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Abstract
The aim of this thesis was to analyse and describe the market system of education for consumers in need of special support.
Sweden in the beginning of the 1990s implemented a market system of education with the expectation that it will serve
the interest of all consumers. Concerns have been raised about the market system of education for consumers in need of
special support. This thesis examines how the Swedish market system of education works for consumers in need of special
support. It comprises three studies looking at different aspects of the market system of education; namely, the development
of the special education market, marketing by independent schools and the experiences of shopping for schools.

The aim of study one was to examine the development of the special education market between 1994 and 2017 and
its implications for the system of education for students in need of special support. The results show relative stability on
the demand-side of the special education market when compared to the education market as a whole, well the supply-side
demonstrated significant increase. Moreover, the private sector increased tremendously in both the demand and supply-
sides of the special education market. The results imply an expanding special education market system, meanwhile, the
incidence of exclusion in terms of enrolment of students in need of special support in segregated settings as an outcome
of the market system has remained stable. The results also indicate increasing segregation between schools and between
students in the special education system outside of the regular system.

The aim of Study Two was to examine marketing by independent schools and how it appeals to consumers in need of
special support. Schools use marketing to produce and provide information to prospective consumers, however, there are
concerns that this information could appeal to some groups of consumers and not to others, such as consumers in need of
special support. The study examined schools marketing on their websites in the Stockholm local education market. The
results indicate that these schools marketing do not necessarily appeal to these consumers as it fails to provide relevant and
adequate information, in the framing of some goals and values and the framing of their studentship.

Study three examined the experiences of parents of students in need of special support in shopping for schools. The results
found out that these parents were motivated in their school choice decisions by friendship, the special education support
system at the schools and school´s flexibility. Parents were interested in information about school eligibility, availability
of resources, and school environment and consumer satisfaction in aspects such as safety and student’s well-being. More
so, parents sought information from both official and unofficial sources. Parents expressed constraints in the process of
choosing a school such as lack of choice, information inadequacy and lack of support.

Overall, the thesis demonstrates how the market system of education functions for consumers in need of special support in
some aspects. It shows how these consumers engage the market when it comes to choosing schools and schools engagement
with consumers in need of special through marketing. The market system of education seems to have a choice-problem,
both in terms of lack of choice and the perceived coercion of choice. The market system also fails to provide relevant
and adequate information to facilitate school choice for these consumers. Finally, a special education market system as a
specialised market within the education market system is expanding and has led to increasing segregation between schools
and between students but not increasing exclusion of these consumers between regular and segregated provisions in relative
terms. Based on these problems, some recommendations are made on how the market system may better serve consumers
in need of special support.

Keywords: Education market, consumers in need of special support, special education market, school marketing,
shopping for schools.
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1. Introduction 
 

The beginning of 1990s witnessed the implementation of market reforms in the public 

sector in Sweden and elsewhere, which were influenced by neoliberal market rationalities 

(Dahlstedt and Fejes, 2019; Lundström and Holm, 2011) and principles from New Public 

Management (Jarl, Fredriksson and Persson, 2012; Westling Allodi, 2013).  According to 

Norén (2003), the introduction of a market system in the public sector was largely tied to 

the political goals of increasing effectivity in the public financed production of welfare 

services and to adapt services for the different needs of the citizens. A market system will 

therefore assist in promoting the involvement of citizens in the services they consume and 

also make producers effectively meet the diverse needs of the consumers. The market 

reforms touched on key welfare services such as education, health and social care.  

Within the education sector a number of reforms were implemented that introduced a 

market system of education in Sweden (Lundahl 2002). The market-based reforms 

introduced market forces of competition and choice but also established a consumer-based 

voucher system to finance the education system (Björklund at al., 2005). The reforms were 

to create “Europe`s best education system” (Miron 1993, p.3).  The reforms meant far-

reaching changes in the operational environment of education. According to Dahlstedt and 

Fejes (2019), emphasis was laid on individual freedom of choice, efficiency, competition and 

the private provision of education.  The Swedish education market system has been 

described as one of the most liberal in the world (Baggesen Klitgaard 2008; Wiborg, 2015).  

The market system of education is however the subject of heated debates and contestation 

(Waitoller 2020; Levin; 2001).  These debates are drawn along ideological and theoretical 

lines as well as conflicting empirical evidence (Bunar, 2010a). The market system of 

education has been discussed by market theorists in very positive terms. The market will 

lead to the improvement of the quality of education and increase consumers’ satisfaction 

(Chubb and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000; Witte, 2000). Market 

proponents theorise that a market system of education will empower the consumers to 

choose schools and schools will be forced to be responsive to consumer and improve the 
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quality of their services, leading to increase consumer satisfaction and equalise 

opportunities for all students (see, Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman, 1995; 1962;1993; Hill, 

Pierce and Guthrie, 1997). In the market perspective of education, parents are seen as 

consumers who when provided with the right information will use school choice to leverage 

the best school for their children (Waitoller, 2020).  

The market system of education raises serious concerns when it comes to special education. 

Since the market system of education is premised on an economic and performance 

discourse (Anastasiou and Kaufman, 2009), which focuses on cost-efficiency and improving 

students’ academic performance, a major concern emerges regarding some groups of 

students such as students in need of special support who may cost more and perform less. 

This relates to the reconciliation of a system that propagates cost reduction in the 

production of education and student achievement on the one hand, and on the other the 

responsiveness to students in need of special support, who cost more to educate and likely 

perform worse (Ball et al. 1994; Rouse and Florian, 1997). The fundamental concern 

therefore is whether a market system will adequately cater for and serve students in need 

of special support.  Westling Allodi (2009, p.1), has raised similar concerns in the context of 

the Swedish education market regarding students in need of special support. She argues 

that the focus on cost efficiency, student results and requirements for increased 

accountability bears the potential risk that students in need pf special support who cost 

more and perform worse may be considered as surplus to requirement and become 

problematic in a more visible way than before. Within this backdrop, many critical voices 

interrogate whether the market will empower and treat consumers in need of special 

support in equal terms (Weidner and Herrington, 2006; Hastings and Weinstein, 2008; 

Duncan 2003). To Bagley and Wood (1998) these students will be devalued and 

discriminated against, and the market will have negative effects on their inclusion and 

equity (see also Ball, 1993; Barton and Slee, 1999; Dudley- Marling and Baker, 2012; Fitch & 

Hulgin, 2018). Westling Allodi (2009), further highlights that on the supply-side, schools can 

lack motivation to enrol and retain students who may not cost and performance effective, 

they may have difficulties to provide them with support within the student´s ordinary 

teaching and may increase the sorting of students and specialisation amongst other issues. 
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These are some of the tensions surrounding the market system of education and students in 

need of special support that bring to the fore interest in this topic. This research project 

gains eminence to empirically examine the market system of education for students in need 

of special support. It places emphasis on how the market system of education functions for 

students in need of special support. Emphasis here is shifted from the design of the market 

and outcome measures of a market system of education which have dominated much of the 

research in this area to focusing on the inner working of the market system for students in 

need of special support. 

A market system of education is complex. This complexity involves design and structural 

aspects of the market, market governance issues and different and sometimes conflicting 

stakeholders’ interests. Vlachos (2012) points to the difficulty in studying all aspects of the 

market system of education. Therefore, in a bid to examine the market system of education 

for students in need of special support, this research project focuses on the three aspects of 

the functioning of the education market, which are described as empirical objects. These 

relate to the development of the special education market as a structural aspect of the 

market, marketing by schools and parental shopping for schools as fundamental practices in 

the education market. These three aspects which are important constituencies of a market 

system of education and will provide insights into the inner working of a market system of 

education for students in need of special support. They account for the three empirical 

studies that constitute this research project. 

1.1 The special education market, marketing by schools and parental school choice 
The special education market is an integral part of the structure of the market system of 

education. The introduction of competition is seen as effective in eliciting producers’ 

responsiveness to the consumers through innovation (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Government 

Bill 1991/92). One of the intentions in the policy reforms which allow private sector 

participation in education and competition between providers of education was to see the 

diversification of educational services in terms of methods, profiles, academic orientations 

and so on (Prop. 1991/92:95; Prop1992/93:230; Lundahl, 2000). The liberalism of the 

Swedish education market therefore allows both public and private providers to establish 

and run schools targeting students in need of special support.  This has resulted in the 

structural changes in the Swedish education market system for students in need of special 
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support as understood in the emergence of what has been conceptualized in this research 

project as the special education market. The special education market is seen as a 

specialized market system within the Swedish market system of education that provides 

education exclusively to students in need of special support. The special education market 

has developed overtime since the implementation of the market system of education both 

in terms of supply and demand as private actors have become involved and student 

numbers have increased. This research project therefore examines the development of the 

special education market and its implications for students in need of special support. 

Secondly, the availability of information is crucial to the functioning of any market system of 

education and market theorists suggest consumers should be provided with information to 

facilitate the school choice decision (Chubb and Moe, 1990). One way in which information 

is provided to consumers is through marketing by schools and studies show schools in the 

competitive market environment are increasingly using marketing to reach consumers 

(Lubienski 2005; Lubiensk, 2007). The Swedish education market is a competitive landscape 

where schools compete for students (Erixon Arreman and Holm, 2011a; Vlachos, 2010), and 

studies have shown marketing is widely used to respond to the competition in the Swedish 

education marketplace (Forberg, 2015; Dovemark 2017; Alexiadou et al. 2016; Holm, 2013; 

Lundahl and Olson, 2013; Holm and Lundström, 2011). Some international evidence 

demonstrates that schools are using marketing to appeal to some groups of students while 

sorting and excluding some groups of vulnerable students such as students in need of 

special support (Gewirtz et al., 1995; Lubienski, 2007; Jennings, 2010; Wilson and Carlsen, 

2016; Maguire et al. 1999; Drew, 2013). This brings to the limelight a problem with school 

marketing and the nature of the marketing information schools produce and disseminate 

and how it appeals to students in need of special support. Not much is known about this in 

the context of the education market in Sweden.  This research project empirically addresses 

this gap in the Swedish research scholarship. 

Finally, school choice is central to the functioning of the market system of education and is 

presented as something that will allow parents to leverage the kind of education they want 

(Chubb and Moe, 1990; Waitoller, 2020). The foundation of the debate on school choice 

according to Waitoller (2020) is primarily whether parents of students in special support 

may actually use school choice to leverage the kind of education they want. The market 
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perspective idealizes school choice: how it will work and its positive effects, while rarely 

acknowledging its shortcomings or weaknesses. It is seen as the panacea to the problems of 

the public school system (Chubb and Moe, 1990). More so, as is the case with other 

consumers, parents of students with special educational needs are viewed as rational actors 

who will choose the best school based on the quality of education (Schneider, Teske and 

Marschall, 2000; Henig, 1994; Walberg, 2000; Chubb and Moe, 1990). However, students 

with special education needs experience diverse difficulties and may have diverse 

expectations from education. These consumers may value other goals than are associated 

to academic goals that market system propagates. As such, there may be a mismatch in 

what is offered in the market and what the parents want. This will mean parents of students 

in need of special support may not use school choice to get the kind of education they want. 

More so, school choice is based on the individual school preferences of the parents, and it is 

not submitted to collective bargaining (Anastasiou and Kaufman, 2009; Henig, 1994). 

Therefore, the responsibility of school choice shifts from the collective to the individual 

sphere (Apple, 2001). Parents bear the responsibility of school choice, and Anastasiou and 

Kaufman (2009) note that parents of students with special educational needs are left 

unattended in the education marketplace where producers of education use different 

business tactics such as advertisement to market themselves. Parents of students in need of 

special support may therefore be vulnerable to choosing a school that projects an image of 

being a good school but which actually may not be in terms of their child´s special needs.  

Moreover, freedom of individual choice is offered to parents as a solution to educational 

exclusion, and in the educational marketplace to be excluded is presented as a matter of 

individual choice (Waitoller, 2020). The parents of a student in need of special support have 

a choice of the kind of education they want, and anything else is blamed on the individual 

choice of the parent. School choice therefore turns a blind-eye to or is uncritical to the 

mechanisms and processes in the marketplace that can undermine parental freedom of 

school choice and create educational inequities for students with special educational needs.  

All these issues are related to parental school choice. To understand these issues and more 

about school choice, it is important to bring in the voice of the consumers and their 

experiences in choosing a school. Very little is known about how parents of students with 

special education needs make a school choice in the education market in Sweden. This 
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project therefore examines how parents of students in need of special support choose 

schools. 

These three aspects of the functioning of the market system of education are empirically 

examined to provide knowledge and understanding of the Swedish market system of 

education for students in need of special support.   

The term ‘students in need of special support’ is used to describe the group of students this 

research project focusses on. Though students in need of special support is used in the 

Swedish policy documents such as the Swedish Education Act of 2010, there is no clear 

definition of who these students are. Different researchers have defined students in need of 

special support in many different ways (see, Lindqvist, 2011; Isaksson 2009; Nilholm et al., 

2007, Lindqvist et al., 2011). It has been used by some authors as an umbrella term denoting 

those students who are at risk of not meeting the learning goals (Lindqvist, 2011; Nilholm et 

al., 2007, Lindqvist et al., 2011). In this research project students in need of special support 

are defined as students with disabilities and students who for different reasons will have 

difficulties in their education such that they will require special educational support. In the 

Swedish education system, students in need of special support have the possibility to attend 

either the regular school where they will be offered special educational support or the 

special schools outside of the regular school system. Students in need of special support are 

an integral part of the market system of education. If an education system is only as good as 

the way it treats its vulnerable students (Magnússon, 2015) and students in need of special 

educational needs provide a particular informative lens which can be used to examine 

changes in the education system as a whole (Evans and Vincent, 1996), then it is important 

to investigate how the market system of education works for students in need of special 

support.  

According to Mawene and Bal (2019) and Byrne (2013), the research literature has not given 

sufficient attention to the consequence of a market system of education for students in 

need of special support. Similarly, Magnússon (2015) corroborates that special education 

questions are under-researched in the context of the Swedish education market. The extant 

literature has primarily focused on comparing independent and municipal schools and their 

servitude to students in need of special support (Giota and Emanuelsson, 2011; Magnússon, 

Göransson, and Nilholm, 2017) and also the organisation and provision of support in 
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mainstream schools, Ramberg 2015). More so, a PhD dissertation by Magnússon (2015) 

examined how independent schools organize and provide special education support and its 

relation to special education traditions and inclusive education. Other studies have looked 

at independent schools targeting students in need of special support that have emerged as 

an outcome of marketization by mapping these schools (Skolverket, 2014) and how these 

independent special schools present themselves on their websites (Anderson, Möllås 

and Ohlsson.2019). Research relating to the inner workings of the education market system 

for students in need of special support is lacking. 

1.2 Aim and research questions  
The aim of this research project is to analyse and describe the market system of education 

for consumers in need of special support in the Swedish education market. It specifically 

looks at the development of the special education market, marketing by schools and 

parental school choice. In doing so, this research project contributes in providing knowledge 

and a better understanding on how the market system of education works for students in 

need of special support. It brings to bear some empirical evidence on some problem issues 

with the market system of education for students in need of special support. This research 

project falls in the tradition of exploring how the education system serves or not students in 

need of special support. To achieve the main aim, this research project poses three 

questions that reflect the three aspects of the market system of education identified and 

discussed above. 

The following questions are therefore posed:  

1) How has the special education market developed over time and what are the 

implications for the education of students in need of special support? 

2) How does marketing by independent schools on their website appeal to students in 

need of special support?  

3) What are the motivations behind school choices for parents of students with 

disabilities, what kind of information do they seek and where does it come from and 

what constraints do they encounter when shopping for schools? 

The results of these studies are compiled and discussed to provide insights into the market 

system of education for students in need of special support in the context of the Swedish 

education market. 
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Though this research project uses the term “market”, the market in public welfare services 

differs from the market in economic theory. To emphasise this distinction some authors 

have used the term “quasi-markets” instead of “markets” (Le Grand, 1991; Bartlett and Le 

Grand, 1993). According to Le Grand (1991), they can be considered as markets because 

they replace the state’s monopoly in the production of welfares services with competitive 

independent providers, but they are only ‘quasi’-markets because they differ from 

conventional markets both on the demand and supply sides. These differences are discussed 

in (Le Grand and Bartlett 1993; Le Grand, 2011) and goes as follows. On the supply side, 

while there is competition between providers and suppliers for consumers, these 

organizations are not necessarily privately owned. Moreover, what producers or suppliers 

seek to maximize is unclear, as is their structure of ownership. For example, religious 

schools may seek to pursue and perpetrate their religious beliefs rather than pursue profit. 

On the demand side, the public service is more or less freely offered to the consumer at the 

point of use. The users or their agents decide the provider of their choice, and the state pays 

this provider on the behalf of the consumer. Public financing of services, instead of private 

financing, implies that the distribution of services may be divorced from the distribution of 

income; such that the allocation of public services to users is based on the users’ needs 

rather than purchasing power (Lewis, 2017). Furthermore, consumer purchasing power is 

not actualized in monetary terms. Instead, parents are offered a fixed “voucher” which they 

can use to choose the service they want to consume. The parents cannot, for example, use 

the voucher to choose another commodity or to decide to home-school and keep the 

voucher for themselves, and nor do they get the money from the voucher and then pay the 

school. The use of the “market” in this research project is further operationalized by the 

addition of the word “education” to articulate that it is the market in education. Therefore, 

“market system of education” or “education market system” are used. 

1.3 Disposition of this dissertation 
This research project is divided into seven chapters. This introductory chapter discusses the 

aim and formulates the research questions as well as describes the three studies in the 

research project. Chapter two discusses the market system of education, elaborates on the 

Swedish market system of education and briefly presents the special education market. 

Chapter Three presents the theoretical framework used to understand and discuss the 
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empirical results. It builds primarily on market theory in education and a sociocultural 

perspective on school choice. Chapter four presents a review of the research, especially the 

Swedish research literature on the education market and students in need of special 

support. Chapter five discusses and reflect on methodological issues pertaining to this 

research project. This chapter addresses the selection of participants, data collection and 

analysis, ontological and epistemological issues as well as the ethical considerations. 

Chapter six briefly presents a summary of the three studies that constitute this research 

project. Chapter seven discusses the results of by combining the results of the three studies 

to provide insights into the functioning of the market system of education for consumers in 

need of special support, discussing some problems and how these problems may be 

addressed. It also discusses the project’s contribution to knowledge and further research  
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2. The Swedish education market system 
 

The market system of education in Sweden was introduced through a number of reforms in 

the beginning of the 1990s. These market reforms were rapidly carried out by the 

Conservative government that ascended to power in 1991. These preceded decentralization 

reforms that began in the late 1980s (see Lundahl, 2002). However, the reforms did not 

happen in a vacuum. Swedish society and the welfare system were undergoing severe 

challenges, and changes were sought to not only improve on efficiency but also the quality 

of welfare services such as education (Blomquist and Rothstein 2000; Nóren, 2003). In this 

period neo-liberal ideology, which had become internationally dominant, was influential in 

shifting policy reforms towards less state involvement in welfare services in favour of the 

market, private provision and individual autonomy (Dahlstedt and Fejes, 2019). In light of 

this, Norén (2003, pp. 25-26) describes the emergence of a market system in Sweden as 

being influenced by two narratives which became popular in policy circles at that time; a 

narrative based on the common European market and a narrative based on individual 

freedom of choice. The narrative based on the common European market through the 

European Union promoted the idea that politicians could create a common market for 

hundreds of millions of people. This market would not only offer the possibility for citizens 

to freely choose commodities across national boundaries, but it would spur competition 

between producers which would lead to cheaper commodities (products/services) and also 

increase economic effectivity. The second narrative is rooted in the idea of individual 

freedom of choice in the welfare state. According to Nóren (2003) the political debate in the 

1980s centred on how citizens could express themselves through consumption, this 

therefore created the incentive for politicians to establish markets to make free choice 

possible. Moreover, during the 1980s the welfare system was subjected to intense criticism. 

According to Blomqvist, (2004, p. 144), the welfare system was viewed as “wasteful, overly 

bureaucratic, and, above all, depriving the Swedish people to choose freely what services 

they preferred”. There were increasing calls for citizens’ participation and influence in 

decision-making in the welfare services they consume (Blomqvist and Rothstein 2000; 

Nóren, 2003). These welfare services were primarily provided by the state, and consumers 

did not have much influence on the services they consumed; for example, students were 
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allocated to schools based on residence and not preference. Apart from the idea of the free 

market and individual agency, other discourses coherent with market ideology became 

common place in political space, especially the privatization of welfare services. In the face 

of this crisis with the welfare system, Blomqvist (2004), notes that demands were made for 

a reformation of the welfare system, including the privatization of the provision of welfare 

services. The latter refers to the opening-up of welfare services such as education and 

health to private providers.  

Moreover, at this time political discourse on social justice and equality were supplemented 

with values such as competition, freedom of choice and accountability (Dovemark et al, 

2018), and new policy objectives such as “productivity” and “efficiency” formed the public 

education homily (Miron, 1993). By the late 1980s the social democratic party came to 

endorse some form of reforms as a way to transfuse new blood into the ailing welfare 

system (Blomqvist, 2004). Lundahl, (2002) notes that these educational policy reforms were 

implemented in order to serve the policy objectives of less state control and more local 

freedom and responsibility for school development. Responsibility of financial affairs was 

gradually handed over to the municipalities and responsibility for the employment of 

teachers was transferred from the state to the municipalities in 1989 (Lundahl, 2002). In 

addition, Miron (1993) notes that the Government Bill 1988/89:4 on school development 

and governance with a focus on the steering of school was influential in paving the way for 

increased choice and diversity in the schools. All these reforms laid the groundwork for the 

market reforms that were to be later implemented. 

These market reforms implemented a market system of education in the sector. The market 

system dismantled the traditional state monopoly in public education, introduced freedom 

of parental school choice, a consumer-based funding system as well as further 

decentralization measures from the 1980s (Björklund et al, 2005; Daun 1996; Hennerdal et 

al., 2020). The key elements of the Swedish market system of education are discussed 

below. 

2.1 Parental school choice 
The market reforms introduced a school choice system, which gave greater freedom of 

school choice to parents and students (Skolverket, 2012). Parents and students were thus 

given the freedom to choose a school of their choice from among public and private 
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providers and also the opportunity to choose schools beyond their municipality of residence 

(Björklund et al; 2005; Forsberg, 2015). The law on parental freedom of choice stipulates 

that: 

The goal is to achieve the greatest possible freedom for children and parents to 

choose schools. This freedom implies the possibility to choose between the public 

school or the independent schools but also to choose within the municipality or to 

choose in another municipality. To create a realistic opportunity for parents and 

students to choose between municipal schools and independent schools requires 

that those who choose an independent school are guaranteed to the same right to 

equal conditions and economic prerequisites as those who choose the municipal 

school. (Prop. 1991/92:95, p. 8. author´s translation). 

This move meant a shift from a communal to an individual view of education (Lempinen, 

2018) in the sense that the responsibility for assigning students to schools was taken from 

the municipality and given to individual consumer. School choice in Sweden is universal 

(Vlachos, 2012; Hennerdal et al., 2020). All students including students in need of special 

support have the right to freely choose a school, and irrespective of the choice of school the 

student should have equal conditions and prerequisites. Though freedom of school choice is 

a right, it is not obligatory in the education market today. Discussions have been on-going 

on whether to implement mandatory school choice, and a government inquiry suggested 

that school choice be made mandatory (SOU, 2017). However, this has not come to fruition. 

Some municipalities, for example, Täby and Botkyrka, have instituted mandatory school 

choice. In the Swedish education market system schools must accept students who apply if 

there are vacancies. In the case of limitations in available places compared to applicants, 

schools are required to follow the selection criteria established by the Swedish School 

Inspectorate (Hennerdal et al., 2020). The criteria for selection include the date of 

registration of application, having a sibling in the school, geographical proximity to the 

school, priority to pupils who attend pre-school and pre-school class at the same school 

(Hennerdal et al., 2020). Schools at the comprehensive school level are generally not 

allowed to select students in the admission process based on ability, socioeconomic status 

and ethnicity (Skolverket, 2012). Municipal schools are not allowed to refuse enrolment to 

students in need of special support irrespective of school level. 
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2.2. Private sector participation in public education 
The market reforms also privatized the system of public education, permitting private actors 

to open and run schools to a greater extent than before. This dismantled the traditional 

monopolistic system of public education (Lundahl, 2002, Björklund et al, 2005). The 

ambition was that these private schools would offer new alternatives for parents beside the 

public schools (Governmental bill 1991/92). These schools are allowed to develop different 

profiles but are obliged to follow the national curriculum (Dovermark et al, 2018). These 

private schools are referred to in Sweden as independent schools. The Swedish education 

market system allows both private and public actors to open schools that target fully and 

partially students in need of special support. Moreover, independent schools are allowed to 

deny admission to students in need of special support if admitting them would entail 

significant organizational and economic cost to the schools (Magnusson, 2015; Swedish 

Education Act, 2010). This preferential treatment given to the independent schools 

minimizes their obligations vis-à-vis consumers in need of special support. It also, in a way, 

legitimizes the exclusion of students in need of special support by independent schools, as 

these schools are given a legal pathway to exclude students in need of special support. 

