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Abstract 

The state budget, which also includes the Ministry of Education 
budget, is the immediate and most concrete reflection of the state's 
priorities in resource allocation, and of its assessments regarding 
future developments and how to prepare for them. The budget and 
the budget debates are supposedly open and transparent to the 
public, and everyone is entitled to express an opinion on all of the 
areas included in it. In effect, however, this is not at all the case. 
The budget is largely unintelligible to anyone unfamiliar with its 
intricacies, and because of this, it cannot be easily related to in any 
real and critical way by the general public. Anyone trying to learn 
about the guiding principles and rules that were used in the 
drafting of the budget from relevant sources (like the internet sites) 

will also find it difficult, to put it mildly  as will be shown in this 
paper. 

This policy paper has two aims. First, it describes the Ministry 
of Education budget between 2000 and 2012, and details policy 
that is implicit in that budget. The period studied includes both 

                                                      

  Nachum Blass, senior education researcher, Taub Center for Social Policy 

Research in Israel; Yulia Cogan, researcher, Taub Center for Social Policy 
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years of economic downturn and years of growth, so it affords an 
overall view that goes beyond cyclical fluctuations. The second 
aim, which is no less important, is to highlight the lack of 
transparency and how this impacts the possibility of using the 
budget as a real planning tool. 
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Introduction 

Different Budget Types1  

In order to discuss the Ministry of Education budget, it is important to 

understand that there is not a single budget, but at least three different 

types of budget: the original budget, the amended budget, and the final or 

implemented budget. Each of these types is further divided into two  

gross and net budget.
2
  

Original Budget. This is the annual budget proposal that is submitted to 

the Knesset for approval, usually around September, and it includes 

information about the budget available to the Ministry of Education. This 

is an overall budget, without details of specific budget clauses. 

The original budget is comprised of three columns: The first is the net 

original budget, which includes only government allocations to the 

Ministry of Education. The second column is expenditure from income, 

which details expected income to the ministry from parties that are not in 

the direct budget, e.g., parental payments for children 3-4 years old in pre 

compulsory preschool who are not included in the Free Compulsory 

Education Law
3
, or income from school book sales. The first two 

columns comprise the gross original budget. The third column in the 

original budget is "authorization to commit" – allocations to ensure 

continued financing for multi-year programs and projects, whose 

implementation cannot begin without the commitment for a multi-year 

budget. The amounts that appear in the authorization to commit are not 

included in either the net or gross budget. Their annual relative portion 

appears in the annual budget for each year of intended implementation 

according to the progress of the project and its fiscal planning. It is this 

column which determines the ability to conduct multi-year planning. 

                                                      
1
  A broad and in-depth assessment of the essential issues regarding the budget 

as a whole can be found in Ben-Bassat and Dahan (2006). 
2
  A figure detailing the structure of the budget appears in Section 1 in the 

Appendices. 
3
  This changed in 2012 when it was decided to rescind all payments by parents 

for their preschool children. 
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Amended Budget. This is the budget that is actually
4
  available for use 

by the ministry in a given year. This budget includes the original budget, 

with the following additions and deductions: 

A. Changes and additions adopted during discussions of the Knesset 

Finance Committee between the date of the budget's submission and 

the date of its approval by the Knesset. 

B. Surpluses from the previous year's budget. These surpluses are 

divided into designated surpluses (contractual commitments of the 

ministry that were not executed in the course of the ongoing 

budgetary year) and undesignated surpluses (funds which for various 

reasons were not utilized during the year). The designated surpluses 

are almost automatically attached to the ministry's budget in two 

phases in the course of the following fiscal year. The undesignated 

surpluses are transferred to the Ministry of Education's budget 

pending Ministry of Finance and Finance Committee approval. 

C. Funds that were approved during an earlier fiscal year in the 

framework of authorization to commit and were planned to be 

implemented in the current fiscal year. 

D. Transfers to and from the general reserve fund approved by the 

Ministry of Finance and Finance Committee. Besides items that are 

specifically labeled "reserve", there are items that appear in the 

original budget totaling more than NIS 300 million (and more than a 

billion shekels in 2012), which show up as a zero sum in the amended 

budget and in the implemented budget. These items – which appear in 

the budget almost every year  represent a hidden reserve. In the 

years surveyed, the various reserve items ranged from approximately 

NIS 1.5 to 1.8 million. One of the most striking differences between 

the amended budget and the original budget is that the various reserve 

items do not appear at all (Table 1). The table compares all the budget 

clauses in which the definition "reserve" appears, as they appear in 

the original budget and in the amended budget between the years 

2005 and 2014. 

  

                                                      
4
  The amended budget is nominally the budget that is available for use. Since 

the accounting is based on actual money flows, changes and additions that are 

made toward the end of the fiscal year cannot really be implemented.  
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Table 1.  Total of reserve clauses (including hidden reserves) in the 

original and amended budget 

in NIS thousands, 2011 prices, 2005-2014 

 

Year Original budget Amended budget Hidden reserves in 

original budget 

2005 1,781,453 46,018 363,348 

2006 1,530,390 88 358,414 

2007 1,647,609 - 373,815 

2008 1,407,107 97 412,484 

2009 1,663,636 - 486,415 

2010 1,729,839 - 497,540 

2011 1,520,450 - 546,623 

2012 1,816,644 - 1,087,826 

2013 2,012,029 - 514,953 

2014 2,014,159 - 996,424 

 

 

 

In addition, the amended budget shows internal transfers between 

various designated areas, plans and budget clauses. 

Implemented Budget. The implemented budget is the budget actually 

utilized by the Ministry of Education up to December 31 of a given 

budgetary year. This budget has the greatest political, educational, social, 

economic, and practical significance, as it expresses both policy 

preferences in the Ministries of Education and Finance and the Knesset, 

and the ability of Ministry of Education officials to implement policy 

decisions. 

The Accountant General's Report makes it possible to ascertain which 

of the budget clauses were executed in accordance with the planning in 

the original budget (if the original budget actually reflects the plan  a 

question to be examined further on); budget clauses that deviated 

considerably from the planning; budget clauses that were not originally 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance  
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budgeted but later received funding; and, budget clauses whose budgets 

remained unused by the end of the year. The Accountant General's Report 

has two limitations, though. First, it is published only at the end of April 

following the reported budgetary year (five months later). Second, as 

noted previously, it is a report on cash execution, and does not reflect any 

Ministry commitments made during the course of the year and not yet 

implemented. Thus, it could be argued that the report does not reflect the 

actual implementation. In the authors' view, this claim is valid only with 

regard to the examination of a single year, and not when the budgets of a 

decade or more are examined. 

It is also important to clarify what cannot be learned from the budget, 

at least not from the way it is currently presented to the public. First, it is 

impossible to ascertain the division of the budget among the various 

population sectors, because except for a handful of items, there is no 

differentiation between items specifically intended for Jews, Arab 

Israelis, or Bedouin. Most budgetary items are demarcated according to 

topic, making it impossible to distinguish between sectors. For the same 

reason, it is impossible to distinguish funding allocations on the basis of 

gender, or with regard to their distribution in the periphery or the center 

area of the country.
5
 Although a separate area is defined for the Haredi 

(ultra-Orthodox Jewish) pupil population, it is still impossible to 

determine the full amount of allocations to this population because many 

of them are included in more general item allocations. 

In the past, attempts have been made to examine the amount of 

resources allocated to socioeconomically disadvantaged populations, but 

that is almost impossible, because with the exception of a few items  

e.g., the budget of the Department of Education and Welfare Services, or 

the budget for hours allocated to enrichment programs  most of the 

items are general in their designation (Blass, 2007). 

All the differences between the original, the amended budget and 

implemented budget give rise to two phenomena that make it difficult to 

track the budget or to use it as a planning tool for policy implementation. 

One of them is that the overall amended budget is usually larger than the 

original budget. As shown in the first column from the right in Table 2, 

between 2000 and 2012 the amended budget was on average 5 percent 

higher than the original budget. Furthermore, the table shows that the 

                                                      
5
  This is also one of the reasons why it is difficult to learn anything from the 

budget about the amount of investments in the West Bank. 
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implemented budget is only slightly larger than the original budget, and 

smaller on average than the amended budget by 4 percent.
6
 

Table 2. Relation between original budget, amended budget and 

implemented budget, 2000-2012 

Year Amended budget as 

% of original 

budget 

Implemented 

budget as % of 

original budget 

Implemented 

budget as % of 

amended budget 

2000 101% 100% 98% 

2001 105% 104% 98% 

2002 102% 98% 96% 

2003 101% 96% 95% 

2004 103% 100% 97% 

2005 104% 100% 96% 

2006 102% 98% 96% 

2007 112% 105% 94% 

2008 107% 104% 97% 

2009 103% 99% 96% 

2010 107% 102% 96% 

2011 108% 103% 95% 

2012 112% 108% 97% 

Average 105% 101% 96% 

 

 

 

Budgetary tracking is also difficult due to large differences between 

the original budget, the amended and the final, implemented budget for a 

given area, plan or budget clause (Table 3). These gaps can be large even 

                                                      
6
  It should be noted that in the last three years examined, the additions to the 

amended budget were especially large. This significantly increases the 

average gap between the original budget and the amended budget in the 

period under study. 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance  
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if there is no difference in the overall totals between the original budget 

and the amended budget or the implemented budget, but they are, of 

course, even bigger when there is a difference between the amended 

budget and the original budget.
7
 Each and every transfer from one budget 

clause to another, even when it has no overall effect on the net total, 

essentially has a double effect: reducing the budget of one clause, and 

increasing the budget of another clause. The change in various clauses in 

the Ministry's budget in 2012, for example, amounted to NIS 4.4 billion. 

This total is comprised of additions in various clauses to the extent of NIS 

10.5 billion and reductions in others to the extent of NIS 6.1 billion. It 

goes without saying that the planning and public value of a budget is 

severely compromised when such a large part of it is subject to change 

over the course of the year. 

  

                                                      
7
  The reasons for these gaps will be discussed more extensively further on in 

the paper. 
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Table 3.  Relation between the types of budgets 

 by main area, average implementation 2005-2012 

Area Amended budget as 

% of original 

budget 

Implemented 

budget as % of 

original budget 

Implemented 

budget as % of 

amended budget 

Staff units 28% 22% 76% 

Administration 116% 109% 94% 

Teacher 

administration 

121% 116% 96% 

Pedagogical 

administration 

131% 110% 84% 

Preschool education 109% 109% 100% 

Primary education 105% 103% 98% 

Secondary 

education 

107% 103% 96% 

Localities education 106% 101% 95% 

Recognized 

independent 

education 

125% 117% 93% 

Transportation and 

equipment 

126% 115% 91% 

Transfers to 

religious education 

137% 135% 99% 

Special education* 102% 100% 98% 

 

 

 

 

Transfers and changes in the Ministry of Education budget require one 

of three types of authorization: approval of the Ministry of Finance 

Budget Department only, notification of the Knesset Finance Committee, 

or approval of the Knesset Finance Committee. The type of authorization 

required is mainly related to whether a budget clause, plan or area is 

concerned. Changes in clauses for the same program can be made without 

*  As opposed to the actual budget, special education has been separated out here from primary 

education, because including it in the primary education area obscures its uniqueness. 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance  
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the knowledge and approval of the Knesset
8
 Finance Committee, but they 

must be approved by the Budget Department in the Ministry of Finance. 

