Education as an investment in people vs education as a human right
Considering “education” as an investment in people or as a human right has its practical consequences. This writing describes the implications of having one of both perspectives, and assesses their practical outcomes in development processes. 

Education has a vital role in the development process. Swanepoel (2000) describes the relationship between ‘education and development’ in three views: the neoclassical, the reformist, and the radical view. The neoclassical and reformist view of education are related to top-bottom development ideas; while the radical view is part of the bottom-up development approach.

According to the neoclassical view of the relationship of education and development, education will transform individuals into responsible citizens that will cooperate with their governments to create a modern society (Swanepoel 2000, 161). Since the 1960s, the neoclassical theorists believe that education will help countries to modernize their economic, social and political systems. The main idea that underlies this theory is that it is possible to invest in people in the same way that one would invest in infrastructure, such as roads, buildings and factories. The investment in infrastructure – also called ‘physical capital’ – creates a potential for this capital to produce goods and services in the future. As Tilak said: “Education transforms the raw human beings into productive ‘Human Capital’ by inculcating…skills” (Tilak 1989, 11, cited in Swanepoel: 2000, 162) Similarly, it is argued that investing in education – principally formal education opportunities – increases people’s productive capacity (Swanepoel 2000, 162). Once Human Capital has been formed in this manner, the neoclassical theorists argue, economic growth will follow automatically (Ibid). However, Tomasevski states that in accepting the underlying market value of human capital, the essence of the economy to serve people, rather than the other way around, is at risk (Tomasevski 2003, 33). Edward Sallis also mentions that human beings are notoriously non-standard since they bring into educational situations a range of experiences, emotions and opinions which cannot be kept in the background of the operation (Sallis 1993, 28).  

Swanepoel (2000) identifies the connection between the World Bank and neoclassical ideas. Swanepoel explains that since 1975, the World Bank has focused largely on the economic contribution of education to development, without sufficiently considering social, cultural and political issues; or the participation of ordinary people. Generally, these interventions generate aid dependency and the perpetuation of existing inequalities, rather than sustainable forms of development and poverty reduction. Thus, the Bank has been accused of promoting severe social disruption and growing impoverishment (Oxfam 1995, cited in Levesque, 2001). 

Tomasevski states that the contrasts between the human rights and Human Capital approaches are best illustrated by taking children with physical and learning disabilities as an example. Tomasevski condemns the reluctance to educate children with disabilities since there is no evidence that such an investment would eliminate poverty or enhance the rate of economic growth (Tomasevski 2003, 33). She protests against the use of the criterion of profitability over equal human rights for all.  

Finally, Steven J. Klees (2002) points out that education is seen by the World Bank as an instrument, as a means to help to a nation to develop (Klees 2002, 456). Klees states that to understand how the bank analyzes education is to examine how the Bank understand progress, poverty and the role that knowledge can play in improving policy
. In addition, Klees explains the reasons why the Bank, despite pressure from other UN agencies and NGOs, refuses to recognize education as a human right. Klees states that to consider education as human right demands a change from the instrumental conception of education, to the promotion of the child’s right to be educated. This implies a revolutionary economic transformation based on these new conceptions. Klees states that: 

[considering education as a human right] the Bank would negate its instrumental and technical means-ends analysis of what is the ‘correct’ amount of educational ‘investment’ needed to achieve economic growth. Moreover, if education is seen as a human right, then examining the obstacles to fulfilling a child’s right to an education becomes even more subversive of the economic order. It directly raises the need to consider the existence of poverty as a human rights violation, of the need for our economic and political systems to recognize the right to economic survival and a sustainable livelihood. These issues tie educational progress to fundamentally revolutionary economic transformations (Klees 2002, 470).
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� For further readings, consider Klees “World Bank education policy: new rhetoric, old ideology” (2002), pages 456 to 460. 