Privatization has led to a significant growth in private sector participation in public 

education in Sweden. From just 166 independent schools in 1994 there were 822 by 2019 

(SNAE, 2019). Independent schools in Sweden have largely become established in the cities, 

while there are many rural areas without independent schools. This suggests the absence of 

a market system in the latter (Fjellman, 2019). According to statistics from the Swedish 

National Agency for Education, in the 2018/2019 academic year, of the 290 municipalities 

that made-up the administrative map of Sweden, independent schools were present in 185 

municipalities at the comprehensive level and 96 municipalities at the upper secondary 

school level (SNAE, 2019).  In addition, the bigger cities of Stockholm, Goteborg and Malmo 

share a sizeable piece of the education market. These three municipalities account for 388 

of the 823 independent schools in Sweden (SNAE, 2019). This is also the case for the schools 

targeting students with special education needs; these are primarily located in the bigger 

cities.  

2.3. Competition between providers 
The market reforms in the 1990s also introduced competition into the education system. 

Competition meant that schools would have to compete with each other for students, 
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hence, competing for resources (Plank & Sykes, 2003). Students would no longer be 

assigned to public schools as was the case in the traditional public school system. Public 

schools would have to compete with the private schools and also with other public schools. 

A kind of all against all competitive market. The goal of introducing competition was the 

belief that competition would lead to improvement in the quality of education (Government 

Bill, 1991/92; Lundahl, 2000). The Bill articulates that “the government expects also the 

stimulus of competition between different schools, with different orientations and 

ownership structures, can contribute to raising the quality of education within the whole 

sector” (Government Bill, 1991/92:9, in Miron, 1993, p. 67).  

The Swedish education market is seen as a competitive education market (Lundström and 

Holm 2011; Erixon Arreman and Holm, 2011a; Vlachos, 2010). The level of competition in 

the market and the competitiveness of schools depend on the number of competitors in a 

given geographical proximity and, on the reputation, and status of the school (Lundahl et al. 

2014; Harling, 2017). However, there seems to be competition mainly in urban areas where 

a market system of education is actually in place.  

2.4. A Consumer-based funding system 
The education market is financed through a consumer-based funding system introduced in 

the form of a publicly funded student voucher (Magnusson, 2015; Miron, 1993; Lundahl, 

2002; Erixon Arreman and Holm, 2011b). Consumer use this voucher to shop for a school of 

their choice, be it a municipal or an independent school. The current student voucher 

system is regulated by the Education Act of 2010 and is based on a fixed basic sum per 

student and an additional sum for students in need of significant special support (Swedish 

Education Act, 2010:800). The size of the student voucher varies across municipalities and is 

set by the municipalities since the cost of education and other school related factors differ 

between the municipalities. The size of the student voucher remains the same per student 

within the same municipality irrespective of education provider (Hennerdal et al., 2020). 

Should a student choose a school in another municipality other than the municipality of 

residence they are expected to pay the student voucher to the receiving municipality based 

on the size of the student voucher in the municipality of residence (Hennerdal et al., 2020). 

Students in need of special support within the regular school system and the schools for 

children with severe learning disabilities are financed through the same student voucher 
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system. However, schools are allowed to apply for additional funding to supplement the 

cost of education for these students (Swedish Education Act, 2010:800). Students with 

disabilities attending the public regional and national special schools are financed by a 

different budget regime. The implementation of a student voucher system can be seen in 

the perspective of levelling the playground for both students and schools. The consumer-

based funding system is seen as an attempt to level the competitive playground for both 

private and public providers; these schools despite their ownership status can compete on 

an equal basis. Moreover, the funding of the Swedish education market system though a 

student voucher system removes the price mechanism as a competitive response in the 

education marketplace. Schools cannot reduce price as a means to gain a competitive 

advantage in the education marketplace unlike the case in conventional markets in 

economic theory. Furthermore, the student voucher system may offer a certain level of 

market stability and predictability which may encourage private actors to participate in the 

education market. In the sense that the amount per voucher is fixed yearly, therefore 

addressing the problem of price volatility that may lead to market instability. 

2.5 Profit-making system for private providers 
A particularity with the Swedish education market system is that though the system is 

completely financed through taxation, private actors in the market are allowed to make a 

profit (Erixon Arreman and Holm, 2011a; Björklund et al. 2005; Lundahl, 2002). The 

establishment of a market system of education where independent actors compete and 

make a profit, makes the education sector more or less a business sector in Sweden. The 

education business in Sweden is a very profitable industry with relatively low capital 

investment (Erixon Arreman and Holm, 2011a; Lundahl et al., 2013).  An example of its 

profitability is the case of the International English Schools which was sold to the US venture 

capitalist TA Associates in 2012, and the founder made a colossal profit of about 691 million 

SEK (Dovemark, 2017). Moreover, the introduction into the Stock exchange markets of 

Academedia and International English Schools, two companies operating in the Swedish 

education sector in 2016 (Dovemark, 2017), is further indication that the publicly-funded 

education sector is big business in the Swedish education market. The private sector is today 

populated by profit-seeking private equity companies. In 2015, 90% of all independent 

schools were operated by private limited companies (Ramberg, 2015). The private limited 
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companies engaged in the Swedish education market have been shown to siphon profit and 

invest in education businesses abroad (Erixon Arreman and Holm 2011a; Wiborg, 2010).  

The issue of profit-making in education remains one of the most prominent issues in the 

political debate in Sweden (Vlachos, 2011; Bunar and Serhede, 2013).  Allowing the 

independent schools to make a profit can be understood as a way to entice private actors 

into the education sector. That is, to promote the establishment of school alternatives for 

parents to choose from as well as to enable competition between public and private 

providers. However, it also brings cost considerations as an important factor in an 

independent school´s management and survival. These schools may seek to cut production 

cost, and by so doing may turn to value some students more than others based on cost 

considerations. Thus, this means an education market system where the independent 

profit-seeking schools may assign less value to and engage less with consumers in need of 

special support. 

2.6 Local Management of Schools 
More measures towards decentralisation which started in the late 1980s continued in the 

beginning of the 1990s. More control of the school system was entrusted to the 

municipalities and the school-level. Municipalization of the education system meant that 

some responsibility and governance of the school system was transferred to the 

municipalities. As such, control of the comprehensive and the upper secondary school 

system and financial responsibility of the school system were assigned to the municipalities 

(Björklund et al, 2005; Baggesen Klitgaard, 2008, Miron, 1993). The state also completely 

transferred financial responsibility to the municipality by 1993, when it was decided that 

subsidies be allocated to the municipalities as lump sums for the purpose of running the 

public school system (Lundahl, 2002; Baggesen Klitgaard, 2008). Baggesen Klitgaard (2008), 

articulates that schools were given the possibility to develop programs and pedagogical 

profiles and to organize education that would be responsive to the needs and demands of 

the local context. Moreover, the responsibility for the negotiations for teachers’ salaries was 

assigned to the school level in 1995 as well as the responsibility to translate, implement and 

evaluate a broad set of centrally established goals (Björklund et al, 2005; Carlgren and Klette 

2008). Despite these measures relocating some control over the school system to the local 

level, the state-maintained responsibility over policy, reforms, regulations, the curricula, 
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setting standards, providing funding and quality control (Magnússon, 2015; Baggesen 

Klitgaard, 2008). This was in a bid to ensure an equitable education and that national goals 

and objectives would be met (Fjellman, 2019). One of the motivations for decentralization 

was to increase student and parental influence in education and to give families 

opportunities for greater responsibility and personal involvement (Fjellman, 2019).  

In conclusion, though the Swedish education market is highly decentralized and liberalized 

by global standards (Lundahl, 2002; Baggesen Klitgaard, 2008), and the idea of local 

autonomy is prominent, there is still a form of centralized state control. Control of the 

education market is shared between centralized and the local structures, namely the 

municipality and the school (Magnússon, 2015; Bunar, 2010a). According to Bunar (2010a), 

the Swedish education market is a controlled school market where aspects of marketization 

intersect with some forms of centralized bureaucratic control. The centralized authorities 

establish the national laws, the development of the curricula and the rules that approve of 

applications by private actors and those that are used to inspect the rules of the market and 

also to set standards. One key centralized authority is The Swedish School Inspectorate (SSI). 

The SSI approves applications from private actors to enter the education market 

(Magnusson, 2015) and is also responsible for controlling that the schools adhere to the 

rules and regulations and maintain a minimum standard (Skolinspektionen, 2019). 

Independent actors that want to operate and run schools targeting students in need of 

special support need to apply for permission at this institution. It has the prerogative to 

revoke the licence for private schools that do not respect the rules and regulations and/or 

fail to meet quality standards (Bunar, 2010a). More so, Hennerdal et al. (2020) report that 

the most common reason for the denial of applications to start news schools is the size of 

the anticipated number of students. Other centralized instances include the Swedish 

National Agency of Education (SNAE) and The National Agency of Special Needs Education 

(NASNE). The later agency is tasked with ensuring that students with disabilities are 

provided with adequate conditions to meet their educational needs and also running the 

public regional special schools (NASNE, 2020). The responsibilities of the municipalities 

include resource allocation to schools through the voucher system, appointment of school 

principals in the public schools, establishment of school attendance zones, supervising the 

quality of teaching and also the authority to receive and act on complaints from parents 
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about public schools (Bunar, 2010a). Moreover, the municipalities are mostly responsible 

for the assignment of students to schools according to the parental school choice, and most 

municipalities have established a centralized online application system for both the 

municipal and independent schools (Hennerdal et al., 2020). The different schools however 

maintain the responsibility and autonomy over the daily running of the school and the 

delivery of the curricula as well as other functions necessary to accomplish their missions. 

2.7 The special education market  
This research project argues that a special education market has emerged as a specialized 

market within the Swedish education market. The special education market is 

conceptualized in Study One (see, Tah, 2018).  The market is conceived as sharing the 

characteristics that constitute a market system of education. There is consumer choice, 

private and public provision as well as competition for students by the different producers. 

Moreover, private providers in this market are allowed to make a profit. A specific 

characteristic of the special education market that makes it distinctive and identifiable as a 

market in its own right is that it exclusively serves only students in need of special support. 

This specific characteristic therefore demarcates this market primarily in terms of the 

consumers it serves. Students in need of special support who are served by the regular 

school system, while being potential customers for the special education market, are not 

considered to be a part of the market. The demand side in the special education market is 

constituted only of the students served by the market; that is, those enrolled in any of the 

schools constitutive of this market. The supply side of this market constitutes all school 

forms that provide education solely to students in need of special support outside of the 

regular education system. The school forms within this market are divided into two market 

segments and are as follows. First, the special school market segment comprising the public 

special schools and the schools for children in need of special support (Resource schools). 

Secondly, the schools for students with learning disabilities market is conceived as a 

separate market segment. This segment comprises the public schools for students with 

learning disabilities and the Independent schools for students with learning disabilities. The 

special education market is the empirical object of study in Study One. 
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2.8 Stockholm Local Education Market 
Study Two and Study Three are located in the Stockholm Local Education Market (SEM). 

Some studies have shown that the education market in Sweden is mainly an urban 

phenomenon (Fjellman, 2019). The market mainly exists in Swedish cities. Though the 

market policies are national, markets in education have mainly developed in the bigger 

cities. This may prompt the argument that the market may be viewed as a local 

phenomenon. This is understood in terms of the limitation that geography imposes on 

school choice and competition and the local conditions that may assign specific 

characteristics to the local market. Firstly, while consumers in the Swedish education 

market, especially at the upper secondary school level, may choose schools anywhere in 

Sweden (Lundahl, et al., 2013), choice is primarily limited to a given geographical proximity. 

Consumers will likely consider a choice set of schools within a certain geographical limit. It is 

most likely that a consumer living in Stockholm will consider a choice set of schools in and 

around Stockholm area rather than in Uppsala or Goteborg. This also suggests that schools 

will likely compete with other schools within this given geographical area which constitute 

parents’ choice set. In essence, schools in Stockholm will unlikely be competing with schools 

in Uppsala and even less so with schools in Goteborg. These different given geographical 

areas are thus seen as local education markets. Secondly, municipalities have some form of 

responsibility and control of certain aspects of the market such as the financial responsibility 

and control of the municipal school´s admissions, amongst others (Baggesen Klitgaard, 

2008; Bunar, 2010b; Hennerdal et al., 2020). Therefore, municipalities may create different 

local conditions thereby creating local markets within some specificities which may differ 

from other municipalities. Moreover, Skolverket (2012, p. 9) outlines that factors within the 

region or municipality such as geographical, demographical and political characteristics may 

impact on the expansion of independent schools. These may therefore shape the markets in 

this region or municipality to be different from the markets in another region. 

Internationally, Hesketh and Knight (1998) articulate that it is important in analysing the 

working of educational markets that clusters of schools in a given geographical proximity be 

studied. Similarly, Lubienski (2007) suggests that consideration should be given to the Local 

Education Market when empirically studying how schools respond to consumer demands 

and enact competitive strategies in relation to one another. Some Swedish authors have 

also considered and study the market as local education markets, using administrative 
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criteria to define the local education market (see, Bunar, 2010b; Forsberg, 2015). The 

Stockholm Local Education Market is identified using the administrative definition of the 

Stockholm municipality specifically. The SEM had the highest number of schools and 

students compared to the other 290 municipalities in Sweden at the compulsory level. 

Statistics from the Swedish National Agency for Education demonstrate that in 2017, on the 

demand side, a total of 93, 382 students, of the 1, 049,490 students in Sweden, representing 

8,9% of the total student population, were located in the Stockholm municipality. On the 

supply side, there were 262 schools out of a total of 4832 schools or 5,3 % of the total 

compulsory school market in Sweden (Skolverket, 2017). No statistics are available 

regarding the number of students in need of special support in this local education market.  
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3. Theoretical framework in understanding a market system of 
education 
 

This chapter constructs the theoretical framework for this research project. The goal is to 

create a framework which describes the functioning of the market system of education. This 

theoretical framework unites different assumptions about the functioning of a market 

system of education. The market system is not open and shut, rather its functioning is 

characterized by the different interests of market actors and the ways of engagement with 

the market by both schools and consumers, which may sometimes happen in ways 

unpredicted by a single theoretical perspective. Therefore, different perspectives may be 

relevant in understanding these different interests and ways of engaging with the market 

system of education. Furthermore, a perennial problem with the research scholarship on 

markets in education is ideological partisanship; the choice of theoretical entry point 

determines the kind of conclusions drawn from an analysis of the market system of 

education (Bunar, 2010a). By drawing on different perspectives, this research project goes 

beyond this partisanship to create a broader view in understanding the inner working of the 

market system and in identifying key aspects of the functioning of a market system which is 

used to analyse and discuss the results of this research project. This will assist in providing 

insights into the market system of education and consumers in need of special support. 

3.1 Market theory in education 
Market theory in education proposes the introduction of a market system in the system of 

public education will have positive effects on the school improvement and student 

achievement. An influential proponent of a market system of education was Friedman 

(1955, 1962). He proposed that the government should assume some role in the financing of 

the public education system, arguing that a private market system that promote choice and 

competition will be beneficial to efficiency (Levin and Belfield, 2003). Friedman (1962, p 62) 

therefore suggested public funding alongside private provision of education, “Governments 

could require a minimum level of schooling financed by giving parents vouchers redeemable 

for a specified maximum sum per child per year if spent on ‘approved’ educational services”. 

This early proposal by Friedman has been further developed and Chubb and Moe (1990) 

propose a more elaborate theory on the introduction of the institution of market to replace 
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the traditional democratic system of control in public education.  The understanding of 

market theory in education in this research project builds primarily on the work of Chubb 

and Moe (1990).  Market theory holds that in a market system of education characterized 

by competition and choice, parents as consumers will have the power to school choice and 

will act as rational actors, when they choose schools while schools will be responsive to the 

needs of consumers, which will lead to desirable outcomes for all students and in the 

improvement of the school system. This section begins by discussing the rationale of a 

market system in public education and then discusses the key assumptions of market theory 

on the functioning of the market system of education. 

3.1.1 Market institution rather than a system of democratic control 
Market theorists are unanimous in their criticism of the traditional system of public 

education as being rigid and bureaucratic, too rule-bound and unaccountable, plagued by 

inefficiency and as having a lack of parental influence since power is concentrated in 

political bureaucracy (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Witte, 2000). The traditional system of public 

education curtails the power of parents and impedes school autonomy and innovation by 

denying them the possibility to be effective organizations that deliver the education parents 

and students want (Chubb and Moe, 1990).  

Chubb and Moe (1990) argue for a market system of education as follows. They consider 

that the democratic control of the public education system cannot produce and deliver 

quality education since the governance arrangements of the public education system are 

too centralized, bureaucratic and ineffective. The bureaucratic problem is that the public 

education system is too heavily bureaucratic, too hierarchical, too rule-bound and too 

formalistic which impedes school autonomy and innovation and denies public schools the 

possibility to be effective organizations that deliver education that parents and students 

want In the system of democratic control they argue that students and parents are only a 

small part of the constituency of public schools, whereas the larger constituency is huge and 

heterogeneous with vested interests represented by politicians, administrators and 

different groups at all levels of government. Therefore, in the struggle to control public 

authority, parents are dominated by organizations with vested interests such as teachers’ 

unions, professional organizations and so on. Since the public school is controlled by those 

who control public authority, they decide on what schools should be like. In this system of 
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democratic control parents have the right to participate but not the right to win. They take 

what is given to them, but what it gives them is not necessarily what they want (Chubb and 

Moe, 1990). 

In the face of this institutional arrangement that denies school autonomy and 

innovativeness and that does not give students and parents the kind of education they 

want, Chubb and Moe (1990) propose a market system to replace the system of democratic 

control in public the education system since it is the most efficient means of developing and 

providing education that will satisfy parents and students alike. To them, a genuine 

education reform to resolve this problem will require a new institutional arrangement that 

promotes and nurtures the schools that people want. In this light, the market alternative is 

the way to go. 

 Were they placed in a market system, in particular, they would find that the 

decisions about the structure of education were no longer the province of public 

authority, no longer the product of a struggle to gain legitimate governing status, no 

longer built around the imposition of higher order status, no longer driven by the 

need for protection against the political uncertainties of democratic process. 

Emancipated from the hierarchical imperatives of the democratic “organization,” 

and with property rights – and therefore governing rights- guaranteed, they would 

be free to adopt structures well suited to the goals they want goals to pursue: 

structures that, given the technology of education, the difficulties of hierarchical 

control, and the market requirement of pleasing clients, would tend to grant 

substantial autonomy to schools and their personnel.  (Chubb and Moe, 1990, p. 47).  

Their suggestion therefore is that educational reform should replace the institutional 

arrangement based on democratic control in public education with a system based on the 

market institution. 

3.1.2 Market theory and the functioning of a market system of education 
Market theory in education makes some assumptions about the functioning of a market 

system of education. Emphasis here is on the operations of the market, how consumers are 

perceived and will act and how schools as producers will respond to consumers. The market 

theory assumes that consumers will be empowered and act as rational actors in a market 
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system of education, while schools will be responsive to consumers through 

entrepreneurship and innovation and the improvement of their services. 

3.1.2.1 Consumer empowerment in a market system of education 
Market theory suggests in relation to the market system of education that parents as 

consumers will be empowered (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman and Friedman, 1980; 

Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000). According to Chubb and Moe (1990), in the 

traditional bureaucratic system of public education, parents play a peripheral role, they are 

allowed to participate but not allowed to win. In a market system of education, parents as 

consumers will play a central and influential role (Chubb and Moe, 1990, p. 32). In this 

system, the state through its bureaucratic mechanisms decide schools for the parents. In a 

market system of education, power is permanently withdrawn from democratic control and 

transferred to parents as consumers, and parents and students are legally empowered to 

choose among different school alternatives (Chubb and Moe, 1990). The dynamics of 

consumer power resides in school choice as parental property; the authority to make school 

choice is in the hands of the parents. Moreover, because parental choice is a resource 

allocative mechanism to schools, schools will be accountable and responsive to the parents 

as consumers. In the same vein, parental empowerment extends beyond choosing a school 

to also exiting an unresponsive school (Chubb and Moe, 1990). One can somehow compare 

consumer empowerment in a market system of education where parents as consumers 

choose the school they want to attend and exit a school to individuals in the society having 

the power to choose where to live and what job to perform and to change jobs if they so 

wish. 

3.1.2.3 Consumers rational and informed actors in the market system of education  
From the consumer perspective, market theory assumes consumers will act as rational 

actors when choosing schools (Walberg, 2000; Chubb and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and 

Marschall, 2000). According to Walberg (2000) rational choice is a key constituency of 

market theory. The rational choice perspective in market theory is based on the 

understanding that individuals would maximize utility while minimising efforts, cost and 

risks (Walberg, 2000). Therefore, as rational actors in the education market, parents are 

expected to choose the best schools (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and 

Marschall, 2000; Le Grand and Barlett, 1993). Presumably, the school that will provide them 

the best quality education is also associated mostly with academic performance (Chubb and 
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Moe, 1990). Chubb and Moe (1990); Freidman (1955; 1982), assume that consumers should 

be informed.  

It is assumed therefore that parents as consumers should be provided with information to 

make school choice (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2001; Levin, 

2001). Levin (2001). Levin (2001) emphasises that information should be made widely 

available to consumers to enable them make informed choices. Chubb and Moe (1990) 

therefore suggest that public authorities should elicit and provide information to facilitate 

school choice through the establishment of a Parent Information Centre. The suggestion 

that public authorities or official sources collect and publish information is to ensure that 

this information is widely and cheaply available to all consumers. They type of information 

to be collected and provided to parents and students to support school choice, should 

include, information about schools’ missions, staff and course offerings, parents and student 

satisfaction, staff opinions, standardized test scores (Chubb and Moe, 1990). This 

information benchmarks the school will allow parents to evaluate the quality of the schools 

and choose the best schools. Moreover, market theory also purports that giving the 

incentive of choice, consumers will be more active in searching and collecting information to 

assist them in making school choice. The assumption by market theory here is that parents 

will be provide with information through official sources and also that parents will be 

motivated to search and collect information about schools to make an informed decision 

(Chubb and Moe, 1990).  

Some attributes are assigned to the information provided to consumers. The information 

should be reliable, relevant, and adequate. That is the information should be reliable, it 

should be relevant for consumers to assess the school´s mission and quality and it should be 

adequate in terms of the aspects of the school´s mission and effectiveness it covers (Chubb 

and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000). Levin (2001, p.10) notes that the 

information should be accurate on school programmes and effectiveness and should 

address the school´s philosophy and practice.  

3.1.2.4 Schools responsiveness to consumers 
Responsiveness to the needs of consumers is a key assumption of market theory (Chubb and 

Moe, 1990; Friedman 1955; Norén, 2003). According to Chubb and Moe (1990) schools in 

the marketplace are autonomous and have the discretion to produce the kind of services 
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they want, but they cannot force consumers to choose them. For schools to attract students 

it is imperative that they serve their clients and that they please their clients. Therefore, for 

a school to survive in the market they rely on their ability to be responsive and satisfy the 

needs of the students. This is suggestive that even in pursuance of their self-interest, they 

will seek to be responsive to the consumers since their self-interest can only be realized if 

they have an adequate number of consumers to remain in the market. Schools that are not 

responsive to the consumers will be forced to exit the market through a process of natural 

selection, leaving only the responsive schools (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman, 1997). 

Friedman (1997) argues that only in a market system that public schools will be forced to 

improve in order to retain their clientele. This assumption underpinning market theory is 

echoed by Norén (2003) that a cornerstone of the market system in education is that 

producers in a competitive market environment will serve the wishes of consumers. He 

writes that “producers are expected to construct their service according to the expressed 

needs of consumers (Norén, 2003, p. 61, author´s translation). To be responsive to 

consumers, market theory suggest that schools will be entrepreneurial and innovative and 

will improve the quality of their services amongst other things. 