Changes that entail a transfer from one plan to another, or from a plan to 

an area, require the approval or at least the notification of the Knesset 

Finance Committee.  

The need to obtain approval from the Ministry of Finance Budget 

Department of from the Knesset Finance Committee for any change in 

the budget clauses severely limits the Ministry of Education's flexibility 

and its ability to efficiently utilize its budget. As will be shown in the 

section dealing with the transparency of the budget, it also greatly 

expands the power of the Deputy Director-General and Director of the 

Economics and Budgeting Administration, of the official from the 

Ministry of Finance who is in charge of the Ministry of Education budget 

and of the chairman of the Finance Committee.
9
  

Ultimately, the budget is finalized only at the end of the budgetary 

year, and it gives expression to all of the changes introduced into it in the 

course of the year. The amended budget is in effect the real budget of that 

year, and as noted previously, it is larger than the original budget by 4.7 

percent on average. 

1. Overview of the Ministry of Education Budget 

The first question regarding the Ministry of Education budget is whether 

the education system's budget increased or decreased in real fiscal terms 

between the years 2000 and 2014. The answer to this question is obvious. 

Over the years 2000-2014, the original budget grew by 54 percent. The 

amended budget increased by 47 percent over the years 2000-2012, and 

the implemented budget by 45 percent in the same period (data for 2013-

2014 are unavailable). In order to examine that growth more closely, 

though, the increase in the numbers of pupils in the system must be taken 

into account. In that period (2000-2012), the number of pupils increased 

by 24 percent; so while the Ministry of Education budget grew as a 

whole, the per pupil budget grew by much less. 

As is clearly shown in Figure 1, in terms of the increase in per pupil 

expenditure, two main periods can be discerned. From 2000 to 2009, the 

                                                      
8
  The Israeli parliament. 

9
  See also Ben-Bassat and Dahan's assessment of the matter in the chapter 

discussing the multi-year budget (Ben-Bassat and Dahan, 2006). 
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growth was limited, and sometimes the budget even shrank, and from 

2009 to 2012 (and apparently even more so in 2013-2014), the growth 

was much more rapid. The reasons for this change were the 

implementation of the new employment agreements with the teachers' 

unions and the accelerated implementation of the Compulsory Education 

Law for Ages 3-4 – two steps that required larger budgets.
10

 

 

Another important piece of information is the size of the education 

budget (all three types) relative to the state budget. As is shown in Figure 

2, between 2000 and 2014 (or until 2012, in the case of the amended and 

implemented budget), there was a real increase in the Ministry of 

Education's budget's share of the overall state budget (except in the years 

2003 and 2011). The rise in the original budget amounted to one and a 

half percentage points. There was an increase of the same order in the 

                                                      
10

  Note that the data for the years 2013-2014 are based on the original budget 

and an estimate of the number of pupils for 2014, whereas the data for 2000-

2012 are the actual numbers of pupils and the implemented budget. There may 

also be a small deviation when the actual data for budget and pupils are 

released for the years 2013-2014. 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

                                                            

Original budget

Amended budget

Implemented budget

Figure 1 

Ministry of Education budget per pupil, 2000-2012 

by budget type, in 2011 shekels 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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amended budget during the years 2000-2012, and the implemented 

educational budget's share of the entire implemented budget rose over the 

same period from 9.5 to 10.4 percent. The fact that the implemented 

budget's share of the entire implemented government budget is larger 

than the shares of the original budget and the amended budget is an 

indication that the Ministry of Education utilizes its budget more 

efficiently than the other ministries (this can largely be explained by the 

large share of the salary component in the Ministry of Education budget). 

A related, but separate, question is the size of the education budget per 

pupil and its development relative to per capita GDP. It can generally be 

said that until 2006, the per pupil budget (of all types) declined relative to 

per capita GDP, and has since then been stable with even a slight rise 

(Figure 3). 

 

  

    

    

    

     

     

     

                                

Original budget

Amended budget

Implemented budget

Figure 2 

Ministry of Education budget  

by budget type, as percent of overall government budget 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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A comparison of the per pupil education expenditure in Israel with the 

same expenditure in other countries, particularly those of the OECD, 

provides another important perspective on Israeli society's regard for 

education. This comparison should be conducted from two viewpoints: 

the per pupil expenditure relative to per capita GDP, and the purchasing 

power per pupil expenditure in each country. The first comparison yields 

important information about how high the education system ranks on the 

society's priority list. The second provides information on the scope of 

resources at the pupils' disposal. 

The differences between these two perspectives are made clear in 

Tables 4A and 4B, which show the per pupil expenditure in primary 

education in the OECD countries in 2010 according to the percentage of 

per pupil expenditure versus per capita GDP (Table 4A), and according to 

the per pupil expenditure in terms of purchasing power (Table 4B; for the 

sake of brevity, the table shows only OECD countries in which the data 

are more or less similar to Israel). 

  

     

     

     

     

     

                                

Per pupil original

budget as % of GDP

Per pupil amended

budget as % of GDPPer pupil implemented

budget as % of GDP 

Figure 3 

Ministry of Education budget per pupil, 2000-

2014  

by budget type, as percent of per capita GDP 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Table 4A, in which the classification is according to the per pupil 

expenditure relative to the standard of living (per capita GDP), shows that 

in Finland, Canada and Israel the expenditure relative to per capita GDP 

is similar (about 22 percent of GDP), but the value of the educational 

services received by the pupil in terms of purchasing power differs. In 

contrast, Table 4B points to an opposite situation: the level of resources 

allocated to education in countries is similar even when the order of 

priorities differs – in Slovakia, which allocates 25 percent of per capita 

GDP to each pupil in primary education, and in Poland, which allocates 

30 percent of per capita GDP to the area, the per pupil resource 

allocations are quite similar to the level in Israel, which devotes only 22 

percent of per capita GDP. 

Table 4A.  Per pupil expenditure on primary education in selected 

countries, 2010 

 by magnitude of per pupil expenditure on primary education as 

percent of per capita GDP 

Country Per pupil expenditure 

on primary education 

as percent of per 

capita GDP 

Per pupil expenditure 

on primary education 

in ppp dollars 

Finland 21% 7,624 

Israel 22% 5,758 

Canada 22% 8,933 

Hungary 23% 4,684 

Korea 23% 6,601 

EU average 23% 7,155 

New Zealand 23% 6,842 

Spain 23% 7,291 

OECD average 23% 7,974 

Australia 23% 9,463 

EU average 23% 7,974 

Australia 23% 9,463 

Portugal 23% 5,922 

Belgium 23% 8,852 

 
Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: OECD (2013) 
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Table 4B. Per pupil expenditure on primary education in selected 

countries, 2010 

 by magnitude of per pupil expenditure on primary education  

Country Per pupil expenditure 

on primary education, 

in ppp dollars 

Per pupil expenditure 

on primary education 

as percent of per 

capita GDP 

Czech Republic 4,120 16 

Hungary 4,684 23 

Estonia 5,140 26 

Slovakia 5,732 25 

Israel 5,758 22 

Portugal 5,922 23 

Poland 5,937 30 

Korea 6,601 23 

France 6,622 19 

New Zealand 6,842 23 

EU average 7,155 23 

Spain 7,291 23 

Finland 7,624 21 

Netherlands 7,954 19 

OECD average 7,974 23 

 

 

 

Figure 4 shows the discrepancy between the per pupil expenditure 

relative to per capita GDP in Israel and the corresponding average rate in 

the OECD countries (including Israel). The figure clearly indicates that 

the OECD countries give greater importance to education at every age 

level. It is also evident that the gap between Israel and the OECD in the 

area of expenditure on early childhood education and secondary 

education has grown in the course of the period under study, and in the 

area of primary education, the trend has reversed from being positive to 

being negative. 

  

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: OECD (2013) 
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A similar conclusion may be drawn from examining the resources 

actually available to the education systems. As Figure 5 clearly indicates, 

the per pupil expenditure at all age levels in the OECD was much higher 

than in Israel, and the gap is growing continuously.
11

  

  

                                                      
11

  The trend, however, has shifted for the better since 2010, but it is hard to 

assume that the gaps have closed. 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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  -

  -

  -

  -

Preschool (from age 3) Primary schools

            

    

        

  -

-6%

-5%

Secondary schools

            

Figure 4 

Difference between Israel and the OECD in per pupil 

expenditure, as percent of per capita GDP 

by education level, 2000, 2009 and 2010 
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Nonetheless, since 2008 – with the initial implementation of the "New 

Horizon" pay agreement with the teachers in primary education – there 

has been a significant, perhaps even dramatic, shift in the trend of 

investment in the education system. The rate of per pupil expenditure in 

Israel has risen rapidly, whereas the per pupil expenditure in the OECD 

has stagnated and even declined slightly, despite the decline in the 

number of pupils (OECD, 2013). In light of the fact that the effect of the 

"Oz Le-Tmura" pay agreement with the teachers in secondary education 

will be seen in the data for 2012-2015, along with the completion of the 

implementation of the Compulsory Education Law for Ages 3-4, it would 

appear that the trend of improvement in Israel is likely to continue in the 

coming years and may even intensify. 

Figure 6 shows the rate of change in per pupil expenditure, stemming 

from the change in the overall expenditure on education on one hand and 

from the change in the number of pupils on the other hand. Between the 

years 1995 and 2010, the rate of change in per pupil expenditure in the 

OECD was higher than in Israel, but the rate of change in the overall 

expenditure on education in Israel was higher than in the OECD. The 

    
    

    

            

Secondary school

    

    

    

            

    

    
    

 

 

Preschool Primary school

Israel = 100%

            

Figure 5 

Difference between Israel and the OECD in per pupil 

expenditure, 2000-2010 

by education level, Index: Israel = 100 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: OECD 
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reason for this is that the number of pupils in the OECD did not change, 

and even declined slightly at the end of the period, whereas in Israel the 

number of pupils grew by 60 percent. 

In the past 15 years, then, the Ministry of Education  budget has 

grown both in overall terms and in terms of per pupil budget. On the face 

of it, this indicates an improvement in the education system's situation, at 

least with regard to the state resources it receives. But did the Ministry of 

Education fully utilize the budget at its disposal? Here the answer is more 

complex. The implemented budget during the period under study (and 

also prior to it) amounted on average to some 102 percent of the original 

budget, and to about 96 percent of the amended budget (see Table 2 

previously). This would seem a very impressive level of implementation, 

especially relative to the original budget. In monetary terms, however, 

this means that in 2012, for example, the Ministry of Education failed to 

use NIS 1.34 billion of its budget (see the difference between the 

 

  

  

  

  

   

   

   

   

                                                

Israel OECD average 

Education expenditure Number of pupils Per pupil education 

expenditure

Index: 1995=100

Figure 6 

Difference in per pupil expenditure, number of pupils and 

education expenditure* between Israel and the OECD, 1995-2010 

* Does not include higher education 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: OECD 
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implemented budget and the amended budget in Table 2, and the full 

sums in each type of budget in Appendix Table 1).
12

 

Comparing gross and net budgets shows that, the differences between 

the numbers in the different budgets change only slightly, and on average 

over the years they are almost identical (Figure 7). The discrepancies 

between the planning and the implementation are more prominent in 

2012, which was the second year of the biannual budget. The reason for 

that may be real developments in the educational field (e.g., completion 

of the "New Horizon" reform, initial implementation of the "Oz Le-

Tmura" pay agreement, and the Trajtenberg Committee's 

recommendations), but the reason might also be the planning difficulties 

inherent in a biannual budget. 

