In the following section, I present the theoretical framework underlying the proposed research, starting with an account of the primary pillars of assimilation and multiculturalism: the main theories, ideologies, and policies implemented in the 20th and the 21st centuries. I will then present acculturation theory as the organizing framework for school types in this research. 	Comment by mrosen: Depending on the style guide you’re using, it’s possible these should be written out.

1.2.1 Assimilation theory
[bookmark: _Hlk51590692]Assimilation theory and the multiculturalism paradigm, developed in the 20th century, are the most important ideas aiming to regulate relations among diverse groups. These approaches have been translated into policies throughout the world. Each approach entails a completely different set of assumptions and moral foundations. 	Comment by mrosen: The ideas themselves don’t regulate. Are you saying the creators of the ideas were suggesting how to regulate relations?

Another criticism comes from American philosopher Elizabeth Anderson (2014). According to Anderson, identity politics, derived from multicultural theory and ideology, can sometimes encourage minority groups to self-segregate in order to better preserve their identities and cultures. In the United States, she claims, it can prevent black people from increasing their social and cultural capital, and non-black people from moderating their anti-black positions. Black peoples’ disadvantage, she maintains, is not primarily the result of their being denied access to society’s resources, but of their lack of cultural and social capital, which can be ameliorated only through interracial interaction. Black individuals need to gain experience in diverse situations in order to acquire the tools and knowledge needed to manage and lead predominantly white institutions. She claims that contrary to assimilation theory and its implementation, integration calls for equal participation of a group’s members, along with cooperation and mutual respect on all levels of civil society. According to Anderson, integration rejects self-segregation and aims for the creation of a civil identity that can contain all groups. 	Comment by AL: This implies there was a previous criticism listed, but none appears here.

Both assimilation and multiculturalism are considered in Berry’s acculturation model (1997) as strategies used by both minority and majority groups in the acculturation process. Multiculturalism is one of four acculturation strategies of the larger society, along with melting pot, segregation, and exclusion strategies, while assimilation is considered one of the four acculturation strategies used by minority groups, along with integration, marginalization, and separation.

As previously stated by Gordon (1964), acculturation is considered the first and most intuitive step toward assimilation, focusing on the adoption of cultural attributes such as the behaviors, values, and symbols of the host society. However, in Berry’s theory, acculturation is a general process, with four strategic choices – for the minority group and for the larger society	Comment by AL: Here and throughout the text: there are multiple fonts. We defer to the client but suggest ensuring all text follows a consistent font.	Comment by mrosen: I’m not sure how these things are related, and so the phrase after the dash doesn’t seem connected to the rest of the sentence.




Applying Berry’s Acculturation Model to Israeli schools  
Berry’s Acculturation theory, which focuses on the cultural strategies of both minority and majority groups, might serve in analyzing Israel’s complex reality. 
In Israel, social boundaries between Jews and Arabs are rigid, if not insurmountable. The melting pot strategy was used only in relation to the Jewish population decades ago. In the early years of the state, when many Jewish groups immigrated from around the world, an attempt was made to produce a unified Israeli Jewish identity. The process has been widely criticized for the reasons previously stated (Ya’ar, 2005). With regard to the Arab population, no such attempts were made, and the separation between Jews and Arabs was maintained in all spheres of life, including at the educational/institutional level.	Comment by AL: Are these previously stated in this document, or in the literature at large? If the latter, I suggest writing as “… the reasons noted by Ya’ar (2005).”

Despite this policy, we can identify two types of mixed schools: multicultural and circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools. Previous studies showed that Arab parents who enroll their children in circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools are consciously choosing the integration/assimilation strategy. They want their children to acquire a good level of Hebrew and to associate with Jewish children in order to improve their potential educational and occupational attainment (Levy & Shavit, 2015). These considerations may have been fairly common among the hundreds of Arab parents who wanted their children to acquire a Jewish education. Similarly, Bekerman’s studies on multicultural education show that the main drive of Arab parents is their children’s gaining a high Hebrew proficiency and having “a self-image equal to that of Jewish children” (Bekerman, 2005, pp 12).