Moreover, market theory suggests that the introduction of choice and the shifting of 

funding from bureaucratic control to parents would induce entrepreneurial dynamism and 

innovation into the education system (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman and Friedman, 

1980; Walberg and Bast, 2003). According to Chubb and Moe (1990) the bureaucratic 

system of education forced schools to adhere to legal conventions and requirements by 

powerful actors such as Unions, which stifled the public schools’ responsiveness to students. 

A market system of education through parental school choice and a consumer-based system 

of financing of schools will open up the education system to market competition. Hence, the 

imperative to attract students and the autonomy acquired through the severance of control 

from the bureaucratic system of democratic control will drive entrepreneurship and 

innovation on the supply side (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Walberg and Bast, 2003). The 

assumption is that the pressure of market competition will provide autonomous schools 

with the incentive and motivation to create new and innovative educational services that 

will be responsive to consumer diversity and their educational needs in the education 

marketplace (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman and Friedman, 1980; Norén, 2003). Chubb 
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and Moe (1990) explain that producers of education will engage in entrepreneurial 

behaviour to differentiate themselves from others, they will not simply offer the same “old” 

or similar services, instead they will innovate and diversify to create distinct services that 

meet consumers’ needs and heterogeneity in the marketplace. According to Chubb and 

More (1990, p. 55) innovation can be at the level of school organization such as pedagogical 

and curricula changes but also broader changes in the market structure such as a specialized 

market segment. Entrepreneurship and innovation could also take the form of school 

development with new school types targeting different consumers’ needs such as special 

schools for students in need of special support as alternatives to the regular schools. 

Anastasiou and Kaufman (2009) note that market theorists contend that in a market system 

a menu of special educational schools will be available from which parents can choose. 

Chubb and Moe (1990, p. 55) argue that schools will ensure that they have the capacity to 

cater for and adjust to the specialized needs and interests of their clients and argue that for 

schools to be successful they need to find and attract a special segment of the market - a 

niche - but at the same time as a population schools should reflect a full, heterogeneous 

range of educational concerns.  The emergence of the special education market is 

understood within the framework of the responsiveness to consumer diversity in the 

education market. Producers of education are developing and operating schools outside of 

the regular school system that targets students in need of special support. However, this 

responsiveness is enabled by a deregulated market context as is the case in Sweden, which 

gives producers of education the possibility to establish more or less any kind of school 

forms. 

Similarly, market theory argues that in a market system consumer choice and competition 

will lead to an improvement in the quality of education and cost-effectiveness (Chubb and 

Moe,1990; Friedman, 1955; Schneider, Teske and Marschal, 2000) or will lead to productive 

efficiency (Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000). Competitive pressures provide 

autonomous schools with the incentive and motivation to use technologies which are 

available in schools to produce better quality education at a lower cost (Chubb and Moe, 

1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000). It is argued that in a market system where the 

hierarchical control of the school system is removed and autonomous schools have to 

compete to attract students who have the freedom of choice, producers of education will 
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be innovative and experiment with new organizations and ways of working that will improve 

the quality of education that is understood in terms of student achievement and at a lower 

cost (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000). It is believed that in a 

market competitive framework, where the use of price as a mechanism to compete is 

nullified, schools will improve the quality of their services to compete. The incentive to 

improve is reinforced by a manifest need to survive in the marketplace. If a school’s product 

is of a lesser quality than its competitors’ product, parents as consumers will opt for the 

better product offer by the competitor thus forcing the school to improve or close down 

(Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman and Friedman, 1980). 

For schools to be responsive to consumers’ needs, schools need to know what these needs 

are. In this regard, Chubb and Moe (1990) argue that schools are better suited to know what 

consumers want since they are closer to consumers and interact actively with them and can 

easily get feedback from parents about the school and what they want from it. In a nutshell, 

therefore, the assumption is that when schools engage with the education market, even in 

the pursuit of their self-interests, they will be responsive to consumers since the market is 

demand-driven.  

3.1.2.5 Increasing equity in a market system of education 
An assumption by some market theorists is that a market system of education will lead to 

increasing equity in the education system (Walberg, 2000; Hoxby, 2003; Walberg and Bast, 

2003; Friedmann, 1955). Equity is conceived in market theory as embedded in power to 

choose by consumers. This view of the market system argues that parental school choice 

will reduce stratification, provide the possibility for inclusion as well as offer equalization of 

opportunities for all students (Friedman, 1955; Hoxby, 2003; Fienberg and Lubienski, 2008). 

According to Friedman (1955) social stratification will be reduced as the widening of choice 

will give students the opportunity to choose schools in different areas than their area of 

residence and thereby promote a healthy intermingling of students from different 

backgrounds. Though he cautions that parents of a kind may flock together to the same 

school thus perpetuating stratification, he dismisses that this will likely be related to 

residential stratification not a consequence of school choice. This argument has been 

echoed by other proponents of a market-based system. Hoxby (2003) argues that choice will 

have a beneficial effect on inclusion especially for the vulnerable and disadvantaged 
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students who will be offered the possibility to access schools of their preference which they 

would otherwise have been excluded from. Moreover, Feinberg and Lubienski, 2008) note 

that school choice is viewed by market proponents as an instrument to promote social 

justice. The removal of zones and residential barriers will address issues of segregation and 

exclusion of some students who do not have the opportunity to attend certain better 

schools outside of their zones of residence or who do not have the financial muscle to pay 

for the better private schools. School choice is thus a major attempt to restructure public 

education in order to equalize opportunities among students (Ryan and Heise, 2002). 

Therefore, from a market theoretical perspective, the functioning of the school choice 

system will improve equity for vulnerable and disadvantaged students such as students in 

need of special support. 

3.1.3 A critique of market theory 
Some market commentators are critical of market theory and its assumptions especially 

from the perspective of students in need of special support. Some have argued that 

students with special educational needs will not be empowered in a market system of 

education (Duncan, 2003; Weidner and Herrington, 2006; Bagley and Woods, 1998; Deem, 

1998). For example, Deem (1998, p 186) predicts that parental empowerment will be the 

property of those who already have access to channels of power and not all parents. This 

suggests that students with special educational needs who traditionally do not have access 

to mechanisms of power in the educational system will not be empowered.  

Moreover, it is argued that parents are not necessarily rational consumers in the ways 

predicted by market theory (Bosetti, 2004; Bosetti and Pyryt, 2007; Vlachos, 2012). Vlachos 

(2012) interrogates the rational choice view of consumers in market theory. He questions if 

parents have the knowledge to choose, to decide what educational needs they have or to 

know the actual quality of a school, since the information parents acquire needs to be 

interpreted to know how the school will be responsive to their needs. Furthermore, critics 

from a sociological perspective have argued that the socio-cultural practices influence the 

way parents act and will make decisions (Bosetti and Pyryt, 2007).  

Finally, some argue that the market system of education promotes efficiency and 

productivity over equality, equity and inclusion (Henig 1994; Barton 1997; Gewirtz, Ball and 

Bowe 1995; Walford, 1996). As such, students with special educational needs will be 
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excluded in a market system of education for the reason that they will cost more and 

perform less (Ball, 1993; Barton, 1997; Le Grand and Bartlett, 1993; Westling Allodi, 2013). 

Schools will be interested in the value-added consumer; the consumers that will yield the 

greatest return on investment (Barton, 1997; Westling Allodi, 2013). Schools will therefore 

engage in different processes to exclude students with special education needs. 

Furthermore, a market system will lead to increased social stratification and segregation 

between schools (Bourdieu and Passeron 1992; Daun, 2003; Gewirtz, Ball and Bowe, 1995). 

By prioritizing individual needs over democratic processes, the market will exacerbate 

existing social differences by giving certain groups of students’ better opportunities to 

advance their own interests while limiting the opportunities for others (Ball et al., 1995). In 

this regard, the operation and effects of an education market are beneficial to the middle 

and upper class and may be detrimental to the vulnerable and disadvantaged (Ball, 1993; 

Hanselman and Fiel, 2017; Lyken, Segosebe and Hinz, 2015). In essence, this means that the 

market system will not provide the same opportunities for vulnerable and disadvantage 

students such as students with special needs to benefit from whatever opportunities a 

market system may offer. 

3.2 School choice as socio-cultural and value-based practice 
This perspective on the functioning of the market system relates to school choice and has its 

roots in the sociological literature on school choice. This literature views parental school 

choice as a socio-cultural practice rather than a purely rational exercise. School choice as a 

socio-cultural practice combines both the social and the cultural factors in understanding 

their influences on life experiences and how this impacts decision making (Bradley III, 2015). 

As a socio-cultural practice it provides an alternative explanation to parental school choice 

beyond the perspective provided in market theory. It differs from market theory, which 

conceives parental school choice as a rational action in optimizing utility and choosing the 

best schools based on analysis of cost and benefits (Walberg and Bast, 2003; Chubb and 

Moe, 1990; Walberg, 2000). Instead, this perspective points to the social and cultural 

practices that tend to shape and influence the way people act (Wells, 1997 in Bosetti and 

Pyryt, 2007). The context of parental decision-making about school choice is more complex 

than considerations of individual rational calculations on the grounds of economic returns 

(Hatcher, 1998).  According to Moschetti and Verger (2019:3) the sociocultural perspective 
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recognizes that parental school choices are made in the context of symbolic and material 

restrictions that impact on different social groups in diverse ways. Parental choice of school 

is therefore a social process funded by social class constituencies and networks of social 

relationships (Reay and Ball, 1998; Bosetti, 2000; 2001; Ball, 2003). Factors such as class, 

ethnicity, religion, social relationships, income and educational attainment all influenced 

social choice and parents’ school choice decisions (Bosetti, 2004; Bradley III, 2015). 

According to Bradley III (2015, p. 14), these diverse qualities distinguish group individuals 

according to certain characteristics and beliefs. This can help construct a particular social 

identity or reinforce a particular set of cultural norms within the context of their shared 

traits or common experiences (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Students with special educational 

needs can be perceived as a social group in the education marketplace premised around 

their special needs, which gives them a distinct identity, common experiences and ways of 

being that are manifested and perhaps reproduced in education systems. Their special 

educational needs may pose both symbolic and material restrictions on how they construct 

school preferences and make school choice. 

Moreover, due to their special educational needs’ decisions about school choice; why these 

decisions are taken and how they are taken may be value-laden. The special educational 

needs represent specific needs and expectations from schools, parental actions or decisions 

about school choice will be influenced by certain values beyond academic value. Woods, 

Bagley and Glatter (1998) suggest that rather than rational choice, a value perspective is 

influential in parental engagement with public-markets through school choice. A value 

perspective is understood as views on what is desirable and valued in relation to a school. 

They present two value perspectives: instrumental-academic and intrinsic-personal/social. 

The instrumental-academic value perspective reflects the rational choice perspective in the 

market theory presented above and also Bernstein’s concept of a school’s instrumental 

order (Bernstein, 1977). Emphasis in this perspective is on the school as an instrument to 

achieve an end, which is predominantly the achievement of academic qualifications. Hence, 

focus is put on the measurability of performance through tests and examinations and 

aspects of the school that are associated with academics. Parental preference of schools is 

therefore based on information about academic qualifications, and the aspects in the school 

that will promote academics (Woods, Bagley and Glatter, 1998). 



32 
 

On the other hand, the intrinsic-personal/social value perspective represents a focus on the 

child, its development and the social relationships and experiences provided by the school 

(Woods, Bagley and Glatter, 1998). Emphasis here is on the process, the child’s feelings and 

daily experience of school, the quality of the child’s relationships in school and the support, 

concern and care provided by the school. According to Woods, Bagley and Glatter (1998) 

this perspective thus involves a mixture of priorities premised on the child. This perspective 

leans on aspects of schooling that offer differing interpretations in specific terms; parents 

may value religious considerations, some discipline, while others may desire creativity, 

though ethos characterized by competition, order and camaraderie are still emphasized. The 

intrinsic-personal/social aspects of schooling are useful since parental views tend to focus 

on the child as a person and various manifestations of their capacities, fears, ambitions, likes 

and dislikes, friendships, emotional nature, sensitivities, strengths and weaknesses. The 

family experiences these manifestations, and the child´s situation plays a direct role in the 

process of choosing a school. This is very important for students in need of special support, 

who tend to manifest different capacities and weaknesses compared to the typical students. 

Hence, the child-specific special needs are essentials in connection with the parental 

experiences of having and raising a child with disability influence parental decisions about 

schools. This perspective therefore considers all these child-based factors and parental 

experiences which may provide a foundation for choosing a school.  Parents may hold one 

or more value perspectives. 

3.3. The Concept of hot and cold knowledge  
This concept is considered within the wider view of the socio-cultural perspective on school 

choice and specifically relates to school choice information. The concept provides useful 

insights into information acquisition and its usage in making school choice as socio-culturally 

embedded.  Ball and Vincent (1998) propose the concepts of Hot (Grapevine knowledge) 

and Cold knowledge to describe how parents acquire information, which information they 

acquire and the usefulness of the information in making school choice.  

Hot knowledge or Grapevine Knowledge builds on the mediating role of social networks in 

parental school choice: “social networks influence the way in which people make sense of, 

take up positions towards, and respond to their surroundings” (Ball and Vincent, 1997, p. 

378).  



33 
 

These networks though emanating from the domain of the private individual are useful 

when individuals participate in the public space. The Grapevine is a manifestation of social 

networks, which goes from the private to the public space. Ball and Vincent (1998) argue 

that parental school choice is mediated by local and personal social networks and is 

therefore important in understanding the practice and meaning of choice (Ball and Vincent, 

1998). The grapevine is “a collective attempt to make sense of the locality and particular 

features within it (in this case, schools). It works through and is animated by storytelling, 

rumour and gossip. (Ball and Vincent, 1998, p. 379).  

The grapevine knowledge or hot knowledge produced through parental networks imbues a 

number of characteristics. The knowledge is unofficial and often seen as more reliable than 

other ‘official’ sources of information, and it is based on affective responses or direct 

experience, which is perceived to be more trustworthy since it is personally recommended 

to parents. It is also perceived as acute at delivering information about certain significant 

topics, such as behaviour of students in a school. It addresses specific issues that parents are 

especially interested in, but which schools may well choose to ignore in their 

communication to parents. It is thus a powerful means for parents to circumvent 

professional control over information, and the selectiveness in which it is presented to the 

public, when official sources does so. Instead, it provides information on the schools as 

experienced by students (Ball and Vincent, 1998, pp.380-381) 

There is not just one grapevine; there are many grapevines since individuals have different 

social networks. Access to a particular grapevine is influenced by factors of social class; 

where you live, who you know and what community you belong to (Ball and Vincent, 1998, 

p. 382). 

On the other hand, cold knowledge is official knowledge which is produced for 

dissemination. The form of this knowledge includes examination results, lists of school 

activities, outlines of school policies and so on (Ball and Vincent, 1998, p. 380). Cold 

knowledge is seen by parents as less reliable compared to hot knowledge and raises some 

degree of scepticism since it produces and disseminates information schools want parents 

to know about, and the information is controlled by professionals and published selectively. 
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The table.1 below shows a comparison between grapevine knowledge and official 

knowledge. 

 

Comparisons between official information and grapevine knowledge 

Official  Grapevine  

Logic Feel/emotion 

Abstract information Direct Knowledge 

Evidence Anecdote 

Results Impressions 

Proferred Experiential 

Table. 1 From Ball and Vincent, 1998:380 

The concepts of Hot and Cold knowledge provide a relevant and useful framework in which 

school choice information can be analysed and discussed. They are useful in understanding 

how parents of students in need of special support acquire and use information but also 

how parents weigh information when making a school choice decision.  

3.4. Theoretical foundation for the analysis of empirical results 
The task here is to present a theoretical foundation for this research project that builds on 

the different theoretical perspectives presented above for the analysis of the empirical 

results. It outlines a number of theoretical talking points which are used to understand and 

discuss the empirical results presenting some insights into the Swedish market system of 

education for consumers in need of special support. 

To begin with is the empowerment of consumers in the market system of education. This is 

based primarily on the assumption by market theory that in a market system of education 

parents as consumers will be empowered (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Friedman and Friedman, 

1980; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000). The education market in this line of thought is 

essentially consumer-driven market where power is in the hands of consumers. The 

consumer will be empowered because school choice will be the authority of the parents, 

and schools will be responsive to parents, provide a variety of alternatives for parents to 

choose from and will be accountable to parents (Chubb and More, 1990; Schneider, Teske 

and Marschall, 2000). Consumer empowerment is therefore an important concept that 
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underpins a market system of education and is useful in the analysis of the empirical results. 

In particular, whether the functioning of the education market promotes or inhibits the 

empowering of students in need of special support.  

Furthermore, this research project posits that parental school choice is motivated by 

multiple interacting rationalities. It builds on the understanding that parental school choice 

in the market system of education is motivated by rational choice considerations, the socio-

cultural context of the parents as well as the child’s intrinsic/ social values. These different 

perspectives are more complementary than competitive in understanding parental school 

choice for students in need of special support. They are complimentary in the sense that this 

theoretical position incorporates these different perspectives in order to understand 

parental school choice. Therefore, this research project views parental engagement with 

school choice as not merely rational choice exercise where parents choose the best school 

to satisfy the child’s academic needs but as a mix of rationalities. Parental motivations for 

school choice are influenced by an interaction of socio-cultural context of the parents, child-

based values as well as rational choice considerations. This means that parents of students 

in need of special support will be influenced in their school choice by the social-cultural 

context and the symbolic and material restrictions it may impose on them, as well as the 

child’s specific special support needs and considerations of academic achievement. This 

position does not place these rationalities on a ladder of importance but assumes they will 

interact to influence parental school choice.  

In the same vein, similar suggestions are made about information to support parental school 

choice. Information provision in the education marketplace and the nature and attribute of 

the information provided to consumers.  By positing that parental school choice is 

influenced by a mix of rationalities, also suggests a mix of information to inform school 

choice; namely, the kinds of information parents will seek and the sources of this 

information. Parents will not only seek information about a school’s performance and 

aspects that promote academic achievement but other aspects of the school. Rather, 

parents will rely on a variety of information to make a school choice and will seek 

information from both official and unofficial sources as the concept of hot and cold 

knowledge claims (Vincent and Ball, 1998). This is suggestive that parents of students in 

need of special support will seek and collect a variety of information beyond performance 
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indicators and academics related information to facilitate school choose as well as the 

sources of information being both official sources and unofficial sources through their 

different social networks.  

Finally, equity is viewed as an essential aspect of a market system of education. Equity 

considerations are not necessarily an outcome of market processes but are an integral part 

of the functioning of the market. Hence, its importance in understanding and shaping what 

a market system is like for students in need of special support. Equity considerations 

provide a gauge through which the market system of education can be seen. Some market 

theorists like Friedman (1955) and Hoxby (2003) claim equity will be promoted in a market 

system of education and conceive equity in terms of the possibility for inclusion enabled by 

school choice, reduction of segregation and stratification and equalization of opportunities 

for all students. The analysis of the empirical results in understanding a market system of 

students in need of special support will look at the equity consequences. 
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4. Research review on market and special education 
 

The market system in Sweden was established almost three decades ago and has been 

under-researched in relation to questions about special education. There are however some 

studies that have looked at the market from a special education perspective. This review 

primarily focuses on the Swedish research literature, but some international research has 

been reviewed when deemed useful especially when there is no Swedish literature on the 

topic. This research literature review is thematically organized to fund structure and clarity. 

The review of the research literature clarifies some of the issues of contention by bringing to 

bear the emerging research evidence regarding the consequences of a market system of 

education and also reinforces certain concerns and areas where further research may be 

required. 

4.1. Exclusion of students in need of special support 
The Swedish research literature on the education market and special education, is indicative 

that the education market may have a negative impact on the inclusion of students in need 

of special support. The research shows the problem of exclusion primarily in the private 

sector provision of education where studies generally show students in need of special 

educational support are relatively underserved by independent schools. A total population 

survey study Students in need of special support in all Swedish independent compulsory 

schools by Göransson, Magnússon and Nilholm (2012) has showed lower enrolment of 

pupils in need of special support in independent schools and higher levels of refusal of 

admission in independent schools. The results demonstrate that a comparatively lower 

numbers of pupils in need of special support are served in independent schools when 

compared to the municipal schools. The study shows that in the independent schools, out of 

13 % of the pupils who were deemed in need of special support, 11.8 % of them received 

special support. When they compared these figures with a study by Nilholm et al. (2007) 

that have looked at the municipal schools, there are disparities in the proportion of students 

in need of and receiving special education support. The study by Nilholm et al. (2007) shows 

in the municipal schools, 16.9 % of students were deemed to need special support, and 15.4 

% were receiving special support. Similarly, a study by Giota and Emanuelsson (2011) shows 

slightly higher figures in the disparity between municipal and independent schools when it 
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comes to pupils in need of and receiving special support, with the municipal schools serving 

these students in much higher proportions. These studies demonstrate that independent 

schools underserve students in need of special support compared to the municipal schools.  

Moreover, the study by Göransson, Magnússon and Nilholm (2012) also shows that about 

15.2 % of independent schools in the three preceding studies had refused admission for 

pupils in need of special support primarily due to organizational and economic reasons. The 

authors pointed out that this problem could be related to the fact that quite a significant 

percentage, about 38 %, of these schools experienced receiving less resources to support 

students in need of special support compared to the municipal schools. This is a 

manifestation of how school managerialism based on economic rationalism may lead to 

exclusion of students in need of special support. Moreover, it also highlights the problem of 

resources and resource redistribution between schools when it comes to students in need 

of special support. 

Furthermore, differences in the degrees in which student in need of special support are 

served does not only manifest when private schools are compared to the public schools, but 

also between different school types in the private sector provision. Some school types serve 

students in need of special support to a higher degree than others. Magnússon, Göransson, 

and Nilholm (2014) when looking at independent schools based on the profile of the school 

demonstrate that Waldorf schools boosted the highest mean proportion of students with 

special educational needs at 21 %, while the lowest mean proportion at 12 % was in school 

types profiling themselves based on subjects. This is suggestive that schools with a more 

academic focus tend to serve lesser students in need of special support. Possible 

explanations would be that these schools may not find students in need of special support 

as suitable consumers but also consumers in need of special support may not find schools 

with strong academic focus as suitable. 

The emerging evidence in the Swedish literature that independent schools may be more 

excluding of students in need of special support aligns with the international literature. For 

example, a US study in San Diego shows that only three students with the diagnosis of 

mental retardation where attending charter schools, while the traditional district schools 

served more than a thousand of these students for the academic year 2005-2006 (Hehir, 

2010). Similarly, a study of charter schools in California show they admitted a small 
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proportion of students with disabilities and an even smaller proportion of students with 

severe disabilities in comparison to the traditional public schools (Rhim, Faukner and 

McLaughlin, 2006). 

As shown above the Swedish literature points to perhaps an exclusion of students in need of 

special support when municipal and independent schools are compared. Independent 

schools tend to underserve these students.  However, the research literature has not 

examined if the market system of education has led to increasing exclusion in terms of 

relatively more students in need of special support receiving education in special education 

settings outside of the regular education system.  

There is also a tendency towards increasing school segregation in the Swedish education 

system. The deregulated school market where private actors are allowed to open and run 

schools has led to private actors establishing schools serving students in need of special 

support. Skolverket (2014) and Magnússon, Göransson and Nilholm (2014) have 

documented the emergence and growth of independent schools targeting students in need 

of special support. These special schools create segregated school settings for students with 

diverse disabilities, further distancing them from the regular school system. A study by the 

Swedish National Agency for Education (SNAE) that maps schools which either target 

exclusively or partially students in need of special support shows that in the 2013-2014 

school year 94 such schools operated in Sweden. Of these, 68 were exclusively for students 

in need of special support. This study also shows that 81 of these schools were at the 

compulsory school level, while only 13 were at the upper secondary school level (Skolverket, 

2014). We do not know whether this increasing school segregation has led also to increasing 

exclusion of students in need of special education if exclusion is viewed in the relationship 

between regular and special schools. 