  

                                                      
12

  See the discussion that follows on the issue of examining the implemented 

budget. 

   

   

   

   

   

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

            

Amended relative to budget, net

Amended relative to budget, gross

Implemented relative to budget, net

Implemented relative to budget, gross

Implemented relative to amended, net

Implemented relative to amended, gross

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 

Figure 7 

Original budget, amended budget and implemented budget 

gross and net, 2000, 2005 and 2012 
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At the end of the day, the data point to the growth of the Ministry of 

Education budget, or in other words, the popular belief that the education 

budget has suffered constant cutbacks since the start of the period under 

study has no basis in reality. This in itself is a positive thing for the 

education system. The question is whether it also is reflected in the field, 

i.e., whether schools had more per class and per pupil teaching hours at 

their disposal, more teaching aids and improved learning conditions. 

These questions deserve further consideration, but that will not be done in 

this paper (the chapter "Trends in the Development of the Education 

System," in the Taub Center's annual State of the Nation Report 2014, 

deals extensively with this topic). 

2. Changes in the Ministry of Education Budget at 
the Designated Area Level 

To this point, the overall development of the Ministry of Education 

budget has been surveyed. This chapter discusses internal changes in the 

ministry's budget at the area level, as reflected in the different area 

allocations. Afterwards, plans that show prominent gaps between 

planning and implementation will be examined. 

Upon examination of the data shown in Figure 8 (and in greater detail 

in Appendix Table 2), a striking change emerges in the relative weight 

ascribed to the different subjects handled by the Ministry of Education. 

The areas with the largest increases (in percentage terms) are primary 

education, preprimary education, special education, and the area of 

school transportation costs, development and equipment (this change 

stems mainly from the transfer of the special education transportation 

item from the special education program to the transportation program). 

As a result and not surprisingly, all the other areas' shares of the budget 

have shrunk. The most prominent declines were in the area of the 

teachers' administration and the general pedagogical administration. The 

question examined in this part is whether the drop in these areas' relative 

share stemmed from a real decline in the size of the budget allocated to 

them, or only from the fact that there was such an appreciable rise in the 

primary education budget. 
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Looking at the entire time period of the study to some extent obscures 

the changes in preprimary education and in transfers to the religious 

institutions. These two areas have seen changes following the social 

protest – which led to the accelerated implementation of the Free 

Compulsory Education Law for Ages 3-4 – and due to the change in the 

composition of the government coalition. The data in Figure 9 show that 

until 2012, the area of preprimary education kept its relative share of the 

Ministry of Education's original budget (on the order of about 8 percent), 

and then jumped to almost 12 percent in 2013 and stayed at that level the 

following year (of course, the implementation level remains to be seen). 

In contrast, supports to religious institutions have slumped since 2012 (in 

this case, too, the implementation level needs to be examined). 
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As happens at the level of the overall budget, there are large 

discrepancies between the amended budget and the original budget at the 

area level, too, where the phenomenon is quite pronounced, and at the 

plan level, where it is even more pronounced. As was seen in Table 3, the 

only area in which the amended budget was on average less than the 

original budget during the years 2005-2012 was administration and staff 

units. The difference between the amended budget and the original 

budget in other areas (preprimary, primary, secondary, and localities) was 

relatively small, but in the areas of administration, teachers' 

administration and general pedagogical administration, Haredi education 

and transportation and equipment, the difference between the amended 

budget and the original budget ranged from 16 to 27 percent. The largest 

difference – 37 percent – was in the area of transfers to religious 

institutions. 

Those areas which are consistently budgeted far beyond their original 

budget share two characteristics. The first is their relative small budgetary 

scale. The second is that on the whole they concern budgetary transfers in 
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Transfers to religious institutions and preschool education 
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shekel terms, i.e., the transfer of money directly to schools or other 

agents, and not the transfer of the right to employ a certain number of 

teachers. Another characteristic common to some of these areas is their 

apparent dependence on coalition agreements. 

What is the significance of this consistent disparity between the 

amended budget and the original budget in certain areas? First, the 

difference indicates mainly that the Ministry of Education – with the 

consent of the Ministry of Finance and the Knesset's Finance Committee 

– systematically uses the reserve item (which is included in the area of 

general staff programs) to increase certain area budgets. Therefore, the 

original budget does not faithfully express the available resources of the 

various areas. It appears that the Knesset, the Ministry of Finance and the 

management of the Ministry of Education knowingly mislead the public 

regarding the resources available to each area, and for reasons of their 

own are not interested in providing accurate information. It is hard to find 

an acceptable explanation for this budgeting method, except for the 

organizational and political freedom that it affords those at the head of 

the education system. This freedom of action comes at the expense of 

transparency and planning efficiency, though. 

A second conclusion that is suggested and supported by the data is 

that the public is entirely unable to use the budget data in order to 

examine the government's policy or its planning capacity. The data 

presented previously point to one of two possibilities (or perhaps both of 

them). One possibility is that the Ministry of Education's planning ability 

is questionable, otherwise there is no explanation for the large 

discrepancies between the original budget and the amended budget. The 

second possibility is that the Ministry of Education and Ministry of 

Finance do their planning according to the amended budget, i.e., they 

anticipate the changes in the budget, and mislead everyone who takes the 

debate over the original budget seriously. 

3. Changes in the Budgets of Selected Areas 

This section surveys the main changes at the level of plans and budget 

clauses in the Ministry of Education's main areas of activity in the years 

2005-2012 (and in the case of the original budget, 2014). 

At the outset, a very important note is in order. In many of the plans 

and budget clauses examined in this chapter, there are significant 
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differences between the original budget allocation, their amended budget 

and the implemented budget. In some cases, the disparities stem from 

changes in definitions, from the merging and separation of various budget 

clauses, or from different ways of presenting the same budget clauses. It 

was sometimes possible to identify these changes, sometimes not, and in 

any event the need to try to track changes that are not explained anywhere 

makes it more difficult to follow the budgetary planning and its 

implementation. The aim of this paper is not to explain the reasons for 

these differences - almost certainly those concerned have their 

explanations, more or less convincing; the aim is merely to point to the 

data as it is presented in the budget book. At any rate, even if there is a 

satisfactory explanation for every change in the budget, those reasons 

should be given to the public in a clear and intelligible way, and even if 

they are good reasons (in the opinion of those responsible for the budget) 

there is still room for questioning and criticism of the disparities between 

the planning and implementation. 

Administration and General Staff Units 

The administration and general staff units' area includes mainly the 

budgetary reserve items and a few other units, such as the accountant's 

and spokesperson's unit. In this item, there is a notably large difference 

between the original budget, the amended budget and implemented 

budget.  

In the years 2005-2011, the size of the original budget was about NIS 

1.3 billion. The size of the amended budget was on average about NIS 

346 million, whereas the implemented budget amounted on average to 

only NIS 260 million (Table 5). The reason for these large disparities is 

that this area includes the three primary reserves: the general reserve, the 

reserve for cost increases, and the reserve for salary cost increases. In the 

course of the year, these reserves are transferred almost in their entirety to 

the general reserve item of the Ministry of Finance, and from there to 

various items in the Ministry of Education or to other needs of the 

Ministry of Finance (as will be explained further on). Various budget 

clauses amounting to about half a billion shekels from the original budget 

are then added to the reserve revisions, but disappeared or were 

drastically reduced in the amended budget and especially in the 

implemented budget - which points to the fact that they, too, were in 

effect "hidden reserves." 
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Starting in 2012, there was a real increase in the staff units' area, 

which was also accompanied by an increase in the amended budget and 

implemented budget. The bulk of the increase was in various reserve 

items, so it was possible in 2012 to transfer NIS 1.1 billion from the 

reserves to other items, whereas in 2011 only NIS 800 million were 

transferred. This means that increasing the reserve items serves to 

reinforce the lack of transparency in the budget (and as shown in Table 1 

previously, the hidden reserve also grew considerably). 

 

Table 5. Staff unit area budget, 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 1,261,478 409,317 340,851 - - - 

2006 1,255,640 238,251 186,928 -0.5% -41.8% -45.2% 

2007 1,332,149 324,141 227,044 6.1% 36.1% 21.5% 

2008 1,061416 306,989 237,118 -20.3% -5.3% 4.4% 

2009 1,359,667 321,153 228,191 28.1% 4.6% -3.8% 

2010 1,440,156 366,843 259,150 5.9% 14.2% 13.6% 

2011 1,258,833 453,193 335,225 -12.6% 23.5% 29.4% 

2012 1,694,150 374,579 475,335 34.6% 27.8% 41.8% 

2013 1,856,082 - - 9.6% - - 

2014 1,800,664 - - -3.0% - - 

 

 

Within the general staff units' area, there is an especially interesting 

budget clauses for RAMA, the National Authority for Measurement and 

Evaluation. While the original budget in the years from the time of its 

establishment in 2005 until 2012 amounted to NIS 305 million, and the 

amended budget amounted to NIS 354 million, the implemented budget 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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was only NIS 200 million.
13

 RAMA, which was established on the 

recommendation of the Dovrat Committee, is one of the Ministry of 

Education's leading programs, and it is largely responsible for an area 

which the ministry considers of the highest importance: evaluating pupil 

achievements and teacher performance. It is impossible to explain this 

under-utilization already in the initial organizational stages, and it is 

important to examine the reasons for this under-utilization on the one 

hand, and for the constant increase in the amended budget as opposed to 

the original budget, on the other hand. 

Administration 

The administration area includes the administrative expenses of the 

Ministry of Education. It is noteworthy that despite the increase in the 

ministry's budget during the period 2005-2012, there was no real growth 

in the budget allocation to the area, and there is even a measure of 

reduction in the ministry's administrative budget (Table 6).
14

 

  

                                                      
13

  In the years 2005-2006, relatively small sums were budgeted for RAMA's 

staff operations in the framework of another budgetary item, "staff 

operations," which was included in the area of pedagogical administration — 

and there, too, the utilization was negligible. Pointing that out does not 

constitute criticism or an assertion that the real budget placed at the disposal 

of RAMA was not fully utilized. It merely should be clarified that the budget 

that was presumably available for RAMA was not utilized (or alternatively, 

not all of RAMA's expenditures were expressed in the budget), and that 

requires an explanation. 
14

  This is an important point in light of the recurring contentions, ungrounded in 

the authors' view, regarding the high costs (some even call it "waste") in the 

Ministry of Education – although it is, of course, possible that activities which 

were included in this area at the beginning of the period were transferred to 

another area in the course of this time period. 
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Table 6. Administration area budget, 2005-2014 

 by type of budget, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

 

 

In this item there are two noteworthy budget clauses: 

 Motivational pay clause. In the past three years, the original budget 

allocated to this budget clause has been almost completely identical 

to the amended budget and implemented budget. This goes to show 

that accurate planning is possible. 

