
Love By Lottery

“What if,” a neighbor suggested, “we decided to run all of our public institutions on the 
lottery system which has apparently become acceptable in our public schools?  What if citizens 
had to enter and win a lottery before the fire department would come to put out a fire?  What if 
police officers and emergency personnel would only respond to calls where their customers 
waved a visibly winning ticket?

“And, what if,” she continued in the same vein, “public hospitals decided to administer 
help not through an equally funded aid for all, but only to those clients who had had the foresight 
to have entered, and won, an infirmary sweepstakes?”

Intrigued by her argument and taking it a touch further – I contemplated: 
What if.
Well, what if you had a very large family?
What if you had given birth to a whole lot of kids, but then decided that you only needed 

to feed, clothe and educate the two or three children in your household who had managed to 
jump through a series of complicated hoops in order to get to an inconveniently located jar and 
pull out a winning ticket – because you had only promised to care for and protect those children 
who won your love lottery.  (This in spite of the glaringly visible fact that your very large family 
included kids who, as a result of special needs, developing language skills, cultural disconnect, 
domestic abuse, invasive poverty, and/or transient or even nonexistent homes, could not even try 
for the jar, never mind win a ticket.)*

What if, as our nation enthusiastically bought in to the modern-day trend for a market-
competitive, venture-capital-attracting, immediate-result-offering investment speculation: We 
only funded some schools.  What if we only funded those schools most likely to make us, as a 
nation, as a government, as self-proclaimed and highly paid educational experts: Look good.

Speculating upon, and gambling with – children?  
With actual lives?
In case, over the past decade, you had managed to stay outside the realm of a national 

public school funding; in case you had somehow remained oblivious – oh, you had missed some 
pretty darned big fiscal modifications.  As a result of not only the conservative-created, big-
money-lucrative invasions demanded by a highly punitive NCLB, but the additionally attached, 
theoretically liberal test score dictates behind a ruthlessly implemented R2T (all of which 
exacted an absolute allegiance to top-down, corporate-style competitive controls), public 
educational funding – although collected indiscriminately through the taxation of all citizens?

Was no longer slated to be distributed equitably, or impartially, to all children.  
Oh my, no.  
Old-fashioned notions of a democratic, Civil-Rights-demanded public-funding-for-all had 

been converted, inside long years of a “caring” accountability, into a gigantic, nation-sized:  
Lottery.
(And, well, okay.  Yes, we can, if you’d like; if your comfortably disconnected, 

privileged-world sensibilities are easily affected – well, we can continue to refer to reform 
mandated NCLB/R2T funding configurations as...a lottery.  As an exciting race.  As a necessary 
competition.  We won’t mention, if it will hurt your gentle, middle-class, poverty-detached 
disposition, that the low-income public school monetary game had been transformed into 
something which, in reality?
	
 Looked a whole heck of a lot more like out-and-out prostitution.  



A funding system where, if you want the money?  
Do what we say.  
Don’t resist; don’t talk back; don’t question our invasive motives; don’t, and this is non-

negotiable, give us any attitude.  Don’t complain, don’t speak up; don’t fuss about impossible or 
denigrating expectations; don’t mention the fact that each year the rules change, the requirements 
shift, a reform focus realigns, and that, ultimately?  That final “discretionary” disbursement is 
both suspiciously slippery and unpredictably arbitrary.  

If you want the money?
Debase yourself; embarrass yourself; humiliate yourself – and, well, here’s the catch: 

Maybe we’ll love you.  Maybe we’ll give you the money.
But, hey?  
I wouldn’t count on it.)
Coming as a byproduct to the invasive retaliations forced into low-income schools by an 

ever more punitive accountability, gradually the federal, then state, and ultimately both the city 
and district approach to funding public schools stopped recognizing any need for implementing a 
democratic, everybody’s-equal, all-student-inclusive public focus.  Each year more aggressively 
caught up in – and dispensed by way of – invasive testing regulations, a modern-day school 
financing now ordered funding recipients to jump through an always shifting display of “expert”-
dictated hoops.  When six chaotically long years dedicated to a no-excuses NCLB were mind-
bogglingly followed by the even more inflexible instigation of a newly “liberal” President’s 
brutally competitive race?   

The unchecked flood of dictates generated by an increasingly deregulated liability 
strategically camouflaged the burgeoning national disorder.  As the demand for callously 
unbending innovations amplified; as a subsequently ordered succession of test-based 
transformations became increasingly entangled?

The issues around school financing grew progressively more simple. 
If, for one reason or another, your school or district couldn’t (or, choosing to resist 

disconnected and unhelpfully out-of-community, student-abusive dictates, wouldn’t) comply with 
the ever more narrowed expectations set forth by disinterested educational “experts;” if your 
school or district couldn’t, or wouldn’t, through the immovable application of indifferent reform 
practices, produce acceptably high nation-, state-, city- or district-aggrandizing test scores?  

Well, simple.  
No governmental or philanthropic funding for you. 
Or for your (too bad, so sorry) kids.†

*For those who care to make a note of it: The repeated instigation of that type of reform which depends upon a 
parental initiative illustrates that participation rates predictably run at about 80% – and thus not only conveniently 
exclude, but once again refuse any responsibility for, that problematically lowest 20%.  Under the dictates of NCLB, 
in fact, the “standing” of an entire school might be penalized when, due to a variety of reasons including language 
disconnect, deportation and incarceration, a parental participation is low.

†A recent news segment actively promoted one “public” school in a very poor neighborhood where  students 
accepted by lottery were given extra time, extra materials and extra attention; the President, it was carefully 
mentioned, had publicly identified this school as being the type of institution which our country needed.  As this 
especially selected school was enthusiastically promoted, in passing a journalist mentioned that a low-scoring school 
in the same neighborhood was now to be “phased out.”  Closed.  Yet no one took up the argument – nor apparently 
even thought it necessary to mention – that those children who, for one reason or another, had not been invited into 



this parent-savvy, lottery-only school, now apparently deserved no school at all; certainly not one able to offer them 
extra time, extra materials and extra attention.