4.2 Special educational support according to public and private providers 
In another vein, the Swedish literature indicates differences in the special support systems 

between the public and private providers, with the public providers offering significantly 

more resources compared to the private providers in the regular school system. A number 

of studies have shown that there is a higher degree of availability of special education 

professionals, special education teachers and special educators in municipal schools 

compared to independent schools (Magnússon 2015; Magnússon, Göransson and Nilholm 
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2017; Ramberg 2013; 2015). Ramberg (2015) in a total population study looking at upper 

secondary schools in Sweden demonstrates that municipal schools reported the presence of 

special educational resources in 90% of the schools, while only 32 % of independent schools 

reported the presence of such resources. The same study further shows that the availability 

rate of special education professionals was three times higher in the municipal schools 

compared to the independent schools. Availability rate refers to the total extent of special 

education resources at the school with regard to the number of students. Similarly, 

municipal schools tend to have more stability in special education personnel compared to 

the independent schools. Moreover, Magnússon, Göransson and Nilholm (2017) show that 

80% of special needs educators in municipal schools are employed full-time, while only 50% 

of them working in independent primary schools have full-time positions and tend to also 

have other roles within the school. Giota and Emanuelsson (2011) and Göransson, 

Magnússon and Nilholm (2012) have all shown that independent schools to a higher degree 

use segregated ability grouping compared to the municipal schools. Giota and Emanuelsson 

(2011), in a survey study of principals and head teachers looking at how special education 

support was organized and provided at compulsory school level, found that independent 

schools grouped students based on knowledge and study results more than municipal 

schools. They found an 11 % difference between the independent and municipal schools 

when it came to the older students, and a 6% difference for the younger students. 

Moreover, the study also shows that independent schools provided support to students in 

need of special support in special study groups more than was the case in the municipal 

schools. Magnússon (2019) review of the literature on school choice and inclusion concludes 

that school choice has led to an increase in segregation due to the grouping of students with 

special educational needs in particular schools; fewer of these students were served in the 

independent schools and the number of privately-run special schools have increased.  

Similarly, a Swedish study has pointed to a potentially negative effect of enrolling students 

in need of special support due to the marketplace requirements of school accountability 

even as a public school. A study by Westling Allodi (2013) critically shows how a municipal 

school that was receptive to students in need of special support was punished as an 

outcome of performance inadequacies. The study demonstrates that the school with a high 

number of students in need of special support was penalized on the grounds of single-
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minded assessing accountability where a student’s average grade was used as a measure of 

performance without given consideration to heterogeneity of the students in terms of 

ability. This school was forced to undergo significant restructuring due to the average low 

performance of its students. This is indicative that a market-based measure in this case 

accountability, is significantly important in assessing how good or bad a school may be 

without considering other factors which are important relating to the composition and 

diverse ability of the students. This example reinforces the concern that schools may tend to 

exclude students with special educational needs since they may perform worse than the 

typical and thus negatively affect a school’s overall performance. 

One of the studies above suggesting the disparity in serving students in need of special 

support between independent and municipal schools may be related to the disequilibrium 

in the redistribution of special educational resources, were the independent schools 

experience not receiving adequate resources to support the education of students in need 

of special support. However, most of the studies looking at comparing resources were 

conducted prior to the introduction of legislation obligating independent schools to have 

special education resources in terms of personnel in Sweden in 2015. Not much is known 

yet about what effects this legislation has had on improving special education resources in 

the independent schools, but it is not within the scope of this research project. 

Furthermore, at the systematic level, though some studies have documented the 

development of special schools outside of the regular school system serving students in 

need of special support, much is still unknown about how this system has developed over 

time and what it means for students in need of special support. 

4.3. Schools’ responses to competition 
In the market environment where schools compete with each other for students, they seem 

to respond in different ways. A UK study by Bagley (2006) demonstrated different ways in 

which schools respond to competition such as promotion, changes in school character and 

operational activities and resource management. Some Swedish studies have shown that 

schools use grade inflations, especially independent schools, to attract students (see 

Wikström and Wikström, 2004; Vlachos, 2012). There is robust evidence showing that 

schools respond to the competitive incentive by using marketing to attract consumers. A 

number of studies have shown that marketing is a common practice in the Swedish 
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education marketplace (see, Östh, Andersson and Malmberg, 2013; Böhlmärk et al., 2015; 

Forberg, 2015; Dovemark 2017; Alexiadou et al. 2016; Holm, 2013). Lundahl and Olson 

(2013) show that schools are increasingly involved in marketing as a way to meet the 

competitive pressure in the school market. Holm and Lundström (2011) performed a 

qualitative study interviewing the principals of eight schools in five different municipalities 

on the increasing competition among schools and found that the schools used marketing as 

a means to compete in the school market. The principals viewed marketing as a priority and 

will use brochures, the Internet, TV ads, trade fairs, open houses and so on as channels for 

marketing, and marketing practice involved stakeholders in the school including teachers 

and students alike. Dovemark (2017) analysing how schools in the upper secondary school 

sector market themselves using data from interviews with principals and teachers and 

municipal education authorities as well as schools marketing material such as brochures and 

school´s websites and show that schools in their marketing focus on student differentiation 

amongst others. The international literature has problematized marketing by schools in 

relation to exclusion of some groups of students. Marketing is not solely a value-free 

process to provide information to facilitate consumers’ school choice, but instead it is used 

to sort and exclude certain groups of students or to select certain students over others (see, 

Gewirtz et al., 1995; Lubienski, 2007; Jennings, 2010; Lacireno-Paquet et al, 2002; Maguire 

et al., 1999; Drew, 2013). This has led to the sorting and excluding of vulnerable students 

such as students with disabilities. Maguire et al. (1999) has demonstrated that schools use 

marketing materials containing images, themes and values that appeal to and target the 

upper classes in the UK. Similarly, Drew (2013) examined the websites of 15 elite schools in 

North South Wales in Australia and showed that these schools use a variety of animated and 

interactive functions to construct an elitist image to market themselves. Schools use this 

elitist image to target the elitist students and exclude other lower, disadvantage and 

vulnerable groups of students. Jennings (2010), in an ethnographic study of three New York 

City small high schools, showed that despite the prohibition to select students based on 

performance that schools would circumvent this and select students that will allow them to 

meet local accountability targets. The schools would create logos that emphasize higher 

academic expectations and use application forms to signal to prospective students whether 

they are a suitable fit or not. While these signals do not directly exclude students, they may 

dissuade some students from choosing them. Gewirtz et al. (1995) studied schools’ 
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marketing materials in the UK and found that these materials carried subtle messages about 

who is valued as a student and would target students who would enhance the school’s 

performance with minimal cost. 

From the perspective of students in need of special support it is of concern that the findings 

from the international literature show that marketing through the information it conveys is 

a mechanism to exclude some groups of unwanted students such as students in need of 

special support. Swedish studies have not critically examined the marketing information by 

schools and what implications it may have for students in need of special support.   

4.4 Factors motivating parental school choice  
There is a general lack of attention in the scientific literature on school choice and students 

in need of special support (Mawene and Bal, 2019; Byrne, 2013). In a recent review of the 

literature on factors affecting school choice for parents of students with disabilities, 

Mawene and Bal (2019) were only able to identify 15 suitable studies globally. It is worth 

mentioning that none of the studies included in this review were Swedish. Similarly, in a 

review of the literature looking more broadly for students in need of special educational 

support in the UK, USA and Australia, Byrne (2013) was only able to identify 21 studies. 

Further, this research project was not able to find any specific studies in Sweden that looked 

at how parents of students in need of special support participate in school choice. As a 

consequence, this review includes just the international literature. Studies looking at factors 

motivating school choice for parents of students with special educational needs have mainly 

identified factors relating to the child, the school and the family.  

4.4.1 Child-based factors 
Some studies have identified child-based factors as important in parental choice of schools 

for children in need of special support. Parents will choose schools that will be responsive to 

their child’s special educational needs. Bagley and Woods (1998) found that the kind and 

degree of the special educational needs of the child will impact on parental school choice. 

According to the study the child’s intrinsic/personal and social value as the basis of school 

choice involves friendship, happiness and self-esteem and is important in parental school 

choice for students in need of special support. Jenkinson (1998) points to the child’s self-

confidence as a factor that may influence parental school choice, especially in choosing a 

segregated setting where the child can avoid competing with the typical students. Similarly, 
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the severity of the child’s disability may influence parents in choosing an inclusive or 

segregated schooling setting. A study by Leyser and Kirk (2004) found that parents of 

children with mild or moderate disabilities are more likely to choose inclusive schools. The 

age of the child also seems to influence the choice of special or regular school (Leyser and 

Kirk, 2004; Jenkinson, 1998).  

4.4.2. Family-based factors 
Family-based factors have been found to influence school choice by parents of students 

with disabilities. The socio-economic status of the family is seen as an important factor in 

influencing parental school choice decisions. Social class seems to have an impact on how 

parents engage in the process of school choice and choose schools and school form. Bagley 

and Woods (1998) show that middle class parents spent more time planning school visits 

and making a school choice. Meanwhile, Stoiber, Gettinger and Goetz (1998) demonstrate 

that college educated parents of children with or without disabilities and married with one 

or two children would be more positive in choosing an inclusive school than a non-college 

educated single parents with four or more children. Moreover, a school’s proximity to one’s 

home has been demonstrated as a factor influencing school choose for parents of students 

with disabilities as it allows for a quick parental response in the incidence of emergence 

(Jensen, 2013) and for easier commuting between home and schools (Bagley et al., 2001; 

Ysseldyke et al., 1994). Another influence is school choice is whether a child has a sibling 

attending the school as siblings will support each other (Jessen, 2013; Ysseldyke et al., 

1994). Lastly, parental view of disability has been shown to have an influence on choice of 

schools particularly between segregated or inclusive settings. Parents who view disability 

within the prism of the social model of disability show preferences for inclusive schools 

(Flewitt and Nind, 2007; Runswick-Cole, 2008; McNerney et al., 2015), whereas families 

adhering to the medical model prefer special schools (Runswick-Cole, 2008). 

4.4.3. School-based factors 
Students in need of special support will require a special support system in the school to 

support their learning and development. Studies have shown that the availability of special 

education support is crucial in parental school choice decisions. Studies demonstrate that 

parents would choose schools with a special education specialist and facilities that are 

supportive to the child’s needs even if means travelling long distances (Lange and Lehr, 
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2000; Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi, 2014). Another school-based factor of importance is 

smaller class size (Finn et al., 2006; Lange and Lehr, 2000; Jenkinson, 1998; Ysseldyke et al., 

1993). A smaller class size may be very important for students with disabilities since it would 

increase the student-teacher ratio and create the possibility for increased attention and 

support as an outcome of increased student-teacher interactions. Other factors include 

teachers’ interpersonal characteristic, which is understood as the positive attitudes of 

teachers (Glenn-Applegate et al., 2016) and good communication (Lange and Lehr, 2000). 

Glenn-Applegate et al. (2016) found in a survey of 321 preschool care givers that when 

choosing a pre-school parents placed significant attention to how caring, stable and 

responsive the teachers were to their child’s needs.  

Regarding factors influencing parents of students in need of special support, some 

reflections can be made. A host of factors influence parental school choice, and especially 

the specific nature of the disabilities as well as the school-based resources that would be 

essential in serving the needs of children with disabilities and also family-based factors such 

as where the family lives and the kind of family network. Moreover, all parental school 

choice decisions seem to be based on a certain rationality. However, unlike market 

rationality that sees parental decisions as primarily based on the academic quality of the 

schools, parental rationality is loyal to other factors, i.e. the nature of the disability and 

child’s intrinsic needs and the support system in the schools. Moreover, parents also 

identify encountering a number of difficulties in the education marketplace when shopping 

for schools, which are primarily the lack of information and an apparent lack of actual 

choice. 
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5. Methodology 
 

This chapter discusses the methodological aspects of this research project. Three 

independent but complimentary studies were conducted examining different aspects of a 

market system of education for students in need of special support in the broader context 

of the Swedish education market and the Stockholm Local Education Market in particular. 

This chapter addresses the selection of participants, the procedures of data collection and 

data analysis, issues of evaluation of research both qualitative and quantitative and finally 

ethical considerations. 

5.1. Selection of participants 
The participants in the studies in this research project were selected using different 

procedures and rationale. Participants were selected only in Study Two and Study Three 

since Study One did not involve the collection of participants. In Study Two, 20 schools were 

selected for analysis of their websites, from a total of 135 independent schools at the 

comprehensive school level in the Stockholm local education market were identified based 

on data from the Swedish National Agency of Education in 2017, 4 schools were excluded 

from the selection because they did not have websites or websites were very poorly-

developed. The selection of schools was carried out using a systematic random sampling 

procedure (Levy and Lemeshow, 2011).  Considering the debate around the use of the 

statistical method for sampling in qualitative studies (see, Barker and Edwards, 2012; Fugard 

and Potts, 2015; Emmel, 2015), the use of systematic random sampling is justified mainly in 

that it gives equal opportunity for each school to be selected. Out of the 20 schools 

selected, 16 are operated by private limited companies, 3 by foundations and 1 by a charity 

organization. Fifteen of the schools had their websites in Swedish and 5 in English.  

The selection of participants in Study Three that examined parental school choice saw the 

recruitment of a total of eight parents for interviewing. The recruitment was done mainly 

through different disability organizations. A message was sent to these organizations 

explaining the purpose of the study and requesting that the message be forwarded to their 

members in their different membership networks. After a month a reminder email was sent 

to the organizations. A total of eight parents living in Stockholm made contact and showed 

interest in participating. However, due to personal issues one parent decided not to 
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participate. In a bid to recruit more parents I made some contacts within my network, and 

one more parent was recruited. Regarding sample size, the initial goal was to get more 

parents however, in a qualitative study drawing on participant experiences, though the 

number of parents interviewed might matter, what is of greater significance is the richness 

of the data (Barker and Edwards, 2012; Hammersley, 2015). Mason (2010) in a study looking 

at at abstracts of doctoral theses of interview-based qualitative research in Great Britain 

and Ireland, show that the sample size varied from 1-95 in the 560 theses examined. It is 

better to select fewer parents who are willing to share their lived experiences of choosing a 

school than to have several parents who are not open to sharing their experiences. A 

potential problem with recruiting parents through disability organizations is the risk that 

parents who express interest and participate in the study are parents that are very active in 

these organizations and may have an advocacy perspective towards systems and institutions 

in place which might influence their views of school choice. However, this tendency was 

demonstrated during the interviewing of the participants.  It is worth mentioning that the 

process of recruiting participants for this study was a major challenge. Though the 

recruitment message reached thousands of parents through these different disability 

organizations, parents were not very forthcoming. It is difficult to explain the disinterest 

from parents to participate. This calls for more reflection on how to proceed with recruiting 

parents in future studies.   

5.2. Data Collection 
The data was collected in different ways in the different studies. Study One used secondary 

data in the form of registry data obtained from the Swedish National Agency of Education 

statistics database. This registry contains yearly data on the number of schools and number 

of students according to ownership status in all school forms in Sweden. The data included 

in this study was for the years from 1994 to 2017. However, data for the Independent 

Resource Schools (IRS) were only available from 2015. The use of register data was 

motivated by the availability of the data in a structured form and the reliability of the data. 

It will also be extremely difficult to collect this kind of data otherwise. 

In Study Two, qualitative data was collected from the website of selected independent 

schools. The schools used their websites to market themselves (McDonald et al., 2012; 

Wilson and Carlsen, 2016). Hence, these websites contain marketing information. All the 



48 
 

information on the schools’ websites was considered to be qualitative data. The data 

involved textual information, images and videos. Several studies, both Swedish and 

international, have also used websites singularly or together with other data sources to 

study the education market (see, Wilson and Carlsen, 2016; Lubienski, 2007; 2016; 

Dovemark, 2017; Johnsson and Lindgren, 2010). 

In Study Three, primary data was collected using semi-structured interviews. According to 

Kvale (1996) semi-structure interviews provide in-depth descriptions and understandings of 

experiences and the meanings of specific topics in the participants’ lives. This study seeks to 

understand parental experiences of school choice, and therefore a data collection method 

that will capture the richness of parental experiences choosing a school in relation to 

specific topics. Semi-structured interviews were useful as it permitted data collection to 

submerge deeply into the rich lived experiences of the parents who have gone through the 

school choice process for their children in need of special support. Moreover, the design of 

semi-structured interviews comprises open-ended questions or topics and usually 

accompanied by follow-up questions (Bryman, 2016). This allows the further exploration of 

new and interesting information on parental experiences which may emerge during the 

interviewing. The data collection procedure began with the development of an initial 

interview guide containing open-ended questions centred on topics relating to the purpose 

of the study. The questions were related to the motivations behind school choice, kind of 

information parents were interested in and how the information was acquired, and the 

constraints experienced in the shopping for schools. The questions were developed and 

discussed with some senior researchers to ensure relevance and clarity, and some changes 

were made and the interview guide finalized. Interviewees were then contacted and 

interviews booked at their convenience; participants decided where and when to do 

interviews. Before the start of the interview the study in general, the purpose in particular 

and the interview procedure were discussed with the interviewee again. Consent was 

obtained for the interviews to be audiotaped. The interviews varied in length, but all lasted 

between 30-50 minutes. One participant who did not have the full details on one question 

later got back to me with a written answer after seeking more information from her 

husband. 
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5.3. Data Analysis 
The data analysis was done using different procedures based on the nature of the data and 

the purpose of the analysis. Study One analysis used basic statistical analysis, while 

qualitative content analysis and thematic analysis were used for Study Two and Study Three 

respectively. 

In the analysis of the register data on the development of the special education market in 

Study One, basic quantitative analysis was conducted. The purpose of the analysis was to 

investigate how the special education market has developed over time based on changes in 

the variables of demand and supply between the period 1994 and 2017, as well as market 

growth in both the public and private sectors of the market and in the different market 

segments. Since the registry comprised of data for all school forms, the process had to first 

extract and compile all data from the different schools’ forms that were considered to be a 

part of the special education market since the registry contained data for all schools and all 

students in Sweden. The schools included were the public special school (national and 

regional special schools), the Independent Resource Schools, Municipal Resource Schools 

and the public schools for students with learning disabilities and the Independent Schools 

for students with learning disabilities. The number of schools and students in all these 

schools were compiled annually from 1994-2017. Then the analysis proceeded with basic 

statistical calculations to determine how the market has developed over time in respect to 

demand and supply-side variables. The supply-side variable refers to the number of schools, 

while, the demand-side variable refers to the number of students in the special education 

market. The market size and market growth of the special education market was calculated. 

Market size was compared to the entire education market as was the market size between 

public and private providers within the special education market. Market growth was 

calculated for the special education market between 1994 and 2017 using the variables of 

demand and supply-sides and between the public and private providers. Table 2 below 

provides details on how the development of the special education market in Sweden 

between 1994 and 2017 was analysed.  
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Table 2. Analysis of the development of the special education market (SEM) in Sweden between 1994-2017 
 
   

Market Size 
 
 

  
Market Growth 

Demand-side (students) Calculated the total number of 
students in the SEM 1994 compared 
to the entire education market in 
Sweden (all students). Also, 
calculated in %.  
 
Calculated the total number of 
students in SEM in 2017 compared to 
the entire education market in 
Sweden (all students). Also calculated 
in %. 
 

 
Calculated for growth rate as per the 
increase/or decrease in the total 
number of students in the SEM in 
2017 compared to 1994. Calculated in 
numbers and %. 

Public Sector in the SEM 
 (Students in the municipal and 
regional and national public schools) 

Calculated the total number of 
students in this sector in the SEM in 
1994. Also calculated in %. 
 
Calculated the total number of 
students in this sector in the SEM in 
2017. Also calculated in %. 
 
 

 
Calculated for growth rate as per the 
increase/or decrease in the total 
number of students in the public 
sector in the SEM in 2017 compared 
to 1994. Calculated in numbers and 
%. 

Private Sector  
(Students in the independent schools) 

Calculated the total number of 
students in this sector in the SEM in 
1994. Also calculated in %. 
Calculated the total number of 
students in this sector in the SEM in 
2017. Also calculated in %. 
 
 

 
Calculated for growth rate as per the 
increase/or decrease in the total 
number of students in the private 
sector in the SEM in 2017 compared 
to 1994. Calculated in numbers and 
%. 

Supply- side (Schools)  Calculated the total number of 
schools in 1994 compared to the 
entire education market in Sweden 
(all students). Also calculated in %.  
 
Calculated the total number of 
schools in 2017 compared to the 
entire education market in Sweden 
(all students). Also calculated in %. 
 

 
Calculated for growth rate as per the 
increase/or decrease in the total 
number of schools in the SEM in 2017 
compared to 1994. Calculated in 
numbers and %. 

Public sector  
(municipal and regional and national 
public schools) 

Calculated the total number of 
schools in this sector in the SEM in 
1994. Also calculated in %. 
 
Calculated the total number of 
schools in this sector in the SEM in 
2017. Also calculated in %. 
 

 
Calculated for growth rate as per the 
increase/or decrease in the total 
number of schools in the public 
sector in the SEM in 2017 compared 
to 1994. Calculated in numbers and 
%. 

Private sector (independent schools) Calculated the total number of 
schools in this sector in the SEM in 
1994. Also calculated in %. 
Calculated the total number of 
schools in this sector in the SEM in 
2017. Also calculated in %. 
 

Calculated for growth rate as per the 
increase/or decrease in the total 
number of schools in the private 
sector in the SEM in 2017 compared 
to 1994. Calculated in numbers and 
%. 
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In Study Two, qualitative content analysis was used to analyse the marketing information on 

the schools websites. Krippendorff (2004, p.18) defines content analysis as “a research 

technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts (or other meaningful matter) 

to the contexts of their use”. The analysis describes the marketing information on the 

schools websites in general, with particular focus on describing any information relating to 

or pertaining to students in need of special and making inferences on the nature of the 

marketing information. An inductive approach was therefore used to perform a manifest 

analysis of the marketing information. According to Elo and Kyngäs (2007) there are on 

clearly defined simple set of procedures on how qualitative content analysis should be done, 

however, the analysis in this study was performed according to the four stages described in 

Bengtsson (2016). These stages involved, decontextualization, recontextualization, 

categorisation and compilation.  

In the decontextualization stage, involved familiarization with the data by reading and re-

reading all twenty school websites. Units of meanings were then extracted from the 

websites. This process was done for all the website until all relevant unit of meanings were 

extracted. A second researcher collected all the pictures on the websites transformed them 

into text by describing them. All the units of meanings were then condensed and coded. The 

analysis proceeded with the recontextualization, which involved going through the units of 

meaning and comparing it with the websites to make sure that no relevant information 

providing insights into the research question were left unattended on the websites. This 

stage also involved reviewing the unit of meanings to ascertain relevance. The third stage 

therefore involved the construction of categorise. Categorisation began with developing of 

sub-categories by grouping of codes that described a particular aspect of the school 

marketing, sub-categories were later merged into a category through an iterative process 

until the researchers were satisfied of the consistency of the categories and the usefulness 

of the categories to provide insight into the research question.  The final stage consisted of 

the compilation of the results of the analysis and writing the results report. The used of 

manifest analysis means that the results are written as close to possible to the data text and 

direct citations from the text are used to substantiate the descriptions of the marketing 

information.  
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In Study Three, thematic analysis was used to analysis the data from the semi-structured 

interviews. According to Daly, Kellehear and Gliksman (1997), thematic analysis is a method 

of data analysis where the researcher examines descriptions of a certain phenomenon and 

searches for common patterns or themes. The theoretical position in the use of thematic 

analysis in this study is informed by Braun and Clarke (2006). According to them, thematic 

analysis is used to identify, analyse and report patterns in the data. This approach to analyse 

the data was not only used because it is very widely used in analysing interviews, but also 

because it is relevant and useful and appropriate, especially when the questions are data-

driven as is the case with this study. A rigorous thematic approach can produce an insightful 

analysis that answers particular research questions (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p. 97). The 

analysis of the data seeks to identify themes regarding the motivations behind parental 

school choice, the kind of information and how the information was acquired to inform 

school choice and the constraints parents experienced when choosing a school. The analysis 

in this study therefore uses an inductive approach, respecting a six-step process of thematic 

analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006). An inductive approach is data-led and will be useful in 

identifying themes in the data that answer the research questions.  

First the audio interviews were listened to again for re-familiarization, and then all the 

interviews were transcribed verbatim. The interview transcripts were then thoroughly read. 

Secondly, four unit of analysis were identified representing each research question; namely, 

parental motivation, kind of information, the source of the information and the constraints 

parents encountered. Next, units of meanings that provided insights into the research 

question were extracted and placed in a new matrix. These were mainly sentences found to 

provide some insights into the research questions. This procedure was done until when the 

researcher was satisfied all portions of the interview that provided some insights into the 

research questions were exhausted. This process produced a few hundred units of 

meanings. Units of meanings were read through and placed in to a suitable unit of analysis. 