 Pupils' insurance clause. The amended budget allocated to this clause 

is about 50 percent above the original budget. The reason for this is 

unclear, since both the number of pupils and the cost of insurance 

should be known in advance. 

  

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 685,291 743,497 699,815 - - - 

2006 664,656 729,504 695,034 -3.0% -1.9% -0.7% 

2007 652,292 721,751 697,459 -1.9% -1.1% 0.3% 

2008 640,743 714,358 672,535 -1.8% -1.0% -3.6% 

2009 618,323 771,295 712,275 -3.5% 8.0% 5.9% 

2010 615,955 797,183 740,791 -0.4% 3.4% 4.0% 

2011 647,881 746,962 694,852 5.2% -6.3% -6.2% 

2012 635,630 766,748 718,391 -2.0% 2.6% 3.4% 

2013 673,899 - - 2.6% - - 

2014 710,979 - - 3.2% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub 
Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Teacher Administration 

In the framework of the teacher administration area, budgeting is 

provided for teacher training institutions and for some of the employment 

conditions that are not a direct component of pay, such as training funds 

and housing support for teachers who move to development areas. The 

size of the original budget changed very little from 2005 to 2012, but it 

was slashed by 30 percent for 2013-2014 (Table 7). In light of the fact 

that during that period there were changes in teachers' pay, it can be said 

that in real terms the budget shrank even earlier. The size of the amended 

budget and implemented budget – both of which were higher than the 

original budget throughout the period – did not change essentially 

between 2005 and 2011. On a multi-year average, the amended budget is 

larger than the original budget by about 21 percent. The implemented 

budget deviated from the original budget by about 16 percent, but it 

amounts to only 96 percent of the amended budget (Table 3 above). 

Nonetheless, the 2013-2014 budgetary years raise two questions that 

remain unanswered. First, in 2012, the amended budget and implemented 

budget were larger than in 2011 by about NIS 600 million, and the reason 

for this dramatic increase (and the consequent widening of the gap 

between the amended budget and implemented and original budget) 

remains unclear. Second, it remains unclear what the reason is for the no 

less dramatic slashing of the original budget between 2012 and 2013 – 

the original budget in 2013 is about half a billion shekels lower than in 

2012. In light of the great importance that the international professional 

literature ascribes to the topic of teacher training, the question arises: Is 

this a statement, explicit or implicit, being about the importance the 

Ministry of Education attributes to teacher training generally, or to their 

training in the institutions under its supervision in particular? 
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Table 7. Teacher administration area budget, 2005-2014 

 by type of budget, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

Within the entire area, a few budget clauses are particularly striking in 

the differences between the original budget allocations and the amended 

and implemented budgets, or in their budget fluctuations over time: 

A. Teachers' pay in the teachers' training institutions (20230530). 

From 2005 to 2012, the average amount of this budget clause was less 

than half a billion shekels in the original budget, but the amended and 

implemented budgets were on average 30 percent higher. It is hard to 

think of a justification for such large disparity from the budget when 

the staff numbers and other factors are fixed and known in advance. 

In another budget clause of teachers' pay in the teachers' training 

institutions (20230533), the average amount from 2005-2012 was 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 1,836,678 1,958,118 1,881,279 - - - 

2006 1,876,856 2,147,584 2,033,411 2.2% 9.7% 8.1% 

2007 1,837,453 2,201,719 2,154,073 -2.1% 2.5% 5.9% 

2008 1,873,119 2,209,586 2,150,630 1.9% 0.4% -0.2% 

2009 1,838,003 2,267,672 2,185,553 -1.9% 2.6% 1.6% 

2010 1,842,708 2,185,612 2,074,964 0.3% -3.6% -5.1% 

2011 1,863,749 2,177,260 2,048,268 1.1% -0.4% -1.3% 

2012 1,828,101 2,723,080 2,616,949 -1.9% 25.1% 27.8% 

2013 1,305,146 - - -31.0% - - 

2014 1,314,331 - - -1.5% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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about NIS 130 million. In 2012, the amended budget and 

implemented budget were 68 percent larger than the original budget – 

again, for no apparent reason. Altogether, in the two budget clauses 

of teachers' pay in the teachers' training institutions, the implemented 

budget was 50 percent higher than the original budget. 

B. Budget clause for in service training of teaching workers 

(20230801). In the years under study, this budget clause was 

budgeted at about NIS 35 million, but the implemented budget came 

to about NIS 64 million and the amended budget even reached about 

NIS 105 million (three times the original sum). 

In contrast, another budget clause concerning the in service 

training fund for teachers (20231043) showed a particularly strange 

pattern. The deviations from the original budget range from 0 percent 

in the years 2005, 2010 and 2011, to 26 percent in 2008, 47 percent in 

2009, 56 percent in 2012 (on the order of about NIS 350 million). 

Especially prominent is the drastic cutback in the years 2013-2014: 

from an implemented budget of NIS 960 million in 2012 to planning 

on the order of NIS 46 million. Apparently the reason for this is the 

transfer of the in service training fund budgets to another budget 

clause in the budget which cannot be identified (almost certainly one 

of the pay budget clauses). 

In the original budget, the budget clause for in service training 

grants to teachers (20231045) consistently grew: from NIS 25 million 

in 2005 to about NIS 115 million in 2012. The corresponding sums in 

the amended budget were NIS 22 million and NIS 133 million, 

respectively. 

General Pedagogical Administration 

The general pedagogical administration area usually includes overall 

national plans that are difficult to fit into a specific educational stage. The 

area has seemingly undergone a process of reduction: the original budget 

in 2009 was almost 20 percent lower than in 2005, and only in the years 

2011-2012 did it return to its original size (Table 8). In the years 2013-

2014, the budget for the area increased slightly, but the actual 

implemented budget remains to be seen. However, the reduction process 

reflected in the original budget can hardly be found in the amended 

budget (except for the years 2008-2009). On average, the amended 

budget was higher than the original budget by 30 percent, while the 
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implemented budget was on average higher than the original budget by 

only 9 percent and lower than the amended budget by 16 percent. In 

2012, the amended budget and implemented budget grew by 4.7 and 9.5 

percent, respectively. 

 

Table 8.  General pedagogical administration area budget 

 by type of budget, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

 

Within the general pedagogical administration area, the share of the 

budget clauses that are budgeted in shekel terms, i.e., not earmarked 

directly for teachers' pay, is high relative to other areas, which allows for 

a greater degree of budgetary freedom. In many of the budget clauses, 

there is a significant discrepancy between the original budget and the 

amended and implemented budgets – the latter are bigger than the 

original budget. Were these clauses under-budgeted from the beginning? 

And did the actual budgeting meet the real needs? To answer these 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 1,196,009 1,343,168 1,144,095 - - - 

2006 1,174,331 1,359,767 1,164,684 -1.8% 1.2% 1.8% 

2007 1,149,387 1,426,831 1,271,801 -2.1% 4.9% 9.2% 

2008 1,006,585 1,322,528 1,116,221 -12.4% -7.3% -12.2% 

2009 976,287 1,310,782 1,108,821 -3.0% -0.9% -0.7% 

2010 949,778 1,452,452 1,225,800 -2.7% 10.8% 10.5% 

2011 1,194,465 1,598,807 1,252,166 25.8% 10.1% 2.2% 

2012 1,169,321 1,673,454 1,370,650 -2.1% 4.7% 9.5% 

2013 1,252,961 - - 7.2% - - 

2014 1,290,538 - - 3.0% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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questions, the amended budget must be compared to the original budget 

and the implemented budget at the level of the budget clauses. 

Budget Clauses in Which the Amended Budget Is Higher than 
the Original Budget 

There are many budget clauses in the pedagogical administration area in 

which the amended budget is consistently and significantly higher than 

the original budget in the period under study. Among the prominent 

budget clauses in this regard are the educational welfare program, the 

Center for Learning Programs, the Atidim project, and activities of the 

youth administration. In each of these budget clauses, the original budget 

is smaller than the amended budget, on a multi-year average, by at least 

30 percent.
15

 It goes without saying, then, that the Ministry of Education 

must have been aware that the original budget does not meet the demands 

for implementing the activities of this budget clause. 

Budget Clauses in Which the Amended Budget Is Higher than 
the Implemented Budget 

Despite the considerable interest from a planning perspective in the 

differences between the amended and original budgets and those between 

the implemented and original budgets, the really interesting differences 

are those between the implemented and amended budgets. These 

disparities express both the ministry's executive ability and its actual 

order of priorities. Upon examination of the budget clauses in which the 

amended budget is higher than the implemented budget by more than 20 

percent, an interesting picture emerges: 

Five-year plan for the advancement of Arab Israeli education. This 

plan was supposed to lead to a narrowing of the achievement gaps 

between the Jewish and Arab Israeli sectors. Although the amended 

budget was larger than the original budget, the implemented budget was 

even smaller than the original budget, amounting to only 82 percent of 

                                                      
15

  Other prominent budget clauses in which the amended budget was much 

higher than the original budget include cultural activities in neighborhoods, 

the Yad Vashem Remembrance Authority, field trips administration 

operations, Adjustment Committee for Learning Disabilities, the dispersed 

Bedouin sector, volunteer teachers, community centers, cultural basket, and 

national service volunteers. 
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the amended budget. Over the course of the period, the sums earmarked 

for this activity diminished considerably (from NIS 45 million in 2005 to 

NIS 17 million in 2012, in 2011 prices). This can be seen as reflecting 

either the Ministry of Education's lack of commitment to this topic or its 

inability to effectively use the resources allocated in the Arab Israeli 

sector. The former explanation seems the more reasonable. 

Localities program
16

. The designated unit for dealing with reducing the 

gaps in the Ministry of Education is the Shachar Department (plan 2402). 

The department's budget in its entirety is earmarked for programs to 

advance socioeconomically disadvantaged populations, and to narrow the 

learning gaps between them and the more well-established populations. 

During the years 2005-2012, this program was allocated a total of NIS 

720 million in the original budget, and more than a billion shekels in the 

amended budget (in 2011 prices). The implemented budget came to only 

NIS 907 million. 

The main budget clause in this program is the "localities program." 

During the years examined, NIS 183 million were allocated to this budget 

clause in the original budget and NIS 412 million in the amended budget, 

while the implemented budget amounted to NIS 341 million. On average, 

the amended budget allocated to this program was more than twice as 

high as the original budget, while the implemented budget came to only 

84 percent of the amended budget. 