[bookmark: _Hlk61793766]Viewed through Berry’s broader group strategies model, the Israeli education system appears to be based on segregation, while multicultural schools seem to adopt multiculturalism. However, the majority’s strategy in circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools does not fit any category exclusively. Although circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools are segregated institutions that are part of the Israeli educational logic presented earlier, the enrollment of Arab students demands changes, obliging them to adapt to the new reality in the school by using or combining different strategies such as melting pot and multiculturalism approaches to some extent. In addition, as opposed to the Arab parents who enroll their children in multicultural institutions that aim to give both cultures and languages an equal position, the Arab parents who enroll their children in circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools do so knowing that these schools advocate and focus on one language and culture almost exclusively. In some ways, this choice encourages their children to assimilate by adopting Jewish/Hebrew-oriented culture. Therefore I refer to these institutions as assimilative. 

This analytic distinction will serve as the independent variable (i.e., school type) in this research, in order to examine similarities and differences in aspects of acculturation among Jewish and Arab students in various educational contexts. I will therefore examine and compare three types of schools: multicultural schools that rely on an integration / multicultural strategy, circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools that rely on an assimilation / melting pot strategy, and segregated schools (whether Hebrew or Arab) that rely on a separation / segregation strategy. 	Comment by mrosen: I’m not sure this is the right verb here. Might it be better to say the analytic distinction defines the independent variable?
Multicultural schools in Israel were studied extensively. In the following section I will present the main findings. 

For their part, the children have not yet been completely socialized to the historical reality created by the conflict, and do not perceive ethno-national identities as boundary markers between themselves and others. As they grow older, religious and national differences increasingly seem to intrude into their interactions, but they do not catalyze conflicts or disagreements. 	Comment by AL: Unclear what this phrase means here.	Comment by AL: Consider perhaps adding: “the children in this research”, “the children studied here”, etc., to specify	Comment by AL: The Arab-Israeli conflict? While it may seem obvious from the context, it may also still be worthwhile to clarify.

Shwed, Kalish and Shavit (Shwed et al., 2018) studied friendship patterns in 40 multicultural and circumstantially mixed Hebrew schools (which the authors refer to as ‘assimilationist’ schools) with relatively high Arab participation. The research juxtaposed social identity theory, which predicts social distinction between groups, and contact theory, which predicts that under certain conditions, inter-group encounters improve social relations, in order to examine which school type promotes more homophily. Unexpectedly, the researchers found that national homophily was more common in the multicultural schools than in Hebrew schools. In other words, as opposed to contact theory (Pettigrew, 1998), which holds that conflictual relations improve under equal status, schools that disregarded national differences and emphasized Jewish students’ culture exclusively, evinced less national homophily.	Comment by mrosen: As I understand it, this sentence says that schools that focused on assimilation strategy saw more conflict, and that this contradicts contact theory. Is this correct?

In the following chapter I discuss the three variables that measure different dimensions of acculturation pertaining to students who attend the different school types. 

There is an important distinction, which will accompany the course of the present work, between ethnic and national identity (Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Leiden, 2001). Studies on immigrants’ identities occasionally distinguish between ethnic identity (the identity of the country of origin from which the immigrant came) and national identity (the identity of the host country), and examine the extent to which immigrants identify with each of them. In the Israeli case, the issue is more complicated. First, Arabs are not immigrants, but a native minority group. Their Arab identity is nationally and even institutionally defined as such. Moreover, Palestinian identity, which many Israeli Arabs incorporate as part of their self-definition, is also a national identity that is perceived as a more radical identification, because in the current political climate and in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, it challenges the legitimacy of Israel and the Israeli identity. However, since Arabs are citizens of the state, their civic identity is Israeli.  In the present work, I will refer to ethno-national identity, and I will distinguish between Israeli, Arab, and Palestinian identities, especially among Arabs, since the use of each carries different meanings.

With regard to Jews’ identity in Israel, as the majority group, their identity is somewhat less conflicted than Arabs. This does not mean that there are no gaps or rifts within the Jewish population, even with respect to identity. First, there is a large population of immigrants from Ethiopia and the former USSR, whose identity is more complex because of their connection to their original country and their struggles in Israel. However, this study will not examine these issues among Jews. In addition, although they do not contradict each other, and often come in handy, the choice of either a Jewish or Israeli identity as central is largely related to the level of religiosity, ethnicity, and political choices (Lewin-Epstein & Cohen, 2019). These are the two most dominant identities in Israel among Jews, while ethnic identities are more prominent among Jewish immigrants (Amit, 2012). In addition, a large corpus of writing is dedicated to the Mizrahi ethnic identity, its economic and educational implications, and to secular–religious relations, which reveal the inherent tensions embedded in the Jewish state (Chetrit, 2004; Shenhav, 2006).	Comment by AL: What is meant by “come in handy”? 	Comment by AL: Consider “predominant”, perhaps?