The third step consisted of coding the data. The data was coded following a semantic 

process. Here a sentence was used to closely describe each of the units of meanings 

extracted in step two, and a code was assigned to each of the descriptions in all four units of 

analysis. Fourthly, the process of identifying themes was engaged, and initial themes were 

constructed. According to Braun and Clark (2006, p. 82), a theme captures the main idea of 
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the data that answers the research questions and represents some level of patterned 

response or meaning within the data set. Themes were identified based on coherency in 

meaning from the coded data. Codes that had a similar meaning were clustered together 

within each unit of analysis. For example, for parental motivation three clusters were 

identified with each comprising several codes. When this was completed, each cluster was 

considered as an initial theme and assigned a name. For Parental Motivation, three initial 

themes were identified, for the Kind of Information and Source of Information, two themes 

each were identified, and for Constraints three themes were identified. The fifth step in the 

analysis consisted of a review of the themes to check for coherence, overlapping and 

responsiveness to the research question. The themes were discussed with supervisors.  The 

sixth and final step was the finalization of the themes and the development of the research 

report. 

5.4 Ontological and epistemological foundations of this research project 
The epistemological and ontological considerations that underpin this research project are 

briefly discussed. The research paradigmatic foundation in this research project is by and 

large constructionism as concerns ontology and interpretivist when it comes to 

epistemological position. According to Guba (1990) ontology means the nature of the 

knowable or the nature of reality. Ontology enables the researcher to examine his or her 

underlying belief system and philosophical assumptions about the nature of being, existence 

and reality (Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017, p. 27). As such, this will be very influential in how the 

researcher make sense of the data collected. Bryman (2004) identifies two main ontological 

positions in social research: objectivism and constructionism. He refers to objectivism in 

that the social entity or phenomenon being investigated is an external objective reality 

independent of the researcher, whereas constructionism signifies that social entities are 

social constructions built upon the perceptions and actions of social actors in a given 

context. This research project adheres to constructionism. It argues that the nature of 

reality is not positivist, i.e. is not an objective reality independent of people and what they 

may think, but rather there are multiple realities actively constructed by research actors in 

the process of conducting research. Based on this ontological position in this research 

project, there is no one objective reality to be captured and described, rather there are 

multiple realities which are constructed based on the information made available by the 
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schools on their websites but also the experiences of the parents in the context of choosing 

a school for their children.  

On its part epistemology implies how we come to know something: how we know the truth 

or reality or what counts as knowledge within the world (Cooksey and McDonald, 2011). 

Therefore, epistemological consideration begs questions like: Is knowledge something which 

can be acquired, or, is it something which has to be personally experienced? What is the 

nature of knowledge and the relationship between the knower and the would-be known? 

(Kivunja and Kuyini, 2017: 27). This relates to the fundamental issue of the relationship 

between the researcher and what is known. In this research project the epistemological 

position based on the interpretivist paradigm views the knower and the known as 

inseparable; the researcher cannot be separated from the phenomenon and the data which 

is been analysed. The researcher is actively engaging and making sense of the data through 

interpretation of the data. Suggesting the interpretation of the data in the analysis is a co-

creation between the researcher and the text (Mishler, 1986). Rather than keeping a 

distance from the data and allowing it to “speak” to me, I actively interpret the data to 

construct meanings and themes that provide insights into the research questions. Though 

this research project adopts an interpretivist approach, Study One may be argued to an 

extent to reflect the positivist paradigm. However, I argue that the analysis of the empirical 

results mirrors the interpretivist position. Despite using statistical methods to analyse the 

development of the special education market, it still relies very much on interpreting the 

statistical results. The numbers, figures and percentages are ascribed meanings in relation 

to understanding the development of the special education market and implications for 

students in need of special support. For example, the market size of the special education 

market in Sweden shows relative stability as it was 1.3 % of the total education market in 

both1994 and 2017. However, this does not say much about the education of students in 

need of special support as multiple meanings could be constructed from of this result. In the 

case of this study this result was gives meaning in relation to the implication on exclusion. 

This example highlights the interpretivist position in this research project despite the 

analysis of the empirical data being positivists through the use of statistical analysis.  
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Table 2. Tabular presentation of methodological components in this research project 

 Study One Study Two Study Three 

 

Selection of participants 

 

All schools and students 

in the Special education 

market in Sweden 

 

Twenty websites of 

independent schools at 

the comprehensive 

school level in the 

Stockholm local 

education market 

(SLEM) 

 

Eight parents of students 

in need of special 

support in the 

Stockholm local 

education market 

 

Data Collection 

 

Registry data from the 

Swedish National 

Agency of Education 

statistics database 

 

Marketing information 

on the Schools’ websites 

 

Interview with parents 

of students in need of 

special support about 

their experiences 

shopping for schools 

 

Data Analysis 

 

Compilation and basic 

statistical calculations 

 

Qualitative content 

analysis 

 

Thematic analysis 

 

Ontological and 

Epistemological 

Positions 

Ontology: Constructionism. Reality is constructed and realities can be multiple 

Epistemology: Interpretivism.  Knowing is a co-creation between the researcher 

and the text through interpretation. Inseparability between the researcher and 

the data   

 

5.5. Trustworthiness, Validity and Reliability  
When it comes to qualitative studies trustworthiness is usually discussed as an alternative to 

validity and reliability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Considerations 

were given to strengthening the trustworthiness in the research process through looking at 

credibility, transferability and dependability (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Credibility refers to 

that carrying out of research according to principles of good research practice (Bryman, 

2016). The researcher needs to be able to clearly show how data has been collected and 

analysed to permit judgment by others about its quality (Patton, 1990). The methods and 

processes of data collection and analysis have been clearly described. How websites and 

parents were chosen have been explicitly discussed, and the processes of data collection 



56 
 

and analysis were discussed with the research project’s supervisors for the purpose of 

suitability and rigour. The interview questions were presented and discussed with some 

senior researchers before it was finalized. Moreover, one of the supervisors participated in 

the data analysis in Study Two, and agreement was reached in coding and on the relevance 

and consistency in the themes constructed. Citations from the data were used in the results 

to give substance to the themes constructed from the analysis of the data. The transparency 

in the presentation of the research process in both the articles and in this chapter increases 

the credibility and, hence, trustworthiness.  

In regard to transferability, the research context and what is being studied has described to 

permit comparisons with other local markets exhibiting similar characteristics as suggested 

by (Shenton, 2004). No education market context is the same, and therefore the context in 

which each study was conducted has been described. This places the results within this 

specific context but also allows for comparison across contexts which are similar or 

dissimilar. Moreover, transferability may be strengthened when the results of the study 

reflect theoretical understanding and align with previous research in other contexts. Some 

of the results of some of the studies in the research project are discussed in relation to the 

findings in other market contexts. Dependability refers to keeping an audit trail by 

completely recording all phases of the of the research process. This research project has 

documented all the phases of the research process: reading and carrying out the research 

work, which involves selection and communication with parents for the interviews, the 

interview guide, interview transcripts and so on. 

Validity can be both internal and external when it comes to quantitative studies (Bryman, 

2016). According to Bryman (2016), internal validity refers to whether the study is 

measuring what it is supposed to and whether inferences are correctly drawn from the 

results. The quantitative data used is register data, which manifests a high level of validity. 

The study has investigated the development of the special education market by measuring 

changes over time in the variables of demand and supply, which are the core measures in 

determining market growth in the market system of education. Moreover, all conclusions in 

this study were drawn from the results of the analysis of the data. Meanwhile, external 

validity referring to the generalizability of the results (Bryman, 2016) is high here since it 

involves a total population of schools and students in the special education market in 
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Sweden. Conclusions are generalizable for the whole of the special education market in 

Sweden.  

Regarding reliability, particularly relating to Study One, the register data is considered to be 

highly reliable since it is collected by a public authority with experience in collecting such 

data. This is even more so because of the nature of the data, which is relatively less sensitive 

and problematic than other social phenomena such as crime and deviance or 

unemployment. A minor issue with the data regards the possibility of some missing data 

pertaining to the Independent Resources Schools; since it was collected through a self-

registration resource, some schools might not have registered and provided the data on the 

number of students in their schools. However, this did not have any impact on the results 

since only a few schools might have failed to do so. The results of a study mapping these 

schools in 2014 (Skolverket, 2014) does not show any significant difference in the number of 

schools accounted for in the register data in 2015 that is used in this research project.  

All these different things were taken into consideration and implemented in this research 

project to address issues of trustworthiness, validity and reliability. 

5.6. Ethical issues 
A number of ethical issues were reflected upon and addressed in preparing and conducting 

the studies. These issues are important in carrying out an ethically guided research work. 

Particular consideration and reflections were given to some standard ethical issues spelt out 

in the ethical guidelines for good research practice by the Swedish Research Council 

(Swedish Research Council, 2017). Specific ethical issues that were confronted in conducting 

the different studies are discussed below. These issues are very specific issues that were 

encountered in the process of conducting the studies in this research project and worth 

discussing. 

The first ethical issues related to how participants were treated. The Swedish Research 

Council (2017) points to the treatment of research participants as a key ethical issue. 

Parents who participated in the interview study were provided information about the 

purpose of the research after their expression of interest. The parents were provided with 

detailed information about the research and were given the opportunity to ask questions 

during the briefing before interviews were booked. Parents provided verbal consent for 
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participation, since a discussion with the Research Liaison office at the university did not 

find it necessary to have written consent. Before the interviews were conducted the 

interviewer presented the interview procedure to the parents, and their rights were again 

reiterated. This included, for example, the right to decide not to answer a question or to 

stop the interview at any time as well as issues of confidentiality. In regard to laws on 

personal integrity and the recent General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), the anonymity 

of all participants in the interviews are protected. Parents’ information which could reveal 

their identity such as names, age and place of residence were not collected. To protect their 

children, information that could lead to their identification was not included. Parents’ and 

children’s names were substituted by numbers for parents, and fictive names were given to 

the children when they were used in the results section. No parents who participated have 

reported any personal harm or distress caused directly or indirectly by their participation in 

the study.  

When it comes to the Study Two’s examining of schools with websites, some reflections 

were made regarding these websites and what impact it may have on the schools as a 

business in the education marketplace. A school’s website presents the school to 

prospective consumers and the results of the study may affect this school’s relations to the 

market and potential customers. Furthermore, since the schools whose websites are 

analysed are more or less seen as “participants” in the research, and steps were taken to 

protect the identification of schools involved, i.e. the schools were not named and numbers 

were used in the results to denote the schools. However, websites and marketing 

information are produced and published by the schools to the general public for scrutiny, 

therefore this concern regarding protection of their identity may not particularly be 

relevant.  

Another ethical issue considered is the use of language and certain terminologies. The 

author has refrained from using any language that could be found to be offensive or 

inappropriate when describing the students. Hence, the term primarily used in this research 

project is students in need of special support which is also the term officially used in 

Swedish policy documents such as the Swedish education act. In Study Three the term 

student with disability is used, which is a term widely used in research literature today. It is 
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used primarily because all the parents who participated in the interview had children who 

whose need of special support was due to a disability.  

An issue of an ethical nature was encountered during one of the interviews I had with one 

of the parents. During the interview with this parent, who has had a really hard time with 

her child finding a suitable school, she showed some signs of distress discussing her struggle 

in the process of choosing a school for her son. Though she did not request stopping the 

interview, it was very clear that she had a hard time narrating her experience, especially 

when discussing her principal motivation in choosing a school for her son. She narrated how 

her son was completed excluded by all, never had any friends at school, was never invited 

out to play and was never invited to any birthdays by his classmates. She also said she had 

to make the tough decision to make her son repeat the third grade since he could not get 

into the resource school they had chosen for him. After a short while she re-collected 

herself and continued the interview without showing any more signs of distress. From an 

ethical standpoint, there seems to be a fine line as to when a researcher should stop an 

interviewee. I think this is worthy of more reflection even though one has expressly 

mentioned to the interviewee the right to stop the interview at any time if she/he so 

wishes. I did not stop her in this case, but I am not sure if this was the right thing to do from 

an ethical point of view. Perhaps it would have been the correct thing to do to ask if she 

wants to stop and continue later, but on the other hand, though she was showing some 

signs of distress, she did not stop, but instead she continued to narrate her experience. This 

experience is an example of the kind of ethical issue which a researcher may confront on the 

spot when collecting data and when they have to make quick decisions. 

5.7 Limitations of this dissertation 
There are a number of limitations with this research project worth mentioning. To begin 

with, one problem regards research design: this research project comprises different 

independent studies. The research process is dynamic, and though at the beginning one 

may have a clear design for the project, some changes are made in the process that tend to 

depart from the original conceptualization of the research design. A problem perhaps with 

the design of the studies in this research project was the focus on different aspects of the 

market phenomenon as empirical objects of study. This might result in some confusion over 

which levels of the market or which market are examined in which study. For example, the 
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special education market in Study One contra the education market in general in Study Two 

and Study Three. Furthermore, I think Study Three investigates too many different questions 

simultaneously. Maybe the design could have used interviews with parents to examine their 

motivations behind school choice and the challenges they experience when choosing 

schools. Although I do not consider that this design problem impacted on the quality of the 

study, it would have provided more space to explore these two questions. Moreover, the 

use of marketing information on schools’ websites as the only data source may leave out 

some sources of marketing information. Schools also uses other online information outlets 

such as social media platforms like Facebook, Twitter and Instagram. However, I doubt if 

data from these sources would have improved on the quality of the data since the schools’ 

websites contained both quality and a significant quantity of market information. An 

interview with the schools to supplement the data on the marketing websites might have 

added another kind of data to permit latent analysis and more interpretations and 

knowledge about the intentions of the schools in their marketing. A limitation that was 

highlighted in Study Three regards the small number of interviews and how far-reaching the 

conclusions can be drawn from the studies. However, it has been argued, and this has been 

highlighted in the methodology chapter also, that the sample size in a qualitative study does 

not necessarily matter. What matters is the depth and richness of the data. It is better to 

have one very good participant who will provide you with highly rich data than 20 

participants who provide very scanty data. Moreover, the conclusions drawn were 

rigorously informed by the analysis of the data and should be understood within the context 

in which the study is conducted. 

Finally, there is the issue of what kind of conclusions can be drawn from the results of the 

research project. Here, I refer particularly to the problem of generalization of the results. 

The results in Studies Two and Three are focused on the Stockholm Local Education Market, 

and hence the results cannot be generalized to the Swedish education market system as a 

whole. However, one could argue that the Swedish education market system is govern by 

national rules and standards such relating to consumer choice, the funding system, and 

having national authorities such as the National School Inspectorate ensuring that these 

rules and standards are respected by producers of education. Though local markets maybe 

identified and studied, it is not because these local market manifest significant identifiable 
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differences in the way they are regulated and function, therefore the results obtained in the 

Stockholm local education market could be similar to the other local education markets. It 

can therefore be argued that the results may say something about the Swedish education 

market as a whole and not just about the Stockholm local education market. This 

notwithstanding, the main purpose of this research project was not to generalize but to 

understand the market system of education for students in need of special support.  
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6. Results  
This chapter briefly presents the results of the three studies comprising this research 

project. The articles are including as an appendix. 

6.1 Study One: One market, two perspectives, three implications: on the development 
of the special education market in Sweden. 
 

6.1.1 Aim of the study 
The aim of this study is to examine the development of the special education market in 

Sweden and its implications on the system of education for students in need of special 

support. This study argues a special education market can be identified and defined within 

the Swedish education market and intends to investigate how this market has developed 

over time in regard to supply and demand. The question addressed in this study is as 

follows: How has the special education market developed over time and what implications 

does this have on the education of students in need of special support? 

6.1.2 Method 
The study uses statistical data from the Swedish National Agency for Education and 

Statistics Sweden to study the changes in demand and supply in the Special Education 

market in Sweden. Calculations were made to determine the increase of decrease in 

demand and supply; that is, the number and students and schools in the market as a whole 

and between private and public providers and the different market segments.  

6.1.3 Results 
The results of the study show that market size on the demand-side has remained stable at 

1.3% in 2017 as in 1994, compared to the entire education market though the number of 

students in the special education market has increased. Meanwhile, according to sectors, 

the private sector has increased its market size in the special education market from 1.9% in 

1994 to 12.4%, which means the public sector decreased from 98.1% to 87.6%. While on the 

supply side the market size of the special education market compared to the education 

market as a whole increased during the same period from 10.6% to 14.7%. Moreover, the 

private sectors’ supply for schools in the special education market increased by 1.8% to 13. 

6%, while the public sector decreased from 98. 2% to 86. 6%. Furthermore, the results show 

the demand in the special education market increased from 13,092 students in 1994 to 

18,105 students in 2017, with this increase being very significant in the private sector, which 
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increased from 260 students to 2447 students. The public sector also increased from 12, 932 

students to 15, 398 students. Almost all the market segments in the special education 

market showed an increase. On the supply side, the special education market increased 

from 676 schools to 908 schools. The private sector registered a significant increase of 

916.6%, while the public sector increased by 18.3%. All market segments witnessed 

increased growth. 

6.1.4 Conclusion 
The conclusions drawn from these results show the special education market is expanding 

both in terms of demand and supply. However, compared to the education market as a 

whole the special education market on the demand side has remained unchanged and has 

developed proportionately with the education market. This means that the relative 

incidence of exclusion has not increased since there are not relatively more students 

enrolled in the special education market in 2017 compared to the education market in 1994. 

However, there is increasing segregation between schools and student segregation in terms 

of new school forms and the homogenization of students according to specific disability and 

education provided to them in settings outside of the regular or mainstream school system 

respectively. 

 

6.2 Study Two: School marketing on their websites and students in need of special 
support: Independent schools in the Stockholm local education market. 
 

6.2.1 Aim of the study 
The aim of the study is to examine marketing by independent schools on how it appeals to 

students in need of special support. The study looks marketing by independent schools on 

their websites in the Local Education Market in Stockholm. Websites are seen as a way by 

which schools market themselves to the prospective consumers through the provision of 

information. The study poses the following question:  How does marketing by independent 

schools on their website appeal to students in need of special support?  
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6.2.2 Method 
The study uses qualitative content analysis to analyse the marketing information on schools’ 

website. A total of 20 schools out of a total of 135 schools at the comprehensive school level 

were selected using systematic random sampling.  

6.2.3 Results 
The findings show schools marketing their goals and values, diverse studentship, student 

services, methods and programmes and facilities. Schools marketed their goals and values 

primarily in academic terms such as performance and high academic expectations as well as 

promoted values regarding the social climate such as safety and student-wellbeing. The 

values of safety and student wellbeing is generally appealing to all consumers and though 

the promotion of educational values may reflect a primarily aim of education, this may not 

seem to be appealing to consumers in need of special support in Sweden who do not seem 

to show much interest in academic considerations in their school choice decision. Moreover, 

schools framed student diversity implicitly or explicitly in their marketing however students 

in need of special support were not addressed in this framing of students. Furthermore, 

school provided information about their services for students, but did not adequately and in 

a clearly organized manner present information relevant to consumers in need of special 

support. In the same vein, schools also marketed their pedagogical methods and services 

and other mandatory programmes, however, the marketing did not necessarily provide 

adequate and relevant information about pedagogical methods and approaches to support 

students in need of special support. Finally, the schools market their facilities but limited 

information was presented about the accessibility and user-friendliness of these facilities for 

students with disabilities who may require such facilities. 

6.2.4 Conclusion 
The findings of the study indicated that schools marketing does not address students in 

need of special support. The marketing fails to provide adequate and relevant information 

which will make it difficult for these consumers to find interest in school these schools when 

searching for a suitable school. The framing of the studentship does not necessarily include 

students in need of special support and the focus on academic goals in the framing of their 

goals may not speak to students in need of special support. The study argues that the lack of 

adequate and relevant information affects consumer empowerment to leverage the kind of 

education they want, but also the anticipated goal to improve on the education system in 
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general predicted by market proponents. Moreover, the lack of adequate and relevant 

information may mean parents will need to find information elsewhere which may be costly 

and time-demanding therefore increasing the difficulty and complexity in the school choice 

process for consumers in need of special support. Finally, this study calls on the public 

authorities that be to mandate schools to publish the kind of information that serves all 

consumers. 

 

6.3 Study Three: Shopping for schools: parents of students with disabilities in the 
education marketplace in Stockholm 
 

6.3.1 Aim of the study 
The aim of this study is to examine the experience of parents of students with disability 

when they shop for schools in terms of the motivations behind school choice, the 

information they seek and the source of the information and the constraints they 

encounter. Parents of students with disabilities are considered as consumers since they will 

make the decisions about school choice.  The following questions are posed: What are the 

motivations behind school choice for parents of students with disabilities? What kind of 

information do parents seek when they choose a school and where does the information 

come from? What constraints do they encounter when shopping for schools? 

6.3.2 Method 
The study used thematic analysis to analyse data collected through semi-structured 

interviews with seven parents of students of varying ages within the comprehensive school 

system in the Stockholm local education market.  

6.3.3 Results 
A number of motivations were found to be behind parental choice of schools, namely, 

friendship, special support system and school flexibility. Parents are motivated by the need 

of their child to have friends in terms of maintaining but also establishing friendships, the 

special support system at the school; in the availability, quality and organization of a special 

support system at the school and finally, the school’s flexibility in terms of the positive 

response to parental demands. Furthermore, parents were interested about information 

relating to the school such as, the eligibility to attend the school, the availability of 

resources, school environment and the organization of special education support. Parents 
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were also interested in information about consumer satisfaction with a school in such 

aspects as safety and student-wellbeing. Parents sought official and unofficial sources of 

information. Official sources refer to the information from official sources such as schools, 

municipalities and so on, and unofficial information comes from the parents’ social network 

such as friends, family, social media platforms and so on. Finally, parents expressed a 

number of constraints when they shop for schools. They expressed the lack of choice, 

primarily in terms of the limited number of suitable schools available to choose from and 

that they were, therefore, forced to make a choice. Parents also expressed the experience 

of information inadequacy to make school choice as well as the lack of support in the 

process of choosing a school. 

6.3.4 Conclusion 
This study concluded that parents of students with disabilities are not necessarily motivated 

by academic consideration and school performance meaning that though parents are 

rational their rationality is not in line with market rationality proposed by market theory. It 

also argues that both official and unofficial information are useful in the school choice 

process as both can produce tailored-made and “hot” knowledge when it comes to 

informing school choice. Moreover, the constraints experienced by the parents may 

negatively impact on inclusion and equity in terms of reducing the opportunity to 

participate and the quality of participation in school choice. It also argues that the lack of 

choice and the coercive nature of school choice is disempowering to the consumer in need 

of special support. 
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7. Discussion  
 

The aim of this research project is to analyze and describe the market system of education 

for consumers in need of special support in the context of the Swedish education market. To 

do so, the project has specifically examined three aspects of the market: the development 

of the special education market in terms of changes in demand and supply overtime, 

marketing by independent schools and parental school choice in the Stockholm local 

education market., This discussion chapter focuses on three aspects relating to the market 

system of education for students in need of special support in Sweden by drawing on the 

results of different studies. First, it discusses the organization and inner working of the 

market system of education, identifying some problems that arise as a result of the way the 

market system currently functions for consumers in need of special support. Secondly, it 

discusses consequences of the market system of education for students in need of special 

support on segregation and exclusion. Finally, it discusses what can be done to “fix” some of 

the problems identified with the market system of education for consumers in need of 

special support.  

7.1 The organization and functioning of the market system for students in need of 
special support 
In the market system of education as suggested by market theory, producers of education 

will create different and varied educational services to meet the diverse needs of consumers 

in the education marketplace. In this ideal market system of education, different schools’ 

options and services will emerge that will cater for consumers in need of special support. As 

such, consumers will have a variety of suitable school alternatives to choose from. 

Moreover, in this ideal market system of education, an effective consumer choice system 

will exist. Consumers including consumers in need of special support will be empowered and 

will have the authority to choose schools. They will freely choose the schools of their 

preference and leverage the kind of education they want, and producers of education will 

be responsive and accountable to consumers. In this market system, consumers will act as 

rational actors and will choose the best schools based on the academic credentials and 

reputation of the schools. In turn, schools will strive to improve on the quality of their 

services, otherwise they will be forced out of the market. Finally, in this market system of 
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education, consumers in need of special support will make informed choices and will be 

provided with adequate, relevant and reliable information to do so.  This is the market 

theoretical idealism of the organization and functioning of a market system of education for 

consumers in need of special support, or for any consumer for that matter. However, when 

the market system of education is empirically studied a different picture of the market 

system emerges. Drawing on the results of the studies in this research project, it is argued 

that the functioning of the education market for students in need of special support departs 

from this market idealism.  