What is the reason for this? Did the ministry's officials become 

convinced of the importance of programs to narrow the gaps in the wake 

of data they were previously unaware of and increase the budget 

allocation for these programs accordingly? And if so, why was the 

implementation only partial over several years? Here, too, there are no 

clear official answers, but there is a hint of what these data reflect. The 

localities program facilitates the transfer of budgets to local authority 

activities. In this way, it serves as a convenient channel for transferring 

budgets to local authorities for which the Ministry of Education officials 

have special regard.
17

 

 

                                                      
16

  This program is designed to aid educational systems in weak socioeconomic 

localities. 
17

  Statements to this effect were also made explicitly to the authors by officials 

formerly involved in the program's implementation. 
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Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 

Preprimary Education 

The preprimary education area (2025) includes the budget for compulsory 

and pre-compulsory preschools (ages 3-4). There were no real changes in 

the size of this budget during the years 2005-2011, nor were there any 

prominent deviations from the planning in the implementation (Table 9). 

The increase in the amended budget by about 14 percent over these years 

stems from the increase in the number of children.
18

 However, starting in 

2012 – the year in which the Trajtenberg Committee's recommendations 

began to be implemented – the area's budget ballooned dramatically: the 

2013-2014 budget is bigger than the 2012 budget by almost 80 percent. It 

remains to be seen whether the amended and implemented budgets will 

also increase. 

Table 9.  Preschool area budget, 2005-2014 

 by type of budget, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

                                                      
18

  In 2005, there were about 326,000 children in preschools under the Ministry 

of Education's supervision, and in 2011, there were about 386,000 – an 

increase of 18 percent (according to the Ministry of Education's "On a Broad 

View" website). 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

over 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 2,553,216 2,627,989 2,540,069 - - - 

2006 2,581,622 2,780,426 2,715,840 1.1% 5.8% 6.9% 

2007 2,734,126 2,772,826 2,735,396 5.9% -0.3% 0.7% 

2008 2,684,376 2,960,755 2,940,268 -1.8% 6.8% 7.5% 

2009 2,742,252 3,068,325 3,096,704 2.2% 3.6% 5.3% 

2010 2,732,910 2,758,444 2,757,974 -0.3% -10.1% -10.9% 

2011 2,791,984 2,861,176 2,893,670 2.2% 3.7% 4.9% 

2012 2,753,809 3,270,735 3,260,690 -1.4% 14.3% 12.7% 

2013 4,908,485 - - 78.2% - - 

2014 4,912.973 - - 0.1% - - 
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Primary Education 

Primary education is one of the major areas in the budget, due both to its 

size and to the fact that it includes more than 50 percent of the pupil 

population in formal education (not including preschool pupils).
19

 Its 

budget allocation underwent tremendous changes from 2005 to 2012 

(Table 10). The following discussion will not deal with the reserves or 

with special education, which are included in this area. The reserves will 

not be examined because, as mentioned previously, the ministry has only 

a very low level of control over them; special education is separated out 

because the plan includes all age groups and deserves special attention. 

 

Table 10. Primary education area budget (excluding reserves for special 

education, 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices, not including Haredi education 

                                                      
19

  Although grades 1-6 are those considered primary education, some primary 

schools also include grades 7-8, and the size of the pupil population in the 

lower grades is larger than in the higher grades. 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 5,501,048 6,029,408 5,948,764 - - - 

2006 5,884,823 6,238,949 6,095,938 7.0% 3.5% 2.5% 

2007 6,053,200 7,517,716 7,140,539 2.9% 20.5% 17.1% 

2008 6,625,218 7,177,999 7,115,297 9.4% -4.5% -0.4% 

2009 7,823,068 7,607,817 7,428,401 18.1% 6.0% 4.4% 

2010 8,073,827 8,983,618 8,8335,745 3.2% 18.1% 18.9% 

2011 8,502,031 9,737,245 9,553,700 5.3% 8.4% 8.1% 

2012 9,194,677 10,774,14 10,613,340 8.1% 10.6% 11.1% 

2013 9,547,563 - - 3.8% - - 

2014 9,619,229 - - 0.8% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Upon examination of the budget for overall primary education, several 

important points should be noted: 

A. Over the period under study, there was a real increase in the budget 

a rate appreciably higher than the growth in the number of pupils. 

This is especially interesting because the upward trend began even 

before the debate over the "New Horizon" agreement commenced, so 

it cannot be entirely attributed to the pay agreement that was 

ultimately signed. The budget's rate of growth fluctuated 

considerably from year to year, ranging from 2.9 to 18.1 percent in 

the original budget, from 4.5 to 20.1 percent in the amended budget, 

and from 0.4 to 18.9 percent in the implemented budget. While the 

original budget increased consistently throughout the period, the 

amended and implemented budgets saw one year of a budget 

reduction (2008) and another year of only slight growth (2006). Over 

the entire period, the original budget grew overall by 55 percent, the 

amended budget by 62 percent, and the implemented budget by 61 

percent (in 2011 prices). 

B. In addition to the differences in their rate of growth, there were also 

differences in the timing of the major changes in the different budget 

types. Most of the change in the original budget was in 2008 and 

2009, whereas the amended budget changed the most in 2010 to 

2011. Apparently, this can be attributed to the time gap between the 

acceptance in principle of the "New Horizon" agreement and its 

actual signing, and the budgetary planning for the agreement and its 

implementation. 

Changes in the size of the budget for the budget clause for approved 

teaching hours. The main budget clause in the primary education area is 

for approved teaching hours (20261130), the development of which is 

shown in Table 11. This budget clause is supposed to reflect the major 

part of the budget for teaching hours financed by the Ministry of 

Education in state and state-religious primary education, or in other 

words, the pay for teachers and principals in primary education. Since the 

numbers of pupils and teachers do not usually change rapidly or 

unexpectedly, the sums that appear in this budget clause might be 

expected to reflect accurately and reliably the demographic changes in 

primary education (increase or reduction in the number of pupils) and the 

Ministry of Education's policy for this educational level (teachers' pay, 
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number of pupils per class, and number of teaching hours per class). In 

any event, there is no reason to expect large unexplained changes from 

year to year
20

. The picture that emerges shows something different, 

though. 

The original budget for this budget clause grew from NIS 3.3 billion 

in 2005 to NIS 4.6 billion in 2012 (in 2011 prices) – an increase of 41 

percent. This is low relative to the increase in the budget of the entire 

primary education area during the same period, which came to 67 

percent. However, upon examination of the data up to 2014, it emerges 

that the original budget for approved teaching hours almost doubled in 

size (from NIS 3.3 billion to NIS 6.5 billion), while the budget for the 

entire area grew by 75 percent. 

The growth rate of the original budget allocated to this budget clause 

was relatively moderate, and the steepest increase (9 percent) occurred 

between 2005 and 2006, even before the signing of the "New Horizon" 

agreement. This picture changed in 2013, when the budget for approved 

teaching hours rose by 40 percent. As opposed to the relatively gradual 

development of the original budget, the growth rate of the amended and 

implemented budgets was irregular, ranging from increases of 27 and 28 

percent in 2007 and 2009, respectively, to a reduction in 2010, and then 

stability in 2012. 
  

                                                      
20

  Except for a major change in the cost of teaching. 
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Table 11.  Budget clause for budgeted hours, 2005-2014 

 by type of budget, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

From 2005 to 2012, the amended and implemented budgets were 

much larger than the original budget. On average, the difference was 23 

percent, reaching 41 percent at its peak (2009). In contrast, the amended 

and implemented budgets were almost identical to each other. This means 

that the budget was adjusted retroactively to the implementation, rather 

than the other way around. 

What does this analysis of the budget clause for approved teaching 

hours say about what actually went on in the primary education system? 

Not a great deal. The data for the budget clause provides only partial 

information, and the accompanying explanations fail to provide answers 

to the following questions:  

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 3,280,211 3,799,104 3,778,989 - - - 

2006 3,569,436 3,910,638 3,907,756 8.8% 2.9% 3.4% 

2007 3,792,043 4,967,941 4,964,154 6.2% 27.0% 27.0% 

2008 4,039,005 4,497,964 4,500,457 6.5% -9.5% -9.3% 

2009 4,097,231 5,773,686 5,765,107 1.4% 28.4% 28.1% 

2010 4,360,411 5,174,201 5,176,464 6..4% -10.4% -10.2% 

2011 4,616,847 5,880,259 5,883,213 5.9% 13.6% 13.7% 

2012 4,570,249 5,785,002 5,791,637 -1.0% -1.6% -1.6% 

2013 6,417,328 - - 40.4% - - 

2014 6,501,129 - - 1.3% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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 Does the increase in the clause budget stem from higher cost per 

teaching hour, or from a rise in the number of teaching hours 

allocated to primary education? And how much of the growth stems 

from each factor? 

 If there is an increase in teaching hours, does it stem from an increase 

in the number of pupils or from a change in the policy regarding 

allocation of teaching hours, or perhaps from an increase in the 

teaching hours allocated per pupil or per class? 

 Is the clause called "approved teaching hours" defined the same way 

over the entire period, or does it include different components in each 

of the years? 

The answers to these questions are in various places – some open to 

the public, others not. For example, it is possible to determine that over 

the period under study there was an increase in the cost per teaching hour, 

in the number of teaching hours per class and per pupil, and in the 

number of pupils, but it is impossible to know whether there were any 

changes in the definition of the hours included in this budget clause. (It is 

possible to accurately calculate each of the factors that influenced the 

increase in the clause’s size, but that goes beyond the framework of this 

paper.) 

The budget clause for approved teaching hours is included in a 

broader plan, in which the remaining teaching hours budgeted for pay and 

other budget clauses also appear. For example, there is a clause titled 

"Reducing the number of pupils in the classes."
21

 In the course of 2009-

2011, about NIS 218 million were allocated for this purpose in the 

original budget, but in the implementation column there was no budget. 

Does this indicate that there was no intention to implement this clause? 

Perhaps. What is clear, though, is that this item became a reserve item, 

like other items that were not fully utilized for the explicit purposes for 

which they were budgeted. 

As opposed to the items which were included in the original budget 

but did not appear in the amended budget, there are many items (in 

addition to the clause for teaching hours detailed above) in which both 

                                                      
21

  This almost certainly represents an allocation reserved for implementing a 

clause in the agreement signed with the teachers after the teachers' strike, 

which stipulated that the Ministry would take action to reduce the number of 

pupils per class. 
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the amended and implemented budgets are much bigger than the original 

budget. In this context, the prominent items – in which the amended 

budget was bigger by over 30 percent on average throughout the period 

and the overall sum exceeds NIS 40 million – support museums, music 

teachers, and the improvement of matriculation achievements. The 

placement of this last item in the primary education budget is entirely 

unclear. 

Special Education 

The major portion of the special education budget is included in the 

primary education area. Due to its importance and the weight that it 

carries in the Ministry of Education's overall budget, and because some of 

the special education budget appears in other areas (although these sums 

are relatively small and account for barely 6 percent of the special 

education budget, as shown in Table 12), it will be discussed here as a 

separate area. 

