67  This problem is all too evident on our own shores as well.68  One way of encouraging cooperation 
is to ensure that there is ongoing dialogue and agreement among local schools.69  This need not undermine 
the comparative advantage that for-profits will seek, though it will require a balance and a commitment to 
the collective good, which may be sought in a rigorous application process. In short, collaboration among 
schools will preserve New Zealand’s social fabric, and is likely critical to the long-term viability of the 
Partnership Schools project.70  

Conclusions and Recommendations

The overseas evidence affords no clear picture.  Where some researchers find positive impacts of the for-
profit model, others identify negative impacts.  Sometimes positive and negative impacts are found in one 
study; for-profits in a discrete area may promote achievement in mathematics but lower reading capacity, 
for instance.  Despite this, there are some grounds to suggest that the for-profit model may help ease 
educational disadvantage.  Success appears more probable in schools that have experience, operate in areas 
of historic educational underachievement, and enjoy the support of government or municipal structures.  

Otherwise, objections to the for-profit management of Partnership Schools may not hold water.  Given the 
right regulatory and incentive structure (which we address below), if operators wish to develop sustainable 
schools, they will not cut costs and deliver a low-quality education, but rather strive to lower costs and 
increase quality.  Educational entrepreneurs contracted and paid taxpayer money should provide a quality 
service because they will have to satisfy parents, and will be audited and held to account for their academic 
performance.  In saying this, the in-principle objection to public money paid to private entities—or that 
levelled at the confluence of children and commerce—should not be discarded out of hand.  However, the 
idea that any private sector involvement in school management could only be self-interested is simplistic 
and naïve.  According to the rationale for the initiative, for-profit Partnership Schools will provide for 
under-achievers who struggle with education.  Operators may require, therefore, compassion alongside 
enlightened self-interest.  

For-profit Partnership Schools may also provide benefits that are not necessarily available to not-for-
profit Partnership Schools.  They will, for example, have greater incentives to enhance efficiency through 
innovation and scalability.  Their enterprises may also be viewed as “collaborative endeavours”, insofar as 
operators may cleave to local groups and tap into unique local knowledge that is not available to perceived 
third-party “interlopers.”  In so doing, each party may complement the other’s strengths and contributions.  
Lastly, cooperation among schools is an important consideration and may ensure the integration of for-
profit schools, and the success of the Partnership Schools programme in general.

In sum, for-profit Partnership Schools will not be a silver bullet for the problem of educational 
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underachievement, but they offer alternatives that may help under-performing pupils.  Government, local 
and private actors meet with balanced interests in the public-private Partnership School, each to seek the 
benefit of children.  This model could encourage creativity, community building and long-term co-operative 
development.

Recommendations

The key to the delivery of an efficient, high-quality education will be the creation of a well-conceived 
regulatory and incentive structure.  The big trade-off of the Partnership School model is that between freedom 
and accountability.  Both are critical, and a balance will afford the greatest benefits to children, parents, 
operators and other stakeholders.  Here, we posit several recommendations toward the establishment of 
this structure.  The following are general ideas that may require further investigation. 

Firstly, adequate transparency and accountability measures will ensure that sponsors do not cut corners 
and will favour the participation of those genuinely interested in ameliorating educational disadvantage.71  
However, it is far from clear yet what requirements made of operators will be legislated and what will be 
merely regulated.  We make no assumptions.  Therefore:

1. To allay “public consternation about privatisation,” the Government should promote transparency.72  
The Education Amendment Bill sets out, in section 158D, the contractual requisites for Partnership 
Schools.73  Still, the Bill may not go far enough.  The tendering, processing and disbursement of 
charters should be as open as possible in order to allow insight into the allocation of taxpayers’ 
money.74  Openness may involve timely publication of application requirements, including timelines, 
and the publication of the results of the process, including any special regulatory conditions that may 
pertain to individual operators.

2. In terms of contractual conditions, operators may be obliged to commit a specified level of capital to 
the enterprise, agreed upon by the Crown and the sponsor, in addition to meeting the temporal fixed-
term requirement at section 158D (2).  This will depend on the nature of each contract, and the service 
provided by the operator.  A private party contracted in to manage a school, by way of illustration, 
should not be obligated to invest merely for the sake of it.  

3. It may be necessary to include a stipulation that requires (ongoing) due diligence performed on the 
prospective operator.  The foregoing requirements (1. to 3.) will ensure a level of commitment.75  They 
will make certain that only the most robust applicants will gain licences.76

4. Beyond the application process, the guidelines for Partnership Schools and performance indicators 
should be available for public perusal.  Such information must be clear, and may include reporting 
timelines for performance standards, what deviation below the required level of achievement will or 
will not be tolerated, and what volume or gravity of complaints is or is not acceptable.77  This will be 
critical so parents have, at least, access to information upon which they may base their decisions.78  

5. To furnish accountability, furthermore, the Ombudsman Act and the Official Information Act should 
apply to Partnership Schools.  The Amendment Bill, as it stands, exempts Partnership Schools from 
the provisions of the Ombudsman Act 1975 and the Official Information Act 1982.79  Operators must be 
held to account for their performance, and specifically for their performance in alleviating educational 
disadvantage. As per section 158L of the Amendment Bill, the Secretary of Education has a remit 
to hold Partnership Schools accountable. This is insufficient. Where taxpayer money is invested in 
private ventures—including public-private partnerships—information should not be proprietary, 
but rather subject to public scrutiny. There is one caveat here, however. The Ombudsman will have 
to be careful in the satisfaction of information requests under the Official Information Act, so that 
operators will not be buried under their weight and be, as a result, distracted from the primary duty 
of education.     
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Other possibilities, secondly, to promote operators’ flexibility and bolster public support may include:

1. Latitude for private operators to decide on which ownership model is best.  One type may allow 
teachers to purchase shares.  They will therefore have an added incentive to deliver a quality 
education that satisfies parents and achieves benchmarks.  This provision would obscure moral 
hazard, where stakeholders have little to no downside to risk-taking.  

2. The sponsoring of co-operative mechanisms among schools in order to facilitate fruitful collaboration.  
Two examples may be forums for learning and free and frank exchange, and/or a formalised arbitration 
process in the event of disputes.80

In closing, such measures, which hold accountability and freedom in balance, should create an environment 
that offers the Partnership School model, including for-profit operators, the best opportunity to succeed.  
The touchstone of success, of course, will be enhanced educational achievement among pupils who have 
historically underperformed.  
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