7.1.1 The market system of education and school choice for consumers in need of special 
support 
A fundamental market principal and central to the functioning of a market system is 

consumer choice in its various ramifications. To begin with, market theory from a rationalist 

perspective suggests that parents will behave as rational actors and will choose the best 

school, which refers primarily to the school with the best academic credentials (Chubb and 

Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000; Le Grand and Bartlett, 1993). Since 

consumers are utility maximizers they will choose according to the quality of the education 

and the best potential for meeting their children’s academic needs (Chubb and Moe, 1990; 

Bosetti, 2004). This suggests that parental school choice will be motivated primarily by 

academic considerations. However, it is argued here that consumers in need of special 

support in the education market do not necessarily act in the rationalist way suggested by 

market theory. The assumption that consumers in a market system of education will choose 

the best school in reference to academic quality does not seem to reflect the motivations of 

consumers in need of special support in their choice of schools. Consumers in need of 

special support are influenced by a mix of motivations in their school choices, but academic 

considerations were not part of this mix. The results of Study Three show that parents of 

students in need of special support were largely motivated in their school choice decisions 

by their children’s social need in relations to friendship (both the maintenance and creation 

of new friendships), the special support system in the schools and the school’s flexibility in 

terms of positive response to parental demands. These results reflect the international 

literature examining parental school choice for students in need of special support. Studies 

such as Bagley and Wood (1998), Jenkinson (1998) and Leyser and Kirk (2004) found child-

based factors to be influential in parent school choice. Similarly, the special education 
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system in terms of resources in the schools has also been found to impact on parental 

school choice decisions (Lange and Lehr, 2000; Bajwa-Patel and Devecchi, 2014) and positive 

attitudes of school personnel (Glenn-Applegate et al., 2016). Consumers in need of special 

support do not seem to be shopping for academic performance, but instead they are 

shopping for friendship, a special support system at the school and the schools that will 

show flexibility in positively responding to the specific demands of the consumers. These 

motivations to choose a school sound logical as consumers in need of special support, due 

to their special needs, would seek a school with a responsive special educational support 

system. Moreover, research has also shown that students with disabilities may face more 

difficulties establishing friendships than their typical peers. Webster and Carter (2007) and 

Grenot-Scheyer et al. (1998) argue that developing friendship is an important component in 

children’s development. Hence one may understand the motivation to choose a school that 

promotes the establishment of friendships. While these results indicate other reasons than 

academic considerations as influential in parents’ school choice decisions for students in 

need of special support, this is not to suggest that these consumers do not value academic 

goals. Rather, in the context of the Swedish education market, parents seem to place more 

emphasis in their decisions on these factors. Furthermore, by not necessarily giving 

significance to academic considerations in their school choice decisions, consumers in need 

of special support are sending a message to the market system of education on what their 

expectations may be; that is, what they want from schools in the marketplace. They may 

want a school system that enhances social relationships, a school with a special support 

system that meets their different needs as consumers and a school that is open to positively 

responding to their specific demands.  

In another vein, the Swedish market system of education is constructed on the idea that 

consumers will freely choose a school of their preference from a variety of options. This 

goes for consumers in need of special support as for any other consumers. Parents as 

consumers are free to choose a school from a number of suitable alternatives.  As the 

results of this research project indicate, this does not seem to be the case for consumers in 

need of special support in the Swedish education market. There seem to be what can be 

described as a choice problem; this refers to both the lack of suitable options to choose from 

and coercion on choice. The results of Study Three show that parents of students in need of 
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special support expressed a lack of suitable school options in the education marketplace. 

One of the goals of introducing the market system into education was to promote the 

development of a variety of schools, both private actors alongside public alternatives, for 

parents to choose from.  The academic literature articulates that one of the fundamental 

characteristics of any school choice regime is the availability of a suitable choice set of 

schools to choose from (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000; Le 

Grand and Barlett, 1993; Norén, 2003). The availability of a plurality of options for consumer 

to choose from is therefore central to the effective functioning of consumer choice in the 

marketplace. The lack of suitable options is consequently disruptive to the effective 

functioning of the market system of education in the sense that these consumers cannot 

choose without options. This is a supply-side problem in the market system of education. 

According to the parents of students in need of special support in this research project, the 

assumption that a market system will yield a variety of suitable options for consumers in 

need of special support, or a menu of options for parents to choose from echoing market 

proponents in Anastasiou and Kaufman, (2009) has not happened. This is indicative of a 

problem with productive efficiency in regard to consumers in need of special support. 

Educational services have not matched the expectations, and perhaps the needs, of 

consumers in need of special support. The market system is still lagging in providing a 

suitable choice set of schools for consumers in need of special support. 

Moreover, the choice problem is again manifested in the experience of a lack of freedom of 

choice due to the perception that one’s choices are coerced. Consumers in need of special 

support in Study Three perceived that they had no choice or were coerced to “choose” a 

particular school form; coercion in the sense that they had to take what was available to 

them, and not necessarily what they wanted. This suggests that these consumers perceive 

choice not as the exercise of individual freedom, but something imposed on them by the 

institution of the market. Some international studies have also highlighted the problem of 

the perceived coerciveness of choice regimes on consumers in need of special support in the 

market system of education. Parents of students with disabilities in the education market 

systems in Australia and the UK expressed a lack of choice in the placement of their children 

with disabilities in special schools. They perceived that the professionals made the choice 

and not them, the consumers (Lilley, 2014; Byrne, 2013). Professional coercion is therefore 
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observed in these international studies, meanwhile, the case of the Swedish market system 

as seen here, is more a perceived market coercion in the sense that these consumers 

perceive that they were forced to choose what was available to them and not what they 

wanted.  

The choice problem for consumers in need of special support experienced in the process of 

choosing a school as described above is indicative that the market system may not 

essentially be developing and offering the kind of educational alternatives and services that 

consumers in need of special support may want and /or perhaps in the quantity they 

demand.  

Finally, an emerging issue regarding the functioning of school choice in the market system of 

education relates to supporting parents of students in need of special support in the process 

of choosing a school. Whilst consumers are expected to freely choose schools, consumers in 

need of special support expressed the need for support in the process of choosing schools. 

The parents in Study Three expressed a lack of support in the process of making school 

choice, especially from public authorities. Parents found the process demanding and 

stressful and considered themselves not knowledgeable enough about the school choice 

process. This lack of support may be problematic for consumers in need of special support 

to effectively exercise their freedom of school choice. Through support they may have more 

time and feel less stress in the process of making school choice. In addition, they may also 

have the time to search for more information about schools and other benefits accruing 

benefits they can have access to as consumers in need of special support within the 

framework of the social welfare system such as transportation and other resources, which 

broadens the scope of the education market for them both geographically and suitable 

school options.  It is thus important to find ways of supporting these parents without 

infringing on their right to freely choose a school. 

7.1.2 The market system of education and information for consumers in need of special 
support 
The availability of information is a condition sine qua non for the effective functioning of a 

consumer choice system. Most education market commentators agree that the availability 

of information to all consumers is key to the functioning of any school choice regime and in 

consumers making informed choices (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Levin 2001; Schneider, Teske 
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and Marschall, 2000; Le Grand and Bartlett, 1993). The availability of information is 

understood both in terms of the quantity and quality of information. Schneider, Teske and 

Marschall (2002) and Levin and Belfield (2003) amongst others have emphasised that the 

information provided to consumers should be reliable and relevant, as well as adequate or 

complete (Bartlett and Le Grand, 1993). In this regard, the market system of education is 

shown in this research to not provide adequate and relevant information to consumers in 

need of special support. The results of Study Two and Study Three are indicative of this 

problem. Study Two shows that independent schools fail to provide adequate and relevant 

information to consumers in need of special support when they market themselves. The 

findings in this study show that the marketing information provided to consumers through 

the schools’ websites was not adequate, and relevant information and clearly organised 

about the schools’ special support system, programmes, strategies and methods to support 

students in need of special support or about the school facilities and how they have been 

adapted and made user-friendly to some students with disabilities. This lack of information 

documented in Study Two is corroborated by parents in Study Three. The parents 

interviewed in Study Three expressed that they did not have adequate and reliable 

information about schools in the process of choosing schools. Considering the centrality of 

information in the effective functioning of the market system, a lack of information is 

therefore obstructive to the effective functioning of the market system regarding parental 

school choice. Without information the capability of these consumers to make informed 

school choices are reduced, which undermines one of the core assumptions of a market 

system of education and possibly the school quality improvement outcome on which the 

market discourse in education reposes. Market discourse among other things assumes that 

through consumer choice irresponsive and bad schools will be weeded out or forced out of 

the market, thereby improving the quality of education since only good and responsive 

schools would remain (Chubb and Moe, 1990; Levin 2001; Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 

2002). Without adequate, relevant and reliable information consumers will make 

uninformed choices and may choose the wrong school or may be lured into choosing an 

unsuitable school. Importantly, this affects the usage of school choice to leverage the kind 

of education they want. For the effective functioning of the market system for consumers in 

need of special support it is imperative that the market system provides adequate, relevant 

and reliable information.  Further, the importance of informed choices by consumers cannot 



73 
 

be overstated in the attainment of the ultimate goal of improving the quality of education, 

which is one of the strongest arguments used to introduce a market system of education.  

Furthermore, the results of this research project inform about the kind and source of 

information consumers in need of special support seek and use in the making of parental 

school choice in the market system of education. While there seems to be a consensus in 

the academic literature on the importance of information for the effective functioning of a 

market system of education, it is not the case regarding the kinds of information and the 

sources of information to facilitate consumer school choice. Market theorists have mainly 

emphasized official sources in suggesting how information should be collected and provided 

to parents to allow them to make informed school choice (Chubb and Moe, 1990). 

Meanwhile, others have suggested parents will rely on different kinds and sources of 

information to make school choice decisions (Ball and Vincent, 1998).  

The findings in Study Three show that consumers in need of special support rely on different 

kinds of information to make the school choice decision. These consumers did not seem to 

rely on information about school performance to make informed school choice decisions as 

has been suggested by market theory. Parents collected a variety of school-based 

information such as eligibility of the school for their child in need of special support, 

availability of special education resources, school environment and organization of special 

education support. Moreover, parents also collected information about consumer 

satisfaction from past and current parents. Information on consumer satisfaction was 

related to things such as materials and personnel to more psycho-social and affective issues 

such as student happiness and safety. Knowing the kind of information consumers in need 

of special support rely on to make school choice is significant in informing the market and 

public authorities involved in the governance of the market about what kind of information 

should be collected or produced and disseminated to fund school choice decisions for 

consumers in need of special support.   

Regarding the sources of information, Ball and Vincent (1998) suggest that parents will use 

information from both official sources (cold knowledge) and unofficial sources or grapevine 

knowledge (hot knowledge) that is acquired through parental social networks to make 

school choice decisions. The results of this research project show that parents use both 

official and unofficial sources of information. Parents in this research project sought 
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information from both official and unofficial sources. Official sources included schools 

(schools’ websites and school visits), municipalities (especially websites showing 

performance tables), different organizations and parent associations. Unofficial sources 

included information from within their social networks, such as friends, families and 

different social media platforms. Which information was collected and from what source 

played different roles at different phases in the iterative process that choosing a school 

involves. Parents may rely on different sources of information since these different sources 

provide different kinds of information. However, Ball and Vincent (1998) argue that parents 

tend to find unofficial sources more reliable and useful, but this research project did not find 

such a tendency regarding consumers in need of special support. The results of this project 

indicate that both sources of information were used, but the official information parents 

had access to and collected through school visits and the schools’ response to their 

demands seem to play a more influential role. Moreover, these consumers’ reliance on both 

sources of information may be related to the inadequacy and perhaps irrelevance of the 

information that is officially produced. Most of the information produced and published by 

official sources may not reflect the kind of information consumers in need of special support 

are necessarily reaching for or find relevant. For example, schools produced information are 

doctored to only present the best aspects of the schools or those aspects schools want to 

communicate, which may not necessarily appeal to consumers in need of special support. 

Study Two shows this. This may also be the case for the official information produced by 

public authorities, which tends to focus on indicators like school performance and 

accountability, but which consumers in need of special support do not seem to focus on 

when making school choice.  

7.1.3. An expanding special education market system 
The results of this research project also show a clear tendency towards expanding provision 

in the special educational services in the market system of education; specifically, in the 

special education market. Market theory in education suggests that producers of education 

will innovate and diversify and increase their offerings in educational services for students in 

need of special support (Chubb and Moe, 1990; McGroarty, 2001; Anastasiou and Kaufman, 

2009). That is, the implementation of a market system based on choice and competition will 

be an incentive for producers of education to diversify their services to meet the diversity of 

consumers. This suggests that on the supply-side of the market system, educational services 
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for students in need of special support will flourish (Anastasiou and Kaufman, 2009). The 

results of this research project, specifically the results of Study One looking at the 

development of the special education market, have shown that the special educational 

system has expanded; from a principally public monopoly competition system to a pluralistic 

competitive market system where independent actors are competing for consumers in need 

of special support alongside public actors. In addition, the percentage of private sector 

participation in the special education market has increased significantly between the period 

of 1994 and 2017. This increase in private sector participation has also led to increasing 

provision in terms of schools in the special education market. In 2017, the special education 

market had expanded significantly and there were many more schools within the market 

than before the market system of education was implemented.  Similarly, the expansion of 

the special education market is also demonstrated in the structural change in the market 

system from what can be described as a two-tier to a three-tier system: from a two-tier 

special education system constituting special schools (regional and national special schools) 

and the särskola, which is the school for students with severe learning disabilities, to a 

three-tier system with the establishment of the Resource school-type. The Resource school-

type which targets students in need of special support is a pure product of the market 

system of education, and this school-type has emerged and consolidated its place in the 

special education marketplace over the last few years. Though this research project has not 

studied the organization of these schools, a study by the Swedish National Agency of 

Education shows that these Resource schools tend to target and serve students with very 

specific disabilities; for example, a school may target students with ADHD or ASD, while 

another may serve students with social and emotional difficulties (Skolverket, 2014). 

Therefore, based on the Resource schools, the market system is responding to consumers in 

need of special support according to specific disabilities by creating different kinds of 

schools to serve different disabilities. This is suggestive of a market medicalization in the 

supply-side response to consumers in need of special support. The market in its response to 

consumers in needs of special support, in this case, seems to have been influenced by the 

medical view of disability as consumers are seen in terms of their disabilities and 

educational services organized to serve them in separate schools. However, the key point 

here is the expansion of provision in the special education market as documented in Study 

One. 
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This section (7.1) has discussed the results of this research project in relation to the 

functioning of the market system of education and has highlighted some problems emerging 

from the empirical studies in this research project: problems such as the choice problem 

both in terms of lack of suitable options and the coercion of choice. The lack of information 

is indicative of a negative impact on consumer empowerment in the marketplace and in a 

broader perspective on the functioning of the market system of education for consumers in 

need of special support. By giving consumers the possibility to be empowered through the 

authority of school choice is only giving them the possibility to be empowered. For 

consumers in need of special support to be effectively empowered they must be able to 

effectively use school choice to leverage the kind of education they want. Some critics argue 

that a market system of education will not necessarily empower consumers in need of 

special support (Duncan, 2003; Bagley and Woods, 1998; Deem, 1998). Deem (1998) argues 

that consumers in need of special support will not be empowered on the premise that since 

market forces rely on the free interaction between supply and demand, it will further 

disadvantage already disadvantaged students like consumers in need of special support. 

Hence, parental power will accrue only to those who already have access to mechanisms of 

power. The interaction between demand and supply, as seen in the functioning of the 

choice system in this research project has not necessarily created the conditions for them to 

be empowered either. All in all, these problems with the functioning of the market system 

emerging from the empirical studies, and discussed above, negatively affect the use of 

school choice by consumers to leverage the kind of education they want.  

7.2 Consequences on segregation and exclusion  
This research project also throws some light on the issues of segregation and exclusion. 

Segregation it is argued by Schneider, Teske and Marschall (2000, p.13) is “absolutely critical 

to the analysis of any school reform and one that must be addressed in any study of school 

choice”. The results of this research project are helpful in discussing consequences on 

segregation and exclusion of consumers in need of special support. Some critics of the 

market system of education raise concerns that the market system of education will lead to 

increasing segregation of students on the basis of ability, ethnic background or religion and 

income (Böhlmark and Lindahl 2015). Swedish research has reported increased segregation 

on the basis of ethnicity and social background for example (see Fjellman 2019; Östh, 
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Andersson and Malmberg, 2013; Bunar, 2010b). Regarding students in need of special 

support, Giota and Lundborg (2007) and Magnússon (2015) note that segregated provision 

of special education increases in a market system of education. While Giota and 

Emanuelsson (2011) have warned that organizational solutions in both municipal and 

independent schools’ risk further segregating students in need of special support. This is 

corroborated by Magnússon (2019), reporting that temporary segregated solutions for 

students in need of special support tend to become permanent. The results of this research 

project indicate further segregation in the special education system. The results of Study 

One, which examined the development of the special education market, are indicative of 

increasing segregation at the systemic level. The expanding special education market has 

meant structural changes in the system in the establishment of a new school-form; the 

Resource schools. This new school form further segregates the already segregated special 

education system as it moves from a two-tier to a three-tier system; from the special 

schools and the schools for students with severe intellectual disabilities to include the 

Resource schools targeting students with different disabilities. Moreover, the organization 

of these resource schools, in terms of specific disabilities as previous research has shown 

(Skolverket, 2014), deepens segregation at the school-level, as schools are established 

targeting students with specific disabilities. This creates a new wave of special schools based 

on specific disabilities, hence furthering segregation between schools in the special 

education market. The problem of segregation outlined here, is, however, a trade-off 

between market discourse and market-critical discourse. Market discourse may view this 

expansion as market responsiveness to the diverse needs of consumers in need of special 

support, as producers have the autonomy to create special schools to meet the needs of 

consumers with different disabilities and needs. Meanwhile, a market-critical discourse 

views this as a system that fosters increasing segregation between schools in the expanding 

and increasing specialising special education market system.  

Similarly, increasing segregation between schools signifies increasing student segregation 

within the special education system outside of the regular education system. The 

organization of the Resource schools means students are further separated according to 

disabilities or special educational needs and the education provided to them in separately. 

That is, students are ordered according to specific disabilities such as ADHD, ASD, social and 
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emotional disabilities and end up in different kinds of schools. This is described in the 

research project in Study One as homogenization.  This means that students in need of 

special support are packaged into small groups based on specific disabilities or special needs 

and the education offered to them in separate special schools in the market system. This 

therefore increases segregation between these students based on special needs or disability 

in the market system of education in general and specifically in the special education market 

system in Sweden.  

Regarding exclusion, whether a market system will lead to an increased exclusion of 

students in need of special support or not is a bone of contention in the literature on the 

market system of education and its consequence for students in need of special support. 

Critics of the market system of education argue that it will lead to exclusion of students in 

need of special support (Westling Allodi, 2009; Barton, 1997; Walford, 1996; Magnússon, 

2019). The problem with exclusion of students in need of special support in the market 

system of education has been formulated and evidence provided in different ways in the 

literature. On the one hand, exclusion can be understood in the relationship between 

students in need of special support being served in the public or independent schools, and, 

on the other hand, exclusion can be understood in relation to the education of students in 

need of special support in the regular or special education settings. Regarding inclusion in 

the relationship between municipal and independent schools, a Swedish study shows 

independent schools are serving a smaller proportion of students in need of special support 

compared to municipal schools (Göransson, Magnússon and Nilholm, 2012). This study 

further documents that15% of independent schools had refused enrolment to consumers in 

need of special support due to economic or organizational difficulties. Relating to the latter 

understanding of exclusion, Westling Allodi (2009) amongst others raises concerns that the 

market system of education may lead to increasing exclusion as students in need of special 

support may be excluded by the regular schools since they may cost more and perform less. 

In latter understanding of exclusion the result of this project shows the relative incidence of 

exclusion has not changed due to the implementation and development of the market 

system of education. There is relative stability in the incidence of exclusion in terms of 

enrolment in special education schools as an outcome of the introduction of a market 

system of education over time. The results in Study One show that there are not relatively 
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more students in need of special support receiving education in special educational settings; 

that is, settings outside of the regular education system in 2017 compared to 1994. If 

exclusion is viewed in this way, the market system of education seems not to have led to an 

increasing exclusion of students in need of special support. While it is not within the scope 

of this project to explain the reasons for the stability, it is speculated that this could be 

connected to a number of reasons. First, the elasticity in supply, in that the number of 

special schools offering education to students in need of special support does not 

necessarily increase in the same proportion as the number of students in need of special 

support in the education marketplace. Therefore, these consumers irrespective of their 

desire to receive education in the special education market system may be “forced” to 

remain in the regular market system. Secondly, the regulated eligibility criteria for the public 

special schools, that is, regional and national special schools keeps the number of students 

attending these schools under control and lastly, the municipal schools are obligated to 

enrol students in need of special support, so even if these students are rejected by the 

independent schools, the municipal schools are obliged to admit them. However, if the 

current trend in increasing supply and demand continues, the likelihood that the relative 

incidence of exclusion will increase is only a matter of time. 

7.3. “Fixing” the market system for consumers in need of special support 
This discussion chapter has highlighted some problems with the market system of education 

for consumers in need of special support. It is important that this discussion engages the 

ways in which the problems identified with the market system may be addressed. It is not 

the intention of this project to argue for the de-marketization of the public education 

system and replace it with a new public education system or another system. However, it is 

interested in the option of trying to fix the problem in the hope that the market may by and 

large, be responsive to consumers in need of special support and that these consumers can 

use the market system to leverage the kind of education they want. In the broader scheme 

of things, this would perhaps contribute to the improvement of the education system and 

better serve broader societal goals whatever they may be. In this line of thought, therefore, 

a number of things can be done to try to “fix” the market of education in Sweden for 

consumers in need of special support based on the problematic issues identified in this 

research project. 
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To begin with, a number of problems are identified regarding the consumer choice system 

for consumers in need of special support. These problems relate to the experience of lack of 

choice and the experience of the coercion of choice, the experience of lack of support and 

the problem of information availability. Changes to the market system would be required to 

create the necessary conditions for a better functioning of the market system for consumers 

in need of special support. 

The choice problem described in terms of the perceived lack of choice and the coercion of 

choice experienced by consumers in need of special support can be addressed. This may 

require producers of education, especially the regular schools to offer services and in the 

quantities that are responsive to consumers in need of special support, thereby making 

available as suitable choices, which means an increase in the choice set of schools for these 

consumers. This may be in terms of new provisions but also in adapting existing offers to 

meet the expectations of these consumers. The motivations behind parental school choice 

demonstrated in this project, are indicative of what some of these expectations may be. 

Consumers in need of special support would want a market system of education where 

schools foster social participation for students in need of special support. Such schools 

would embolden the students in need of special support to develop social relationship and 

be part of the social structure of the school. These consumers may also want a market 

system where schools have a responsive system of special support as well as a market 

system of flexible producers who listen to and respond positively to the demands of these 

consumers. That is to say, a school that would develop a special education system that 

meets the special needs of these consumers, and is also attentive to and positively responds 

to the demands of these consumers. It therefore calls on producers of education to start 

developing the school environment and special support system that meet the expectations 

of these consumers as well as an attitudinal change in terms of responsiveness to the 

demands these consumers may pose. If schools, especially the regular schools in the 

education market place are able to respond to these expectations, then this will significantly 

increase the choice set of schools for consumers in need of special support. One way to 

support schools to provide responsive educational services, may be to review the resource 

allocation system to these schools, specifically the funding of consumers in need of special 

support. The review of the current funding system in terms of providing more funding as per 
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the base amount of the voucher for students in need of special support. This suggests, an 

increase in the base amount of the voucher for students in need of special support. These 

students will likely cost more to educate and should also be allocated a higher voucher 

compared to the typical student. This means schools will from the onset get more funds to 

support the education of these students. More so, the process of applying for additional 

funding should be reviewed and made more effective for the independent schools. Since the 

base amount of the voucher for these consumers is increased according to this suggestion, 

the consumers in need of special support who may be eligible for additional funding should 

also be reviewed accordingly and only those who need significantly more resources should 

be included under this regime. The process to apply for this additional funding should be 

eased and the time to process the applications should be reduced.  

Furthermore, the public authorities may find ways to support the establishment of more 

Resource schools as they seem to be attractive to consumers in need of special support in 

the education market. These consumers may be drawn to these Resources schools due to 

the failure of the regular system to meet their needs as well as the fact that these group of 

consumers may not meet the eligibility requirements to attend the public special schools. 

The Resource schools, which are more specialized and possibly better resourced and smaller 

in size, than the regular schools may likely be more responsive to consumers in need of 

special support. The suggestion to review the funding of consumers in need of special 

support, may also support the maintenance of these resource schools as well as encourage 

the establishment of new ones. A better solution may be the former that encourages the 

responsive of the regular schools to students in need of special support than the latter 

regarding Resource schools since it promotes a more inclusive system, which is a principal 

goal of the Swedish education system. 