In 2010, it was decided to transfer the budget for transportation of 

special education pupils to the transportation and procurement area. Since 

this is an allocation amounting to hundreds of millions of shekels, the 

special education budget over the period under study is presented without 

the transportation allocation. 
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Table 12.  Special education area budget (excluding busing), 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 Original budget Amended budget Implemented budget 

 Special ed. 

in primary 

school 

budget 

Special ed. 

in various 

sections* 

Total Primary 

education 

Total Primary 

education 

Total 

2005 2,387,291 243,499 2,630,790 2,495,361 2,747,659 2,446,029 2,682,488 

2006 2,464,867 285,408 2,750,275 2,791,905 3,081,619 2,750,921 2,951,828 

2007 2,635,718 297,607 2,933,325 2,794,612 3,088,657 2,718,492 2,956,981 

2008 2,804,599 324,364 3,128,964 2,988,578 3,271,232 2,964,829 3,210,189 

2009 2,890,013 328,604 3,218,616 2,617,459 2,753,532 2,568,360 2,694,475 

2010 3,108,326 327,748 3,436,074 3,279,409 3,617,8265 3,242,850 3,521,287 

2011 3,283,985 352,635 3,636,620 3,399,161 3,766,480 3,372,929 3,715,309 

2012 3,261,398 346,494 3,607,892 2,908,577 3,164,645 2,887,544 3,132,137 

2013 4,395,774 431,318 4,827,093 - - - - 

2014 4,449,564 379,868 4,829,432 - - - - 

Examining the original budget for special education included in the 

primary education area, it can be said that between 2005 and 2012 the 

budget grew by 37 percent. The increase was more or less consistent, 

ranging from 3 to 8 percent annually. 

The obvious question is whether the increase in the special education 

budget stems from a corresponding increase in the population of pupils 

with special needs, or from pay increases and improved services – or 

perhaps a combination of all these factors. If it is a combination of 

factors, then another question is how much weight each factor carries. 

That discussion remains beyond the scope of the present study, though. 

Secondary Education 

The secondary education area includes the middle school and high 

school divisions. In light of that, it should have been affected at least to 

*  Special Education in the areas of preschool education, localities education, recognized independent 
education, teacher administration, and pedagogical administration.   

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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some extent by the "New Horizon" agreement, which was signed with 

some of the middle school teachers. The "Oz Le-Tmura" agreement is 

relevant to more teachers at this educational level, but its impact is 

limited to only a small portion of the period under study because it was 

signed in August 2011 and its implementation began in 2012. The 

agreement is reflected in the amended budget in 2012 which was larger 

than the original budget by 15 percent and larger than the 2011 amended 

budget by 8.8 percent, even though the original budget was even smaller 

than in the previous year. In that year, the implemented budget, too, was 

larger than the previous year's implemented budget by 12.5 percent. In 

light of the fact that the "Oz Le-Tmura" agreement was signed after a 

period of lengthy negotiations, the size of the original budget in 2012 is 

puzzling. 

The data in Table 13 show another two interesting years. In 2007, the 

amended budget was larger by almost 11 percent than in 2006, but the 

implemented budget was only 3.2 percent larger (in primary education 

the corresponding figures were 20.5 percent and 17.1 percent, 

respectively – a rise compared to the previous year). The reason for the 

significant increase in the budgets of both areas may have been the 

expectation that the pay agreements would be signed in that year. The 

agreement was delayed, however, and therefore in the following year the 

size of the amended budget was smaller in absolute terms. 

Another interesting year was 2013, in which the original budget grew 

by 13 percent, apparently on the assumption that that would be required 

by the pay agreement. It will be interesting to see to what extent this 

forecast materializes. 
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Table 13. Secondary education area budget 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

Several budget clauses are included in the secondary education area, 

whose size and change during this period deserve attention. 

The two major budget clauses in the area are the clause for approved 

teaching hours in the middle schools (20270330), and the clause for 

teaching pay in the high schools division (202709419). The original 

budget for the clause for approved teaching hours grew from NIS 1.3 

billion in 2005 to NIS 2.9 billion in 2014 (in 2011 prices). This increase, 

which is almost unprecedented, is especially pronounced since 2010. It 

mainly shows the Ministry's focused effort to improve the educational 

results in the middle schools on the one hand and the expanded 

implementation of the "New Horizon" agreement in the middle schools 

on the other hand. When the amended budget is examined (data is for 

2012), the increase is less impressive but still rather large: from NIS 1.7 

billion in 2005 to NIS 2.7 billion in 2012. In the implemented budget, the 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 7,474,741 7,936,450 7,725,039 - - - 

2006 7,677,907 7,897,950 7,720,981 2.7% -0.5% -0.1% 

2007 7,703,649 8,749,085 7,969,758 0.3% 10.8% 3.2% 

2008 7,877,542 8,315,563 8,164,513 2.3% -5.0% 2.4% 

2009 7,793,236 8,382,430 8,190,965 -1.1% 0.8% 0.3% 

2010 8,554,434 8,774,189 8,374,079 9.8% 4.7% 2.2% 

2011 8,787,991 9,224,820 8,710,312 2.7% 5.1% 4.0% 

2012 8,696,863 10,034,402 9,789,992 -1.0% 8.8% 12.5% 

2013 10,265,131 - - 18.0% - - 

2014 10,615,895 - - 3.4% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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increase is smaller: from NIS 2 billion to NIS 2.7 billion, respectively. It 

remains to be seen whether the implemented budget in the years 2013-

2014 will be in accordance with the planning. 

As opposed to the considerable changes in the clause for approved 

teaching hours in the middle schools, the changes in the budget clause for 

teaching pay in the high schools division were much smaller, amounting 

to only 11 percent in the original budget between 2005 and 2012. In 

contrast, the changes in the amended and implemented budgets were on 

the order of 26 percent, and in the years 2011-2012 (especially in 2012) 

they were both much larger than the original budget, apparently due 

mainly to the start of implementation of the "Oz Le-Tmura" pay 

agreement. 

Three topics within the purview of the secondary education area that 

have recently drawn public attention, and which could have found an 

expression also in the budget, deserve scrutiny: improved achievements, 

scientific-technological education, and the extension of the Compulsory 

Education Law to grade 12. 

Improved achievements. After publication of the results on the 2011 

international TIMSS test for Israeli pupils, which were much better than 

the corresponding results on the previous test, there was a lively public 

debate over the question of how these results had been achieved. The 

public wanted to know if these were temporary improvements, achieved 

through preparation towards the specific tests, or if a real systemic 

improvement had taken place? The Ministry of Education responded to 

the criticism with a series of explanations, one of which was that there 

had been greater investment in additional teaching hours for middle 

school pupils. 

Looking at the ministry's budget for the years 2005-2012, it is evident 

that a budget clause titled "Program for Improving Achievements" 

(20270371) appears in the amount of NIS 370 million. However, this 

budget clause appears only in 2010 (the year in which preparing for the 

test was necessary) and does not appear again in 2011 and 2012. 

Furthermore, it appears only in the original budget, but not in the 

amended and implemented budgets. Is the inference that this budget 

allocation was not utilized? The answer is negative. Apparently the 

budget in its entirety was transferred to the clause for approved teaching 

hours and there it was fully utilized. Should it be concluded that the 

activities planned in 2010 were not continued in 2011? Here, too, the 

answer is negative, because they were almost certainly planned in the 
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framework of the ministry's overall budgeting for teaching hours. What 

should be inferred is that the Budget Law, the Budget Book and the 

Accountant General's reports, as currently circulated, do not allow for 

oversight on the part of the Finance Committee, let alone by the public. 

Extension of the Compulsory Education Law to grade 12. In July 

2007, the Knesset enacted the extension of the Compulsory Education 

law to grade 12. Until 2011, the program was not included in the Ministry 

of Education budget. In that year, NIS 17 million was allocated to it in 

the original budget. In the amended budget, that sum declined to only a 

million shekels, and the implemented budget was zero. The place that this 

issue holds in the Ministry of Education priorities is clear from the four 

year delay in the budgeting and then the minimal utilization of the 

budget. 

Localities Education 

Localities education deals mainly with middle school and high school 

pupils who attend regional schools, youth villages, and boarding schools 

that – about 120 regional boarding schools and about 280 budgeted 

boarding schools, including those of the Association for the 

Advancement of Education, the Youth Aliyah, and Na'ale. The changes 

in this item, which were relatively small, can be seen in Table 14. About 

70 percent of the total localities education budget is channeled to three 

programs: pupil maintenance in the boarding schools, teachers' salaries, 

and secondary education tuition. The decline in the budget of these 

programs is what led to the decline in expenditures on the entire item. 

The reason for the decline in the pupil maintenance budget, for example, 

remains unclear: was there a drop in the number of pupils, or did the per 

pupil budgeting perhaps become lower? 
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Table 14.  Localities education area budget, 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

 

Several budget clauses in the localities education item deserve closer 

attention: 

The budget clause for support of schools in the country’s geographic 

periphery. Every year the implemented budget for the budget clause for 

support of schools in the periphery is much higher than the original 

budget. There is no satisfactory explanation why the budget is not 

adjusted to the expenditures in the planning stage. 

Maintenance funds for the advancement of Haredi education. In this 

clause, too, whose budget is transferred to the maintenance of children 

from the Haredi sector in boarding schools, the implementation 

percentages are much higher than the original budget. 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 2,165,589 2,255,395 2,183,101 - - - 

2006 2,148,358 2,200,766 2,113,489 -0.8% -2.4% -3.2% 

2007 2,180,270 2,347,175 2,212,028 1.5% 6.7% 4.7% 

2008 2,250,939 2,363,805 2,248,247 3.2% 0.7% 1.6% 

2009 2,240,653 2,297,601 2,207,229 -0.5% -2.8% -1.8% 

2010 2,254,137 2,382,019 2,263,743 0.6% 3,7% 2.6% 

2011 2,335,316 2,507,041 2,367,587 3.6% 5.25 4.6% 

2012 2,322,583 2,574,945 2,447,661 -0.5% 2.7% 3.4% 

2013 2,471,541 - - 6.4% - - 

2014 2,518,826 - - 1.9% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Teachers' salaries in the middle schools. This is one of the main budget 

clauses in localities education (about 14.4 percent of the entire original 

budget and 18 percent of the entire implemented budget in this item). In 

2010, the implemented budget came to 142 percent of the original budget, 

and over the years, the implemented budget regularly was larger than the 

original budget. 

Recognized Independent Education 

Recognized education that is not official includes the Ma’ayn Ha-Hinuch 

Hatorani, as well as educational institutions at all levels belonging to the 

Independent Education Center, Torah schools, and unofficial recognized 

institutions of various sectors (mainly religious institutions in the Arab 

Israeli sector, as well as a few Jewish institutions). Also budgeted in this 

area are the Beit Ya’akov institutions for girls, some small yeshivas, 

seminars for teachers and preschool teachers, and religious schools for 

teachers. 

From 2005 to 2012, the original budget for this area grew by more 

than 25 percent (Table 15). The amended budget grew by 50 percent and 

the implemented budget by 55 percent during the same years. In the 

course of the entire period, the amended budget was larger than the 

original budget by 22 percent on average, and the implemented budget 

larger than the original budget by 13 percent on average. The interesting 

years are 2007 and 2010, when the actual expenditure rose steeply – by 

about 18 and 13 percent, respectively. 