Furthermore, the information problem needs to be addressed. The availability of 

information to consumers, is one of the pillars of the effective functioning of a consumer 

choice system. It is therefore crucial that the market system provides adequate, relevant 

and reliable information to consumers in need of special support in order to make informed 

choices in the education marketplace. Schools should be required to clearly organize and 

provide adequate, relevant and reliable information about aspects of the school that are 

relevant to consumers in need of special support. If these schools are financed through 
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taxation, then they should be obligated to provide information that is useful to all segments 

of the student population. This involves information about the special education support 

system at the school, including information about special education personnel, facilities, 

materials, approaches, methods and strategies to support students in need of special 

support. Moreover, public authorities should also collect, organize and disseminate the kind 

of information that consumers in need of special support find useful. This should comprise 

information such as schools that are eligible schools, for example, which special schools are 

available and which students are eligible to attend them and also information about schools 

with a special education profile or other profiles. More so, information about consumer 

satisfaction relating to both affective and the school’s psycho-social learning environment 

should also be collected and disseminated, since this research project documents that 

consumers in need of special support seek such information in the process of shopping for 

schools. 

 Consumers in need of special support should also be provided with support in the process 

of choosing a school in ways they want. The lack of support makes the school choice process 

even more difficult and weakens them as consumers as they are left unattended to and 

vulnerable in the education marketplace. Since parents reported that they found the 

process stressful and demanding and are not so knowledgeable about schools, any support 

that would ease the process without imposing on parental choice may be desirable in 

addressing this problem.  

If the above-mentioned changes are realized the market system may better serve the 

interest of consumers in need of special support. These changes may create the conditions 

for and support consumers in need of special support in using school choice to leverage the 

kind of education they want. They will likely be empowered to freely choose schools from 

an enlarged choice set without coercion, with access to adequate, relevant and reliable 

information and with support as they desire.  

7. 4 Knowledge contributions 
Based on the limited attention research in Sweden has paid to the education market and 

students in need of special support, this research project contributes in providing an 

understanding of and brings some evidence to bear on the functioning of the Swedish 

education market for consumers in need of special support. It makes a theoretical 
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contribution to better understanding the market system of education from the perspective 

of consumers in need of special support and finally, the results of this research project may 

have some practical as well as policy implications.   

This research project has contributed to a better understanding of the functioning of the 

market system of education for consumers in need of special support by bringing some 

empirical evidence forward to assist in understanding how the choice system functions for 

these consumers. This relates to knowledge about the motivations behind their school 

choices; the kind of information and sources of information they use. It has also contributed 

in understanding the supply-side of the market at the structural level in the special 

education market, how their participation in the special education system outside of the 

regular system has grown over the years and the growth of the Resource school form which 

serves students in need of special support. Moreover, this project has contributed in 

problematizing the functioning of the market system of education for consumers in need of 

special support by identifying problems relating to the market system for these consumers. 

This refers to the problems with the consumer choice system such as lack of choice and 

support to parents and importantly also problems with information to facilitate consumer 

choice.  

From a theoretical point-of-view, I believe that this research project has contributed in 

promoting an extended and comprehensive theoretical framework in understanding a 

market system of education. The market system is complex, and this complexity can 

perhaps be better understood if different theoretical understandings can be used in a 

complimentary framework. Rather than choosing a particular theory, a variety of theories 

could be used in a way that provide perhaps a more nuanced and non-partisan view of a 

market system of education. Furthermore, this research project has attempted to give some 

special education understanding to some key concepts underpinning a market system of 

education such as empowerment and school choice. At the same time, it launches an appeal 

for further theorization of the education market from the special education perspective. 

Moreover, it has attempted to conceptualize a special education market as a market in its 

own right. This does not only create the groundwork for the understanding of special 

education as a distinct market system but also positions this market as an empirical object 

of study. This theoretical work on the special education market needs further sophistication. 
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Further, this project has intervened in the debate on the market system of education and 

students in need of special support by bringing to providing some empirical evidence on 

some issues of theoretical tensions, mainly around the issues of segregation and exclusion 

as possible consequences of a market system of education for students in need of special 

support. 

Lastly and from a practical and policy standpoint, the results of this research project and the 

recommendations made can be useful in making changes to the current market system so 

that it may better serve consumers in need of special support.  

7.5 Further Research 
Little has been researched in this area in the context of the Swedish education market. 

Hence, many of the issues examined in this research project may be looked at on a bigger 

scale, perhaps using different methods and in other local education markets to provide 

more corroborating evidence. However, a number of topics and issues may be of interest for 

future research relating to students in need of special support or generally speaking special 

education and the market system of education. Some of these issues emerge from this 

research project or are closely related to the issues examined but which did not fall within 

the scope of this research project. 

More research is needed to further theorize the “special education market” as a market 

system in its own right. Empirical studies relating to the special education market could 

examine reasons why parents of students in need of special support decided to shop in this 

market as well as to understand the market mobility of consumers in need of special 

support between the special education market and the “regular education market”. 

Moreover, studies could also specifically look at the Resource schools and the market 

conditions in which they operate and the perceived parental satisfaction with these schools, 

since these schools are becoming increasingly interesting to consumers in need of special 

support.  

Furthermore, there is need for further theorization of the educational market from a special 

education perspective. A challenge encountered in this study was the lack of theories on the 

education market that understand and explain special educational needs in the education 

marketplace. That is, how special educational needs per se would influence how both 
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consumers and producers approach and engage with the market. Although this project has 

touched on this, more research is still needed. For example, the ways schools respond to 

students in need of special school and how parents of students in need of special support 

perceived the market system of education. Sociological perspectives have been useful in 

bring aspects of class, race, income into the understanding of parental school choice (see 

the works of Ball, 1993, 1995; Jennings, 2010; Bardley III, 2015). A special education 

perspective that brings in different characteristics of special needs and how they interplay in 

the marketplace is not only useful but necessary as the literature in this area expands. 

Since this work primarily examined the Stockholm local education market similar studies 

looking at the same issues regarding school marketing and parental shopping of schools can 

be carried out in other local market contexts in Sweden, for example in Goteborg and 

Malmö. This will allow to confirm or not some of the findings of this research project and 

allow for more generalised conclusions about the Swedish education market and students in 

need of special support. 

More research is required to rank the factors influencing parental choice of schools. This 

research project has shown the factors that influence parental choice.  This could be done 

through a questionnaire study with parents of students in need of special support about 

ranking the different factors influencing school choice decisions. The results of this study 

and other studies could be used to develop a number of items to constitute the 

questionnaire. These will provide more information on specific aspects about the school 

that these consumers value when they assess schools. 

The sociological literature on education markets has discussed how social class and ethnicity 

may influence parents as choosers. The special education literature may be interested in 

looking at how class issues interplay with special education needs in the education market 

place. Specifically, how the social class of consumers in need of special support interferes 

with school choice decisions.   

More research is also needed to examine if a market system of education has led to 

improving academic performance for students in need of special support. A core assumption 

by market proponents is that a market system will improve student achievement, but little 
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is known about this in the Swedish education market. This was outside of the scope of this 

research project. 

Lastly and most importantly, research should also examine the consumer´s satisfaction 

when it comes to consumers in need of special support with the market system of 

education. That is, if school choice leads to greater consumer satisfaction as market 

proponents claim.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



87 
 

Sammanfattning på Svenska 

I början av 1990-talet införde Sverige ett marknadssystem för utbildning, varigenom elever 

och föräldrar, i egenskap av konsumenter, gavs möjlighet att välja skolor. Skolorna i sin tur 

förväntades konkurrera om elever i ett offentligt finansierat, kundbaserat system. 

Skolmarknadssystemet förväntades verka för alla konsumenters intressen. Oro har dock 

väckts angående detta system vad gäller utbildning för de elever som är i behov av särskilt 

stöd.  

Denna avhandlings syfte är att analysera och beskriva skolmarknadssystemet i relation till 

konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd. Avhandlingen innefattar tre studier vilka behandlar 

olika aspekter av skolmarknadssystemet; framväxten av den specialpedagogiska marknaden, 

friskolors marknadsföring och föräldrars erfarenheter av skolvalet. 

Syftet med den första studien var att undersöka utvecklingen av den specialpedagogiska 

marknaden mellan år 1994 och 2017 samt dess implikationer för utbildningssystemet för 

elever i behov av särskilt stöd. Denna studie baserades på registerdata från Skolverket 

angående olika skolformer, antalet skolor och elever i dessa skolformer. Resultaten visar på 

en relativ stabilitet vad gäller efterfrågesidan av den specialpedagogiska marknaden, i 

relation till skolmarknaden som helhet, medan utbudssidan växte markant under perioden. 

De visar också på en tydlig utökning av den privata sektorn inom den specialpedagogiska 

marknaden på både efterfråge- och utbudssidan. Studiens resultat pekar vidare på ett 

expanderande specialpedagogiskt marknadssystem men indikerar också att exkluderingen 

av elever i behov särskilt stöd inte har ökat. Exkludering förstås här med andelen elever i 

behov av särskilt stöd som får utbildning i det segregerade skolsystemet. Ytterligare en 

observation i studien är att det finns en ökad segregation mellan skolor och elever i det 

specialpedagogiska systemet, utanför det ordinarie systemet. 

Den andra studien undersökte marknadsföring hos friskolor, specifikt på skolornas 

hemsidor, och hur dessa appellerade elever i behov av särskilt stöd inom Stockholms lokala 

skolmarknad. Studien analyserade marknadsföringsinformation på 20 friskolors hemsidor. 

Resultaten pekar på att dessa skolor marknadsför vad som anses vara viktiga aspekter av 

sina verksamheter, såsom mål och värderingar, elever, metoder och program samt lokaler. 

De visar också på att skolorna, i sin marknadsföring, inte nödvändigtvis tilltalar konsumenter 



88 
 

i behov av särskilt stöd, då de i många fall inte tillhandahåller relevant eller tillräcklig 

information. Detta återspeglas också i skolors inramningar av elever, målsättningar och 

värderingar samt i vilken mån lokalerna är anpassade till de konsumenter i behov av särskilt 

stöd som skulle kunna behöva detta. 

Den tredje studien undersökte erfarenheter av skolvalsprocessen hos föräldrar till elever i 

behov av särskilt stöd. I studien intervjuades åtta föräldrar till barn i behov av särskilt stöd 

som har valt skolor till sina barn. Resultaten visar att föräldrarnas skolval motiverats av 

behov att skapa nya vänskapsband eller behålla barnets vänner, de specialpedagogiska 

stödsystemen i skolorna samt skolornas flexibilitet vad gäller att bemöta föräldrarnas 

önskemål. Föräldrarna intresserar sig vidare för information som rör behörighet, 

resurstillgång, skolmiljöer och kundnöjdhet gällande områden som säkerhet och elevers 

välbefinnande. Informationen söktes upp både via officiella och icke-officiella källor. 

Föräldrarna i studien ger uttryck för upplevda begränsningar såsom brist på valmöjligheter, 

bristfällig information samt otillräckligt stöd. 

Som helhet visar avhandlingen på hur skolmarknadssystemet fungerar i relation till 

konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd. Dessa konsumenter tenderar att välja skolor baserat 

på andra faktorer än de rent prestationsmässiga, där faktorer som vänskap, det 

specialpedagogiska stödsystemet samt skolans flexibilitet att bemöta dessa konsumenters 

önskemål blir viktiga. Detta indikerar vad konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd efterfrågar 

från utbildningsproducenterna i ett marknadssystem; en skola som ger dem möjlighet att 

vara en del av det sociala sammanhanget genom att ha kamrater, en skola som har 

tillräckliga specialpedagogiska stödsystem samt en skola som lyssnar till sina konsumenter 

och är villig att bemöta dessas önskemål på ett positivt sätt. Marknadssystemet tycks också 

präglas av ett valproblem för konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd. Det finns inte tillräckligt 

många lämpliga alternativ och valet upplevs som tvingande eftersom föräldrarna behöver 

göra val utifrån ett begränsat utbud som inte nödvändigtvis speglar vad de efterfrågar. 

Avhandlingen påvisar att marknaden misslyckas med att tillhandahålla relevant och 

tillräcklig information för att underlätta skolvalet vilket kan betyda att konsumenterna i 

behov av särskilt stöd inte kan göra ett välinformerat skolval. Detta påverkar deras makt 

som konsumenter vad gäller att effektivt använda skolvalet för att få den typ av skola de vill 

ha. Slutligen har marknaden för konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd expanderat, särskilt 
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inom den etablerade specialpedagogiska marknaden, till exempel genom uppkomsten av 

resursskolor. Den expanderande specialpedagogiska marknaden har lett till ökad 

segregation mellan skolor och mellan elever, men inte till en ökad exkludering av elever i 

behov av särskilt stöd sett till dessas deltagande i det ordinarie systemet relativt det 

segregerade systemet. 

Vidare diskuterar avhandlingen hur problemen gällande hur skolmarknaden fungerar för 

konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd skulle kunna lösas. Angående valproblematiken måste 

de offentliga instanser som har ansvar för skolan skapa incitament för att de ordinarie 

skolorna, särskilt friskolor, ska kunna utveckla sina specialpedagogiska verksamheter så att 

de kan ses som lämpliga alternativ och därmed skapa utökade valmöjligheter för 

konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd. En möjlig lösning är att förändra det aktuella 

skolpengssystemet så att elever i behov av särskilt stöd får en högre prislapp. Med utökade 

resurser ges friskolorna möjlighet att förbättra sin specialpedagogiska verksamhet. 

Detsamma gäller för resursskolorna som genom detta skulle få in mer resurser vilket inte 

bara utökar möjligheterna att överleva på skolmarknaden men också leder till att nya 

resursskolor kan etablera sig. Konsumenter i behov av särskilt stöd uppvisar ett stort 

intresse för resursskolor, men det finns idag inte tillräckligt många sådana vilket leder till att 

det kan dröja flera månader, till och med år, innan en elev får en plats i en av dessa 

resursskolor. För att skolval ska vara meningsfullt för konsumenter i ett marknadssystem 

måste marknaden skapa förutsättningar för att de skolor som konsumenter efterfrågar ska 

kunna etablera sig och överleva. 

När det gäller informationsproblematiken måste offentliga instanser också hitta ett sätt att 

samla och producera den informationen som är viktig för konsumenter i behov av särskilt 

stöd när de ska välja skolor. Detta innebär information som är relevant, adekvat och pålitlig. 

Vidare skulle krav kunna ställas på att skolorna producerar information om sin 

specialpedagogiska verksamhet som är tillgänglig och lätt att förstå, exempelvis angående 

personal, metoder och strategier för att stödja elever i behov av särskilt stöd samt 

information om anpassade skollokaler.  

 

 



90 
 

References 
 

Alexiadou, N., Dovemark, M., Erixon-Arreman, I., Holm, A.-S., Lundahl, L., and Lundström, U. 

(2016). Managing inclusion in competitive school systems: The cases of Sweden and 

England. Research in Comparative and International Education, 11(1), 13-

33.  https://doi.org/10.1177/1745499916631065.  

Anastasiou, D., and Kaufman, J.M. (2009). When Special Education Goes to the Marketplace: The 

Case of Vouchers. Exceptionality 17:4, 205–222. Doi:10.1080/09362830903232109. 

Anderson, L., G.Möllås, and L.Ohlsson. (2019). Characteristics of Independent Schools Directed at 

Students in Need of Special Support: A Study of School Website Presentation. Problems of Education 

in the 21st Century 77 (3): 2019.  

Apple, M. (2001). Educating the “right way:” Markets, standards, God, and inequality. New York: 

Routledge-Falmer. 

Baggesen Klitgaard, M. (2008). School vouchers and the new politics of the welfare state. 

Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration, and Institutions 21, no. 4: 479–98. 

Bagley, C. (2006). School choice and competition: a public‐market in education revisited, Oxford 
Review of Education, 32:3, 347-362, DOI: 10.1080/03054980600775656. 

Bagley, C. and Woods, P.A. (1998). School choice, markets and special educational needs, Disability 

& Society, 13, pp. 763–783. 

Bagley, C., Woods, P. A., and Woods, G. (2001). Implementation of school choice policy: 

Interpretation and response by parents of students with special educational needs. British Educational 

Research Journal, 27(3), 287–311. 

Bajwa-Patel, M., and Devecchi, C. (2014). “Nowhere that fits”: The dilemmas of school choice for 

parents of children with Statements of Special Educational Needs (SEN) in England. Support for 

Learning, 29 (2), 117–135. 

Baker, S. E., and Edwards, R. (2012). How many qualitative interviews is enough? Expert voices and 

early career reflections on sampling and cases in qualitative research. National Center for Research 

Methods.  

Ball, S. J. (1993). Education markets, choice and social class: the market as a class strategy in the UK 

and the USA. British journal of sociology of education, 14 (1), 3-19. 

Ball, S. J. (2003). Class strategies and the educational marketplace: The middle classes and social 

advantage. London, UK: Routledge. 



91 
 

Ball, S. J., Bowe, R. and Gerwitz, S. (1994). Market forces and parental choice: self-interest and 

competitive advantage in education. In S. Tomlinson (ed.), Educational Reform and its Consequences 

(London: IPPR/Rivers Oram Press). 

Ball, S. J., Bowe, R., & Gewirtz, S. (1995). Circuits of Schooling: A Sociological Exploration of 

Parental Choice of School in Social Class Contexts. The Sociological Review, 43(1), 52–

78. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.1995.tb02478.x . 

Ball, S. J., and Vincent, C. (1998). “‘I Heard It on the Grapevine’: ‘hot’ Knowledge and School 

Choice.” British Journal of Sociology of Education 19 (3): 377–400. doi:10.1080/0142569980190307. 

Bartlett, W., and Le Grand, J (1993). The Theory of Quasi-Markets. In: Le Grand, Julian and Bartlett, 

Will, (eds.) Quasi-Markets and Social Policy. Macmillan Press, Basingstoke, UK, pp. 13-34. 

Barton, L. (1997). Inclusive education: romantic, subversive or realistic? International Journal of 

Inclusive Education, 1:3, 231-242, DOI: 10.1080/1360311970010301. 

Barton, L., and Slee, R. (1999). “Competition, Selection and Inclusive Education: Some 

Observations.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 3 (1): 3–12. 

doi:10.1080/136031199285147. 

Bengtsson, M. (2016). How to plan and perform a qualitative study using content analysis. 

NursingPlus Open. Volume 2, 2016, Pages 8-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.npls.2016.01.001. 

Bernstein, B. (1977). Class, codes, and control (Vol. 3). London: Routledge Kegan Paul. 

Björklund, A., Clark.M. A, Edin, P-A, Fredriksson. P, and Krueger,A,.B. (2005). The Market Comes 

to Education in Sweden. An Evaluation of Sweden’s Surprising School Reform. New York: Russell 

Sage. 

Blomqvist, P. (2004). The Choice Revolution: Privatization of Swedish Welfare Services in the 

1990s. Social Policy & Administration. ISSN 0144-5596. Vol. 38, No. 2, A 2004,pp . 139–155. 

Blomqvist, P. and Rothstein, B. (2000), Välfärdsstatens Nya Ansikte: Demokrati och 

Marknadsreformer inom den Offentliga Sektorn, Stockholm: Agora. 

Böhlmark, A., Holmlund, H. and Lindahl, M. (2015). Skolsegregation och skolval. IFAU Rapport 

2015:5. Stockholm: IFAU.  

Bosetti L (2001) Can markets save our schools? The Alberta charter school experience in: C. Hepburn 
(Ed.) Can markets save our schools? Vancouver BC Fraser Institute 101 120 

Bosetti, L. (2000). Alberta charter schools: paradox and promises. Alberta Journal of Educational 
Research, 46(2): 179–190 



92 
 

Bosetti, L. (2004). Determinants of School Choice: Understanding How Parents Choose Elementary 

Schools in Alberta. Journal of Education Policy 19 (4): 387–405. 

doi:10.1080/0268093042000227465. 

Bosetti, L., and Pyryt, M. (2007). Parental Motivations in School Choice. Journal of School Choice 1: 

4, 89–108. doi: 10.1300/15582150802098795. 

Bourdieu, P., and Passeron, C. (1992). Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture. London: 

Sage. 

Bradley III, D., J.  (2005). The Socio-Cultural Influences of School Choice. Dissertations. 60. 

University of Southern Mississippi, Mississipi. https://aquila.usm.edu/dissertations/60.  

Braun, V., and Clarke, V. (2006) Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology 3: 77–101. doi:10.1191/1478088706qp063oa. 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press. 

Bryman, A (2016). Social Research Methods. Oxford University Press. Oxford. 5th Edition.  

Bryman, A. (2004). Social Research Methods. 2nd edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bunar, N. (2010a) Choosing for Quality or Inequality: Current Perspectives on the Implementation of 

School Choice Policy in Sweden, Journal of Education Policy, 25(1), 1– 18.  

Bunar, N. (2010b). The Controlled School Market and Urban Schools in Sweden. Journal of School 

Choice: International Research and Reform 4 (1): 47–73. doi:10.1080/15582151003626418. 

Bunar, N. and Sernhede, O. (2013) Introduktion [Introduction]. In N. Bunar & O. Sernhede (Eds.), 

Skolan och ojämlikhetens urbana geografi [School and inequalities urban geography]. Stockholm, 

Sweden: Daidalos. 

Byrne, A. (2013). What factors influence the decisions of parents of children with special educational 

needs when choosing a secondary educational provision for their child at change of phase from 

primary to secondary education? A review of the literature. Journal of Research in Special 

Educational Needs, 13(2), 129–141. 

Carlgren, I., and Klette, K. (2008). Reconstructions of nordic teachers: Reform policies and teachers’ 

work during the 1990s. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 52, no. 2: 117–33. 

Chubb, J. E., and Moe, T. M. (1990). Politics, markets, & America’s schools. Washington, DC: The 

Brookings Institute. 



93 
 

Cooksey, R. and McDonald, G. (2011). Surviving and thriving in postgraduate research, Prahran, 

VIC, Tilde University Press. 

Dahlstedt, M. and Fejes, A. (eds) (2019). Neoliberalism and Market Forces in Education: lessons 

from Sweden. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.  

Daly, J., Kellehear, A., and Gliksman, M. (1997). The Public Health Researcher: A Methodological 

Guide. Melbourne, Australia: Oxford University Press. 

Daun, H. (1996). National Forces, globalization and educational restructuring. Stockholm, Sweden: 

Institute of International Education. 

Deem, R. (1988). The Great Education Reform Bill: some issues and implications, Journal of 

Education Policy, 3, pp. 181–189. 

DiMartino, C., and Jessen, S. B. (2016). School Brand Management: The Policies, Practices, and 

Perceptions of Branding and Marketing in New York City’s Public High Schools. Urban 

Education, 51(5), 447–475. https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085914543112 

Dovemark, M. (2017). Utbildning till salu- Konkurrens, differentiering och varumärken. Utbildning & 

Demokrati, vol 26, NR 1, 67-86.  

Dovemark, M., Kosunen, S., Kauko, J., Magnúsdóttir, B., Hansen, P., and Rasmussen, P. (2018). 

Deregulation, privatisation and marketisation of Nordic comprehensive education: social changes 

reflected in schooling, Education Inquiry, 9:1, 122-141, DOI:10.1080/20004508.2018.1429768. 

Drew, C. (2013). Elitism for sale: Promoting the elite school online in the competitive educational 

marketplace. Australian Journal of Education, 57(2), 174–184. 

Dudley-Marling, C., and D. Baker. (2012). The Effects of Market-Based School Reforms on Students 

with Disabilities. Disability Studies Quarterly 32: 2. doi:10.18061/dsq.v32i2.  

Duncan, N. (2003). Awkward Customers? Parents and Provision for Special Educational Needs, 

Disability & Society, 18:3, 341-356, DOI: 10.1080/0968759032000052905. 

Elo, S., and Kyngäs, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis process. J. Adv. Nurs. 62 (1), 107–

115. 

Emmel, N. (2013). Sampling and choosing cases in qualitative research: A realist 

approach. London: Sage.10.4135/9781473913882.  

Erixon Arreman, I. and Holm, A.-S. (2011a). School as ‘Edu-business’: Four Serious Players in the 

Swedish school market. Education Inquiry, 2(4), 637657. 



94 
 

Erixon Arreman, I. and Holm, A.-S. (2011b). Privatisation of public education? The emergence of 

independent upper secondary schools in Sweden. Journal of Education Policy, 26(2), 225243. 

Evans, J., & Vincent, C. (1997). Parental choice and special education. In R. Glatter, P. A. Woods, & 

C. Bagley (Eds.), Choice and diversity in schooling: perspectives and prospects (1 ed., pp. 102-115). 

London: Routledge. 

 

Feinberg, W. and C. Lubienski (2008), School Choice Policies and Outcomes: Empirical and 

Philosophical Perspectives, State University of New York Press, New York. 

Finn, J., Caldwell, K., and Raub, T. (2006). Why parents choose charter schools for their children 
with disabilities. Journal of Educational Research and Policy Studies, 6(2), 91–110. 

Fitch, E. F. and Hulgin, K. M. (2018). Privatizing Benefit and Socializing Cost: Market Education as 

Rent Seeking, The Urban Review, Vol. 50, 773-794. 

Fjellman, A.-M. (2019). School Choice, Space and the Geography of Marketization- Analyses of 

Educational Restructuring in Upper Secondary Education in Sweden.” Diss. Gothenburg University: 

Gothenburg. 

Flewitt, R., and Nind, M. (2007). Parents choosing to combine special and inclusive early years 

settings: The best of both worlds? European Journal of Special Needs Education, 22, 425–441. 

Forsberg, H. (2015). Kampen om eleverna. Gymnasiefältet och skolmarknadens framväxt i 

Stockholm, 1987–2011. In Studier i utbildnings – och kultursociologi 7. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis 

Upsaliensis. 

Friedman, M.  (1997). Public Schools: Make Them Private, Education Economics, 5:3, 341-

344, DOI: 10.1080/09645299700000026. 

Friedman, M. (1955). The Role of Government in Education, Economics and the Public Interest, 

Rutgers University Press, New Brunswick, NJ. 

Friedman, M. (1962). Capitalism and Freedom, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Friedman, M. (1993). Public schools: make them private. Education Economics, 1, 32-44. 

Friedman, M. and Friedman, R. (1980). What's Wrong with Our Schools? In Free to Choose, 150-

188. Harcourt, 1980. 

Fugard, A. J., and Potts, H. W. (2015). Supporting thinking on sample sizes for thematic analyses: A 

quantitative tool. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 18(6), 669–

684. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2015.1005453 

Gewirtz, S., Ball, S. J. and Bowe, R. (1995). Markets, Choice, and Equity in Education. Buckingham: 

Open University Press. 



95 
 

Giota, J., and Emanuelsson. I. (2011). Specialpedagogiskt stöd, till vem och hur? [Special Education 

in Comprehensive School: To Whom and How?] Faculty of Education and Special Education Report 

12 G. MAGNÚSSON Series, No. 1 RIPS-rapport 20011: 1. Gothenburg: Gothenburg University, 

Faculty of Education and Special Education. 

Giota, J., and Lundborg, O. (2007). Specialpedagogiskt Stöd I Grundskolan Omfattning, Former Och 

Konsekvenser [Special Education in Comprehensive School: Extents, Forms and Effects,] Faculty of 

Education Internal Report Series, No. IPD-rapport 2007:3. Gothenburg: Gothenburg University, 

Faculty of Education. 

Glenn-Applegate, K., Justice, L. M., and Kaderavek, J. (2016). How do caregivers select preschools? 

A study of children with and without disabilities. Child and Youth Care Forum, 45(1), 123–153. 

Göransson, K., Magnússon, G., and C. Nilholm. (2012). Challenging Traditions? Pupils in Need of 

Special Support in Swedish Independent Schools. Nordic Studies in Education 32 (3–4): 262–280. 

Government bill (1991/92: 95). Regeringens Proposition Om Valfrihet Och Fristående 

Skolor. Stockholm: Ministry of Education. 

Grenot-Scheyer, M., Staub, D., Peck, C. and Schwartz, I.S. (1998). Reciprocity and friendships: 

Listening to the voices of children and youth with and without disabilities. In: Meyer, L.H., Park, H., 

Grenot-Scheyer, M., Schwartz, I.S, & Harry, B. (Eds), Making Friends: The influences of culture and 

development Baltimore, Paul Brookers, pp. 149-167. 

Guba, E., and Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research, In N.K. Denzin and 

Y.S Lincoln (eds), Handbook of Qualitative research, Thousand Oaks, CA:Sage. 

Guba, E. (1990). The Paradigm Dialog. London: Sage. 

Hammersley, M. (2015). Sampling and thematic analysis: A response to Fugard and 

Potts. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 18(6), 687 

688. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2015.1005456 

Hanselman, P., and Fiel, J. E. (2017). School opportunity hoarding? Racial segregation and access to 

high growth schools. Social Forces, 95(3), 1077–1104. 

Harling, M. (2017). Välja vara. En studie om gymnasieval, mässor och kampen om framtiden. 

Linköping Studies in Pedagogic Practices No. 32. Linköping Studies in Education and Social 

Sciences.  

Hastings, J., S and Weinstein, J., M. (2008). Information, School Choice and Academic Performance. 

The Quarterly Journal of Economics, November 2008. 



96 
 

Hatcher, R. (1998). Class differentiation in education: Rational choices? British Journal of Sociology 

of Education, 19, 5-24. doi:10.1080/0142569980190101. 

Henig, J. (1994). Rethinking School Choice: Limits of the Market Metaphor. Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton. 

Hennerdal, P., Malmberg, B., and Andersson, E., K. (2020). Competition and School Performance: 

Swedish School Leavers from 1991–2012, Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 64:1, 70-

86, DOI: 10.1080/00313831.2018.1490814 

Hesketh, A. J., and Knight, P. T. (1998). Secondary school prospectuses and educational markets. 

Cambridge Journal of Education, 28(1), 21-36. 

Hill, P., Pierce, L, C. and Guthrie, J., W. (1997). Reinventing Public Education. Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press. 

Holm, A-S. (2013). A sea of options: Students’ perspectives of market competition in upper 

secondary school. Nordic Studies in Education 33, 284– 299. 

Holm, A-S., and Lundström, U. (2011). Living with Market forces Principals’ Perceptions of Market 

Competition in Swedish Upper Secondary School Education, Education Inquiry, 2:4, 601-617, DOI: 

10.3402/edui.v2i4.22002. 

Howe, K. R., and Welner, K. (2002). School choice and the pressure to perform: Déjà vu for children 

with disabilities? Remedial and Special Education, 23(4), 212–222.  

Hoxby, C. (2003), “School Choice and School Productivity: Could School Choice Be a Tide that Lifts 

All Boats?”, in Hoxby C., The Economics of School Choice, the University of Chicago Press, 

Chicago. 

Isaksson, J. (2009) Spänningen mellan normalitet och avvikelse – Om skolans insatser för elever i 

behov av särskilt stöd. (Doktorsavhandling) Umeå: Print och media.  

Jarl, M., Fredriksson, A. and Persson, S. (2012) New public management in public education: A 
catalyst for the professionalization of Swedish school principals, Public 
Administration, 90(2), 429– 444. 

Jenkinson, J. C. (1998). Parent choice in the education of students with disabilities. International 

Journal of Disability, 45(2), 189-202. 

Jennings, J. (2010). School choice or Schools’ choice?: Managing in an era of accountability. 

Sociology of Education, 83(3), 227–247. 

Jessen, S. B. (2013). Special education and school choice: The complex effects of small schools, 

school choice and public high school policy in New York City. Educational Policy, 27(3), 427–466. 



97 
 

Johnsson, M., and Lindgren, J. (2010). Great location, beautiful surroundings! Making sense of 

information materials intended as guidance for school choice. Scandinavian Journal of Educational 

Research, 54(2), 173–187. 

Kivunja, C. and Kiyuni, A, B. (2017). Understanding and applying research paradigms in educational 

contexts. Int. J. High. Edu. 6, 26–41. doi: 10.5430/ijhe.v6n5p26 

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology (2nd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Kvale, S. (1996). Interviews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 

Lacireno-Paquet, N., Holyoke, T., Moser, M., and Henig, J. (2002). Creaming versus cropping: 

Charter school enrollment practices in response to market incentives. Educational Evaluation and 

Policy Analysis, 24(2), 145–158. 

Lange, C. M., & Lehr, C. A. (2000). Charter schools and students with disabilities. Remedial and 

Special Education, 21(3), 141–151. 

Le Grand, J.  (2011). Quasi-Market versus State Provision of Public Services: Some Ethical 

Considerations. Public Reason 3 (2): 80-89. 

Le Grand, J. (1991). Quasi-Markets and Social Policy. The Economic Journal, Vol. 101, No. 408 

(Sep., 1991), pp. 1256-1267. 

Le Grand, J., and W. Bartlett, eds. 1993. Quasi-Markets and Social Policy. Basingstoke: Macmillan 

Press. 

Lempinen, S (2018) Parental and Municipal School Choice in the Case of Children Receiving 

Support. Turku: University of Turku. Annales Universitatis Turkuensis B:454 

Levin, H. M. (2001). Studying Privatization in Education. In H. M. Levin. (Ed.), Privatizing 

Education. Can the marketplace deliver choice, efficiency, equity, and social cohesion? (3-19). 

Cambridge MA: Westview Press. 

Levin, H., and Belfield, C. (2003). The Marketplace in Education. Review of Research in 

Education, 27, 183-219.  

Levy.P. S., and Lemeshow. S. (2011). Sampling of Populations: Methods and Applications, Fourth 

Edition. John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

Lewis, P, A. (2017). Quasi-Markets: An Overview and Analysis.  

SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3032300 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3032300 



98 
 

Leyser, Y., and Kirk, R. (2004). Evaluating Inclusion: an examination of parent views and factors 

influencing their perspectives, International Journal of Disability, Development and Education, 51:3, 

271-285, DOI: 10.1080/1034912042000259233. 

Lilley, R. (2014). “Professional Guidance: Maternal Negotiation of Primary School Placement for 

Children Diagnosed with Autism.” Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education 35 (5). 

doi:10.1080/01596306.2013.871226. 

Lincoln, Y.S., and Guba, L. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverley Hills, CA:Sage. 

Lindqvist, G. (2011). Olika yrkesgruppers syn på arbetet kring barn i behov av särskilt stöd inom 

förskola och skola. In: Bartholdsson, Åsa; Hultin, Eva (Ed.), Praktiknära utbildningsforskning vid 

Högskolan Dalarna (pp. 89–107). Falun: Högskolan Dalarna. 

Lindqvist, G., Nilholm, C., Almqvist, L. and Wetso, G-M. (2011) Different agendas? - the views of 

different occupational groups on special needs education. European Journal of Special Needs 

Education 26 (2), 143-157. 

Lubienski, C. (2005). Public schools in marketized environments: Shifting incentives and unintended 

consequences of competition-based educational reforms. American Journal of Education, 111(4), 

464-486. 

Lubienski, C. (2007). Marketing schools. Education and Urban Society, 40(1), 118–141. 

Lubienski, C. (2009). Do quasi-markets foster innovation in education? A comparative perspective. 

OECD Education Working Papers, No. 25, OECD Publishing. 

Lundahl, L. (2000). A New Kind of Order: Swedish Policy Texts Related to Governance, Social 

Inclusion and Exclusion in the 1990s. In S. Lindblad & T. Popkewitz (Eds.), Public discourses on 

education governance and social integration and exclusion: analyses of policy texts in European 

Context. (Uppsala Reports on Education 36). (pp.159-194). Uppsala, Sweden: Department of 

Education, Uppsala University. 

Lundahl, L. (2002). Sweden: decentralization, deregulation,quasi-markets - and then what?, Journal 

of Education Policy, 17:6, 687-697, DOI:10.1080/0268093022000032328.  

Lundahl, L., and Olson, M. (2013). Democracy lessons in market-oriented schools: The case of 

Swedish upper secondary education. Education, Citizenship and Social Justice, 8(2), 201–213. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1746197913483684. 

Lundahl, L., Erixon Arreman, I., Holm, A-S., and Lundström, U. (2014). Gymnasiet som marknad. 

Umeå: Boréa Bokförlag. 



99 
 

Lundahl, L., I. Erixon Arreman, A. Holm, and Lundström, U. (2013). Educational Marketization the 

Swedish Way. Education Inquiry 4 (3): 22620. doi:10.3402/edui. v4i3.22620.  

Lundström, U. and Holm, A-S. (2011). Market competition in upper secondary education: Perceived 

effects on teachers’ work. Policy Futures in Education 9(2), 193– 205.  

Lyken-Segosebe, D., and Hinz, S. E. (2015). The politics of parental involvement: How opportunity 

hoarding and prying shape educational opportunity. Peabody Journal of Education, 90(1), 93–112. 

Magnússon, G. (2015). Traditions and Challenges. Special Support in Swedish Independent 

Compulsory Schools. (Doctoral dissertation). Mälardalen University, School of Education, Culture 

and Communiction. http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:mdh:diva-28823. 

Magnússon, G., Göransson, K., and Nilholm, C. (2014). Similar Situations? Special Needs in 

Different Groups of Independent Schools. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 59 (4): 

377–394. doi:10.1080/00313831.2014.904422.  

Magnússon, G., Göransson, K., and Nilholm, C. (2017). Varying Access to Professional, Special 

Educational Support: A Total Population Comparison of Special Educators in Swedish Independent 

and Municipal Schools. Journal of Research in Special Educational Needs 18 (4): 225–238. 

doi:10.1111/1471-3802.1240. 

Magnússon, G. (2019). “Inclusive Education and School Choice Lessons from Sweden.” European 

Journal of Special Needs Education. doi:10.1080/08856257.2019.1603601. 

Maguire, M., Ball, S. J., and Macrae, S. (1999). Promotion, persuasion and class-taste: Marketing (in) 

the UK post compulsory sector. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 20(3), 291–308. 

Mason, M. (2010). Sample Size and Saturation in PHD Studies Using Qualitative Interviews [63 

paragraphs], Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 11(3), article 8.  

Mawene, D., and Bal, A. (2018). “Factors Influencing Parents’ Selection of Schools for Children with 

Disabilities: A Systematic Review of the Literature.” International Journal of Special Education 33 

(2). 

McGroarty, D. (2001). “The Little-Known Case of America’s Largest School Choice Program.” In 

Rethinking Special Education for a New Century, edited by A. J. Rotherham, C. R. Hokanson, and C. 

E. Finn, 289–307. New York: Thomas B. Fordham Foundation/Progressive Policy Institute. 

McNerney, C., Hill, V., and Pellicano, E. (2015). Choosing a secondary school for young people on 

the autism spectrum: A multi-informant study. International Journal of Inclusive Education, 

3116(May), 1–21. 



100 
 

Miron, G. (1993). Choice and the Use of Market Forces in Schooling: Swedish Education Reforms for 

the 1990s, Institute of International Education, Stockholm. 

Mishler, E.G. (1986). Research Interviewing. Context and Narrative. Harvard University. Press, 

Cambridge, ME. 

Moschetti, M. C., and Verger, A. (2020). Opting for Private Education: Public Subsidy Programs and 

School Choice in Disadvantaged Contexts. Educational Policy, 34(1), 65–

90. https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904819881151 

 

NASNE (2020). Om oss. https://www.spsm.se/om-oss/.  Accessed 20-10-2020. 

 

Nilholm, C., Persson, B., Hjerm, M. and Runesson, S. (2007). Kommunernas arbete med elever i 

behov av stöd. Rapport 2007:2 Högskolan i Jönköping. 

Norén, L (2003) Valfrihet till varje pris. Om design av kundvalsmodeller inom skola och omsorg. 

Göteborg: Bokförlaget BAS 

Olson, M. (2008) Från nationsbyggare till global marknadsnomad: Om medborgarskap i svensk 

utbildningspolitik under 1990-talet. Linköping: Linköping University.  

Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods, 2nd ed. Newbury Park: Sage, 

1990.  

Plank, D. and Sykes, G. (2003). Why School Choice? In D. Plank & G. Sykes (Eds.), Choosing 

Choice. School Choice in International Perspective. (pp. vii-xxi). New York, NY: Teachers College 

Press. 

Proposition 1991/92:95. Om valfrihet och fristående skolor. Stockholm. 

Proposition 1992/93:230. Valfrihet I skolan. Stockholm. 

Ramberg, J.  (2015). Special Education in Swedish Upper Secondary Schools. Resources, Ability 

Grouping and Organisation. Stockholm, Sweden: Stockholm University. 

Ramberg, J. (2013). Special Educational Resources in the Swedish Upper Secondary Schools: A Total 

Population Survey. European Journal of Special Needs Education 28 (4): 440–462. 

doi:10.1080/08856257.2013.820458. 

Reay, D. and Ball, S. (1998). Making their minds up: Family dynamics of school choice, British 

Educational Research Journal, Vol. 24, No. 4, 1998, pp. 431–448. 

Rhim, L.M., Faukner, J., and McLaughlin, M.J. (2006). Project Intersect: Studying special education 

in charter schools, Research Report #5: Access and Accountability for Students With Disabilities in 



101 
 

California Charter Schools, College Park, Maryland: Institute for the Study of Exceptional Children 

and Youth. 

Rouse,M. and Florian, L. (1997). Inclusive education in the market‐place, International Journal of 

Inclusive Education, 1:4, 323-336, DOI: 10.1080/1360311970010403 

Runswick-Cole, K. (2008). “Between a Rock and a Hardplace: Parents Attitudes´ to Inclusion of 

Students with Special Educational Needs in Mainstream and Special Schools.” British Journal of 

Special Education 35 (3): 173 –180. 

Ryan, J. and M. Heise (2002), “The Political Economy of School Choice”, The Yale Law Journal, 

Vol. 111 

Schneider, M., Teske,P.,  and Marschall, M. (2000). Choosing Schools: Consumer Choice and the 

Quality of American Schools. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Shenton, A., K. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research projects. 

Education for Information 22 (2004) 63–75 63. 

Skolinspektionen (2019). Ägar- och lednings-prövning: Nya regler för enskilda huvudmän från 1 

januari. ( Owner-and management control: New rules for private ownership from 1 January). 

https://www.skolinspektionen.se/sv/Tillstandsprovning/agar--och-ledningsprovning/. Accessed 2019-

11-11. 

Skolverket (2012): En bild av skolmarknaden. Syntes av Skolverkets skolmarknadsprojekt. Stockholm 

2012.  

Skolverket (2017): Statistik om förskola, skola och vuxenutbildning. 

https://www.skolverket.se/skolutveckling/statistik.  Accessed 2020-12-06. 

Skolverket (2014). Fristående skolor for elever I behöv av särskilt stöd- en kartläggning. Rapport 49: 

2014.Stockholm.  

SNAE (2019). Samtliga skolformer och fritidshem – Barn/elever – Riksnivå. Statistics. Stockholm 

SOU (2017:35). Samling för skolan. Nationell strategi för kunskap och likvärdighet. Stockholm: 

Slutbetänkande av 2015 års skolkommission. 

Stoiber, K. C., Gettinger, M., and Goetz, D. (1998). Exploring factors influencing parents and early 

childhood practitioners' beliefs about inclusion. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 1, 107-121. 

Swedish Education Act (2010:800). Stockholm: Government Offices of Sweden. 

Swedish Research Council (2017). Good Research Practice. Swedish Research Council, 

Vetenskapsrådet. Stockholm Sweden. 



102 
 

Tah, J., K. (2019) Shopping for schools: parents of students with disabilities in the education 

marketplace in Stockholm, European Journal of Special Needs Education, 35:4, 497-512. 

Tah, J. K. (2018). One Market, Two Perspectives, Three Implications: On the Development of the 

Special Education Market in Sweden. European Journal of Special Needs Education 34 (4): 485–498. 

doi:10.1080/08856257.2018.1542228. 

Vlachos, J (2010), Betygets värde. En analys av hur konkurrens påverkar betygssättningen vid 

svenska skolor, Rapport 2010:6, Konkurrensverket, Stockholm.  

Vlachos, J (2012), Är vinst och konkurrens en bra modell för skolan? Ekonomisk Debatt 40(4), 16–30. 

Vlachos, J. (2011). Friskolor i förändring [Changing independent schools]. In L. Hartman (Ed.), 

Konkurrensens konsekvenser – vad händer med svensk välfärd? [Consequences of competition – what 

is happening to Swedish welfare?] (pp.66-110). Stockholm, Sweden:SNS förlag.  

Waitoller, F. R. (2020). Excluded by choice: Urban Students with Disabilities in the 

Education Marketsplace. New York City: Teachers College Press. 

Walberg, H. J., and Bast, J. L. (2003). Education and capitalism: How overcoming our fear of 

markets and economics can improve America’s schools. Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press. 

Walberg, H., J. (2000). Market Theory of School Choice. Education Week, July 12, 46, 49. 

Walford, G. (1996). School choice and the quasi-market in England and Wales. In G. Walford (ed), 

Oxford Studies in Comparative Education, Special Issue on School Choice and the Quasi-market, 

6(1). 

Webster, A and Carter, M (2007). Social relationships and friendships of children with developmental 

disabilities: Implications for inclusive settings. A systematic review. Journal of Intellectual and 

Developmental Disability,32, 200-213. 

Weidner, V., R. and Herrington, C., D. (2006). Are Parents Informed Consumers: Evidence From the 

Florida McKay Scholarship Program. Peabody Journal of Education, 81(1), 27–56. 

Wells, A. S. (1997). African-american Students´ View of School Choice. In A. H. Hasley, H. Lauder, 

P. Brown, A. S. Wells (Eds.), Education, Culture, Economy and Society (pp. 422–438). Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Westling Allodi, M. (2009) Byråkrati, marknad eller lotteri? Organisation och styrning av utbildning: 

effekter och risker för specialpedagogiska verksamheter, in P. Adolfsson & R. Solli (Eds) Offentlig 

sektor och komplexitet: om hantering av mål, strategier och professioner, Lund: Studentlitteratur. 



103 
 

Westling Allodi, M. (2013). Simple-minded Accountability Measures Create Failing Schools in 

Disadvantaged Contexts: a case study of a Swedish junior high school. Policy Futures in Education 

Volume 11 Number 4 2013. 

Wiborg, S. (2010). Swedish free-schools do they work? Lakes Research Paper 18. London: Institute of 

Education. University of London. 

Wiborg, S. (2015) Privatizing Education: Free School Policy in Sweden and England, Comparative 

Education Review, 59(3), 473– 497. 

Wikström C, and Wikström M. (2005). Grade inflation and school competition: an empirical analysis 

based on the Swedish upper secondary schools. Economics of Education Review. 2005 24(3): 309–

322. 

Wilson, T, S. and Carlsen, R, L.  (2016). School Marketing as a Sorting Mechanism: A Critical 

Discourse Analysis of Charter School Websites, Peabody Journal of Education, 91:1, 24-46, DOI: 

10.1080/0161956X.2016.1119564. 

Witte, J. (2000). The Market Approach to Education: An Analysis of America's First Voucher Program. 
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press. doi:10.2307/j.ctt7rqnw. 

Woods, P. A., Bagley, C., and Glatter, R. (1998). School Responsiveness in a Competitive Climate: 

The Public Market in England. Educational Administration Quarterly, 34(1_suppl), 650 

676. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X980341005 

Ysseldyke, J. E., Lange, C. M., and Gorney, D. J. (1994). Parents of students with disabilities and 

Open Enrollment. Exceptional Children, 60(4), 35. 

Östh, J., Andersson, E. and Malmberg, B. (2013). School choice and increasing performance 

difference: A counterfactual approach. Urban Studies 50(2), 407– 425. 

doi:10.1177/0042098012452322. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



104 
 

Annex 1 

 

Interview Guide/Protocol 
 
Title of Study 
(preliminary) 

 
Shopping for schools: Parents of students with disabilities in the 
education marketplace in Stockholm. 
 
 

 
Name of Main 
Researcher 

 
 

 
Affiliation 

 
Department of Special Education, Stockholm University 

 
Name of Interviewee 

 
 

 
Date of interview 

 
 

 

 
Background Information 
 
Parent/Custodian 

 
Female /Male/Both 
 

 
Child 

 
Female/Male /Age 

 
Special Needs: 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

What school is your child attending?  

(Is it a regular school/special school/resource school/särskola. etc) 

 

 
 

 

Can you explain why you choose this school form? 

 
 

 

Can you explain why you chose this particular school? 

 

 
 
 

- Can you describe how you went about choosing a school 
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- Can you describe what kind of information you were 

searching for 

- Can you describe the kind of information you got and from 

where? 

- What do you think about the information that was available 

to assist you make a school choice?  

 

 
 

 

What does choosing a school mean to you?  

 

 
 

 

What do you think about free school choice? 

 (the advantages and disadvantages/ what works? what does not 

work?)  

 
 

 

What do you think today about the choice of school you made? 

 

 
 

 

Other comments you want to add?  

 

 