The 2013-2014 budget is apparently higher than the 2012 budget, but 

actually this is merely an adjustment to actual expenditures registered in 

2012, when the reduction in the original budget was negligible whereas 

the amended and implemented budgets continued to grow. It remains to 

be seen what happens with the implemented budget for the current years. 
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Table 15.  Recognized independent education area budget, 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

  

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 1,359,956 1,506,346 1,371,603 - - - 

2006 1,350,633 1,524,999 1,426,593 -0.7% 1.2% 4.0% 

2007 1,420,393 1,814,722 1,687,582 5.2% 19.0% 18.3% 

2008 1,518,693 1,819,781 1,660,160 6.9% 0.3% -1.6% 

2009 1,536,234 1,879,502 1,702,318 1.2% 3.3% 2.5% 

2010 1,605,401 2,085,440 1,918,848 4.5% 11.0% 12.7% 

2011 1,733,606 2,120,740 1,959,257 8.0% 1.7% 2.1% 

2012 1,705,258 2,244,688 2,128,315 -1.6% 5.8% 8.6% 

2013 2,110,208 - - 23.7% - - 

2014 2,065,333 - - -2.1% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Activities of Ma'ayan Ha-Hinuch Hatorani. Due to the large changes 

occurring in this budget clause every year, the amended budget is almost 

double the original budget allocated to it. The implemented budget is 

higher on average than the original budget by 56 percent, but lower than 

the amended budget by 20 percent (Figure 10). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Transportation, Procurement and Development 

In this item, the Ministry of Education includes allocations for renting 

apartments in places where there is no possibility of meeting construction 

needs (at least in the short term), for support for localities entitled to it at 

all educational levels, for transportation for pupils and teachers (under the 

responsibility of the local authorities), for the purchase of buses, for 

renovations, and for equipping schools. Also included in it is financing 

for the development of cultural, sports, community and youth centers, for 

equipment for the Sport Authority, and the Educational Television 

budget. 

 

      

      

      

      

                                        

Original budget

Amended budget

Implemented budget

Figure 10 

Activities of Ma’ayan Ha-Hinuch Hatorani 

NIS thousands, in fixed 2011 prices 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Prominent in this item's budget are small drops in the years 2007-2009 

(perhaps due to the transfer of the culture and sport areas to a separate 

ministry) and 2011, and, in contrast, a sharp rise in 2010 (Table 16). The 

reason for the dramatic change in 2010 is the transfer of the budget clause 

for the transportation of special education pupils, which is very 

expensive, from the primary education area budget to this area. 

 

Table 16. Transportation, procurement and development area budget 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

Transfers to Religious Institutions 

Transfers to religious institutions are intended to provide financial 

support to kolels, high yeshivas, hesder yeshivas, religious schools for 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 644,231 825,219 741,887 - - - 

2006 703,089 827,949 736,978 9.1% 0.3% -0.7% 

2007 698,977 814,733 690,369 -0.6% -1.6% -6.3% 

2008 652,344 771,802 634,582 -6.7% -5.3% -8.1% 

2009 632,954 852,415 725,449 -3.0% 10.4% 14.3% 

2010 972,899 1,320,878 1,263,387 53.7% 55.0% 74.2% 

2011 958,375 1,287,991 1,225,172 -1.5% -2.5% -3.0% 

2012 931,934 1,120,033 1,054,059 -2.8% -13.0% -14.0% 

2013 1,051,681 - - 12.8% - - 

2014 1,024,036 - - -2.6% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 



The Ministry of Education Budget: 2000-2014 53 

 

girls, and the like
22

. The interesting phenomenon in this budget is the 

contrast between the reduction that occurred in the original budget 

allocated to the area in the years 2005 to 2008, and the sharp increase in 

2009 (Table 17). It appears that in the wake of the change of government 

in 2009, two-fold action was taken: the original budget was adjusted to 

the amended budget on the one hand, and the amended budget was 

increased by about 27 percent on the other hand. 

Table 17. Transfers to religious institutions area budget, 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

 

Upon examining the development of the original budget, it is 

immediately clear that the cutback between 2005 and 2008 was fictitious 

– as proven by the fact that both the amended and implemented budgets 

grew consistently in 2005-2007, and stayed intact in 2008. The 

                                                      
22

  All are various ultra-Orthodox educational institutions. 

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 604,318 723,328 714,969 - - - 

2006 555,571 807,014 797,349 -8.1% 11.6% 11.5% 

2007 490,216 948,021 925,580 -11.8% 17.5% 16.1% 

2008 335,910 932,349 925,771 -31.5% -1.7% 0.0% 

2009 920,499 1,187,172 1,177,495 174.0% 27.3% 27.2% 

2010 883,475 1,215,624 1,197,700 -4.0% 2.4% 1.7% 

2011 1,074,758 1,175,532 1,163,852 21.7% -3.3% -2.8% 

2012 1,024,688 1,134,392 1,127,312 -4.7% -3.5% -3.1% 

2013 754,501 - - -26.4% - - 

2014 532,684 - - -29.4% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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explanation, then, is that the changes are done in the course of the year, 

even though it was clear at the time the original budget was drawn up that 

they would take place. Most of the changes are done by means of the 

transfer of funds from general reserve items or the Ministry of 

Education's reserve, and some of them by changes in the names of budget 

clauses and transfers from one clause to another. And the reason for this, 

too, is clear: in light of the negative public perception of everything 

concerning the budgeting of Haredi education, it is easier to make 

changes in the budget through the Finance Committee than to be more 

transparent and present the case in the budget that is approved on the 

Knesset floor. 

An example of the changes that occurred in the area's budget can be 

seen in Table 18. Budget clauses intended for the support of kolels and 

high yeshivas ceased to appear in the budget starting in 2008, while a 

new clause (support of religious institutions) made its appearance. Was 

the support for these areas actually curtailed? The answer appears to be 

no: it seems that support was simply included in a new budget clause that 

was larger than the sum of both the previous clauses combined (except in 

2008). Analysis of the actual expenditure versus the slashing of the 

budget in that period reveals that in effect there was no cutback in the 

budgets allocated to these clauses. The question arises: how did it happen 

that the actual expenditures in 2009, for example, came to more than six 

times the implemented budget in 2008? The answer lies in the additional 

sum of NIS 622 million that appears in the new clause – “Addition for the 

matter of yeshivas" – which for its part appeared only once. As food for 

thought, the Appendices (Item 3) present a few funding requests to the 

Finance Committee on the relevant topic. It stands to reason that there 

were others. 

In the 2013-2014 budget, there is a cutback of almost a third in the 

original budget for the religious institutions item, and it remains to be 

seen how that will be reflected in the implementation budget. 
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Table 18. Budgets for select budget clauses for transfers to religious 

institutions, 2005-2011 

 by budget type, NIS million, 2011 prices 

 Support for religious 

institutions 

Support for high 

yeshivas 

Support for 

kolels 

Original Budget   

2005 - 118,360 270,505 

2006 - 100,645 228,637 

2007  90,384 199,597 

2008 160,488 - - 

2009 744,519 - - 

2010 724,989 - - 

2011 940,444 - - 

Cumulative change   

2005-2011 486.0% -23.6% -26.2% 

Amended Budget   

2005 - 213,798 324,070 

2006 - 110,242 268,148 

2007 - 90,017 193,518 

2008 167,944 - - 

2009 1,012,072 - - 

2010 1,041,384 - - 

2011 1,037,779 - - 

Cumulative change   

2005-2011 517.9% -57.9% -40.3% 

Implemented Budget   

2005 - 210,169 324,070 

2006 - 107,431 267,281 

2007 - 84,256 193,518 

2008 163,376 - - 

2009 1,007,651 - - 

2010 1,034,942 - - 

2011 1,037,668 - - 

Cumulative change   

2005-2011 535.1% -59.9% -40.3% 

 

 
Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Culture 

In the past, this area included the budgets for culture and sport, but after 

the establishment of the Ministry of Culture and Sport, the relevant 

budgets were transferred to it, and now the area mainly includes topics 

related to Jewish culture. Close scrutiny of the area's budget reveals a 

trend similar to that seen in the area of transfers to religious institutions: a 

seeming reduction in the original budget over the years, relatively large 

increases in the amended budget, and an implementation rate that was 

higher than the original budget by 94 percent and lower than the amended 

budget by 23 percent (Table 19). 

 

Table 19. Culture budget clause budget, 2005-2014 

 by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

 

 

  

Year Original 

budget 

Amended 

budget 

Implemented 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in original 

budget 

Percent 

increase 

in 

amended 

budget 

Percent 

increase in 

implemented 

budget 

2005 511,354 653,183 583,843 - - - 

2006 500,516 136,169 106,608 -2.0% -79.0% -82.0% 

2007 66,897 123,698 98,383 -87.0% -9.0% -8.0% 

2008 51,578 108,902 99,262 -23.0% -12.0% 1.0% 

2009 42,364 95,127 57,776 -18.0% -13.0% -42.0% 

2010 37,980 130,851 96,587 -10.0% 38.0% 67.0% 

2011 35,220 129,221 102,038 -7.0% -1.0% 6.0% 

2012 33,638 118,027 90,905 -4.5% -8.7% -10.9% 

2013 28,529 - - -15.2% - - 

2014 35,960 - - 26.1% - - 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 



The Ministry of Education Budget: 2000-2014 57 

 

Prominent among all the budget clauses in the area of culture is the 

clause for expenditure on Jewish culture, particularly Torah and Jewish 

culture classes not in the framework of formal studies (Figure 11). The 

size of this budget clause, alongside the clause for colleges for Jewish 

studies and the centers for Jewish education, is close to 90 percent of the 

entire culture budget and 80 percent of the implemented budget. The 

original budget allocated to this budget clause dropped by 45 percent, but 

in 2011 the implemented budget was twice as high as in 2005. 

The interesting phenomenon regarding this clause is that although a 

trend of decline was registered in the original budget over the period, 

significant additions were made to the amended budget, so that in effect 

the implemented budget was larger than the original budget in every year, 

except for 2009. In that year, the amended budget was higher than the 

original budget by 70 percent, but there was no actual implementation of 

the added budget. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

                                        

Original budget

Amended budget

Implemented budget

Cumulative change, 2005-2012
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vs. Original
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vs. Original

Implemented 

vs. Amended

           

Figure 11 

Budget for the Torah and culture budget clause 

by budget type, NIS thousands, 2011 prices 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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4. Summary and Conclusions 

Lack of Transparency in the Budget 

The single most unequivocal conclusion that can be drawn from this 

study is that the Ministry of Education budget is not transparent to the 

public. There are several reasons for this lack of transparency. The main 

reason, of course, is the difference between the original budget and the 

amended budget. As noted previously, most of the public debate revolves 

around the original budget, but that budget is different, and in many cases 

very different, from the amended budget, which is the budget that is 

actually available for the ministry to use. Furthermore, the amended 

budget is very different from the actual implemented budget. Apparently, 

when the process of amending the budget is clear and open to the public, 

transparency is not harmed, but in reality the legal and bureaucratic 

process of making these changes does not allow for public oversight of 

the actual implemented budget. The real situation is reflected in remarks 

by two senior Ministry of Education officials. One of them says: "An 

amended budget equal to zero is not an indication of a non-implemented 

budget."
23

 The other asserts that "Not everything can be made public in a 

simple way."
24

 Such remarks appear to speak for themselves. 

The Ministry of Education has no authority to make changes in its 

budget without approval. Depending on the change, approval may be 

required from only the Budget Department in the Ministry of Finance (in 

the case of minor changes, or transfers from one clause to another within 

the same program), from the Budget Department in the Ministry of 

Finance plus notification to the Knesset's Finance Committee, or from 

both the Budget Department in the Ministry of Finance and the Knesset 

Finance Committee. The professional, political and administrative 

process that accompanies requests for the approval of changes is 

undocumented. The only existing documentation is the requests 

themselves, and the discussion in the Knesset's Finance Committee over 

                                                      
23

  From a letter by the director of Department A, Economics and Statistics, 

Economics and Budgets Administration in the Ministry of Education, to one 

of the authors, dated 7 January 2013. 
24

  From a letter by the Head of Administration, Department A, Budgets, 

Economics and Budgets Administration in the Ministry of Education, dated 16 

January 2013. 
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those requests – which is also intended for insiders, since tracking the 

requests is complicated. 

Due to the proliferation of requests for changes (over 8,000 in 2011 

alone), the Finance Committee is unable to discuss seriously each and 

every one. Therefore, it usually receives a list of requests – sometimes for 

very large sums – and approves them almost without discussion. The 

extent of requests in budget terms is on average 20 to 25 percent of the 

original budget. Since most of the budget is made up of pay for workers 

of the educational institutions, an item in which the level of change is 

very restricted, it is understandable how the approval process’s lack of 

transparency turns the budget into an almost impossible maze.  

The lack of transparency of the decision making process on budgetary 

changes is also underlined by remarks made by former MK Ruhama 

Avraham-Balila at a meeting of the Knesset's Finance Committee:
25

 

Three weeks ago […] I asked Mr. Chairman about the transfers of 

funds, transfers brought before us, a minute before we arrive at the 

meeting […] I am requesting that the Knesset members be able to 

receive in due time, at least a week earlier, all the transfers in 

advance, so that we will be able to see, learn, and proffer our 

comments and insights […] There are transfers here that arrived 

two and three weeks ago, and we are required in five minutes to 

study a transfer from one budget to another […] It is inappropriate 

and there is no transparency in it towards the Knesset members or 

towards the Knesset's oversight of the government's work, to 

ascertain whether funds aren't being transferred for the benefit of 

other things. 

After years of recurring demands that the handling of budgetary 

changes made by the Knesset's Finance Committee be open, the Budget 

Department at long last posted details of budgetary changes on its internet 

website. However, the information contained in these details is 

incomplete and difficult to decipher. Three examples may illustrate this 

point. 

In one case, the Budget Department wrote to the chairman the 

following request: 

                                                      
25

  Protocol No. 883 from a meeting of the Finance Committee on 9 November 

2011, on the topic of "changes in the budget for 2011 and requests for revision 

of changes in the budget." 
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The Education Minister proposes changes in his ministry's budget, 

and the Finance Minister is asking the approval of the Knesset's 

Finance Committee for that, in accordance with Section 11 of the 

Budget Foundations Law, 1985, as detailed in the printout hereby 

attached. The budgetary application is for the sake of performing 

internal changes in the Ministry of Education's budget.
26

  

A second example runs as follows: 

The Finance Minister is asking for approval by the Knesset's 

Finance Committee of the transfer of the sum of NIS 329,679,000 

(NIS 330 million – N.B.) on authorization to commit from Item 47 

– general reserve, to Item 20 – Ministry of Education, as detailed in 

the attached printout. The application is intended to budget NIS 

329,679,000 on authorization to commit, most of which is for the 

ICT program, the HOTAM program, and the conduct of 

international researches. Likewise the application is intended to 

perform internal changes in the Ministry of Education's budget that 

include, among others, the following topics: 

1. Transfer of NIS 41,600,000 for teachers' supplementary training 

in accordance with the New Horizon agreement. 

2. Budgeting NIS 55,000,000 for renovations in schools during the 

summer vacation. 

3. Transfer of NIS 3,800,000 for pupil meals in the educational 

system. 

4. Transfer of NIS 31,306,000 for tuition and supplemental classes 

for pupils of the Na'ale program (immigrant youth 

unaccompanied by parents).
27

 

The requests do not include full details of the amounts, or which items 

will be cut and which supplemented (there are actually no details at all in 

the first request, besides the fact that changes are required). The details 

do appear in the printout to the Committee, but that printout is not 

accessible to the public.
28

 The second request refers to a budget of NIS 

330 million, but only NIS 132 million show up in the detailed items. As 

                                                      
26

  Request No. 8, dated 22 March 2011. 
27

  Request No. 12, Application No. 181, undated. 
28

  Rumor has it that these are printed on the last dot matrix printer remaining in 

the Knesset. 
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regards the level and quality of discussion in the Committee, that is a 

separate issue.  

The third example concerns a request that reads as follows: 

The request is intended to budget NIS 50 million on authorization 

to commit for a five-year project in partnership with the Rashi 

Fund for the benefit of improved achievements in Etgar classes, 

and also to make internal changes in the Ministry of Education's 

budget, which include among others the following topics: 

participation in the sum of NIS 15 million in the Internal Security 

Ministry on behalf of security for educational institutions; 

budgeting of NIS 3 million for chaperones on transportation in 

special education; budgeting of NIS 4.2 million for integration of 

the Oz Le-Tmura reform; budgeting of NIS 10.7 million for 

alternative training for women in Haredi seminars. 

As can be seen, the request refers to a debate in the Finance 

Committee over supposed changes amounting to NIS 50 million 

regarding the item of expenditures conditioned on income, but ultimately 

the Committee approved changes to the extent of NIS 350 million.
29

 

As occurred in these three examples, in most cases the requests are 

approved as is. If there is a discussion, it usually concerns trivial items, 

which may be priorities for one Knesset member or another. Budgetary 

transfers in the amounts of hundreds of millions of shekels are often 

approved with a wave of the hand and no discussion, while allocations 

amounting to only a few million or even hundreds of thousands may be 

discussed at length. The lack of transparency and the Finance 

Committee's inability to actually track and monitor these requests leave 

the field open to arrangements, agreements and internal deals among 

officials of the Ministry of Education, Ministry of Finance, and the 

chairman of the Finance Committee.
30

 Most of these arrangements are 

made at the level of the senior bureaucracy, which allows the latter to 

                                                      
29

  Request No. 564 before the Finance Committee, dated 4 October 2011. It is 

important to remember that the change is of two-fold scope, since it affects 

both the item that receives the supplement and the item from which the 

amount is subtracted. 
30

  Another prominent incident is documented in a report by Lavi (2012), 

regarding a demand by the Ministry of Finance for the transfer of about NIS 

10 billion to the Defense Ministry's budget. 
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solve various problems for the political level without actually involving it 

in the organizational and legal tangle required to do so. 

The explanations accompanying the Budget Book are supposed to 

make the budget clear and transparent to any reader. However, they refer 

to only a minority of the budget clauses, and are usually not only obscure, 

but repeated year after year. Especially prominent is the lack of reporting 

on the operational objectives, the level of implementation, and the 

reasons for the changes from the original budget to the amended budget. 

Non-Utilization of the Budget 

Why it that the budget allocated to the Ministry of Education is not fully 

utilized? How is it possible that alongside the recurring arguments 

regarding education budget cutbacks, the reality is that the Ministry does 

not fully utilized over a billion shekels every year on average? The 

answers received from the Ministry include various explanations, among 

them the following: 

The budget available to the Ministry is actually lower than the 

budget approved in the Knesset. The Ministry of Education's budget, 

like that of other ministries, includes reserve items, which are intended to 

meet unexpected needs, such as future pay agreements and various 

unforeseen demands. The size of the items defined as reserves in recent 

years amounts to about a billion and a half shekels every year, and their 

use for other purposes requires the approval of the Ministry of Finance's 

Budget Department and the Knesset's Finance Committee. Most of these 

items are included in the "general staff programs" area, but also appear in 

some other places in the budget. Furthermore, as discussed previously, 

there are another several hundred millions of shekels in items that are not 

defined as reserves, but in effect serve as such (in the authors' estimation, 

the hidden reserve amounted to more than a billion shekels in 2012 – see 

Table 1 above). 

The data indicate that the reserve items are fully used during the 

year.
31

 Usually the reserve funds are transferred to the general reserve 

                                                      
31

  For example, in the 2011 budget a transfer of NIS 141 million was approved 

from the Ministry of Education's budget to the general reserve and from there 

to the Defense Ministry, for the purpose of conscripting Haredim to the IDF 

(Request Number: 032-20, 15-030, Committee Application Number: 629, 

630). What does this have to do with the Ministry of Education's budget? In 

2011, NIS 2 billion were transferred from the Ministry of Education budget to 
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item of the Ministry of Finance, and are channeled from there to other 

items. Does this mean that the money was transferred to other items in 

the Ministry of Education's budget? Not necessarily. Some of the money 

– perhaps even most of it – indeed reaches other items in education, but 

some of it does not. 

At any rate, the lack of control over the budgetary reserve item does 

not provide a satisfactory answer to the lack of full utilization of the 

budget at the disposal of the Ministry of Education. First, if the reserves 

are not under the Ministry of Education's control, why do they appear in 

its budget? And if indeed the Ministry does not have control and 

supervision of these items, why does the Minister of Education agree to 

their being included in his budget giving the public the impression that 

the Ministry's budget is larger than it actually is while also opening the 

door to criticism of the Ministry's inefficiency? The answer to this last 

question seems to lie in a broader policy of the Ministry of Finance. The 

Ministry of Finance is not interested in having a large budgetary reserve 

item appear in the state budget, due to their concern that this item will 

become a convenient focus for demands to augment the budgets of other 

ministries; it therefore divides the reserve funds among the budgets of all 

the government ministries.
32

 The various ministers, including the Minister 

of Education, agree to this arrangement with the understanding that the 

ministry’s support will give it some leverage with the Ministry of Finance 

and will allow it to benefit from the reserve budget over the course of the 

year in the framework of changes to the budget. This arrangement, 

though understandable as regards the administrative and political needs, 

is contrary to desires for budgetary transparency. 

  

                                                                                                                        
the general reserve item, but only NIS 1.6 billion were transferred from the 

general reserve item to the Ministry of Education. 
32

  A senior official in the civil service was quoted as saying: "I don't understand 

the Ministry of Finance. After all, everyone knows they have money hidden in 

the budget, in all sorts of fictitious items, since for a fact every time a project 

pops up that the Ministry of Finance believes in suddenly the money to fund it 

is found. Since everyone knows this, nobody believes the Ministry of Finance 

either when they say they have run out of money – and that invites endless 

pressures by the government ministries on the Ministry of Finance for 

budgetary supplements. And that's instead of making the reserve in the budget 

known and open, and thus putting an end once and for all to the pressures on 

the Ministry of Finance" (Arlozorov, 2012). 
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The Accountant General's Report does not take into account that 

funds which were not fully utilized in a given year are transferred to 

the next year's budget. This argument is contradicted by the reality over 

time. In 2011, about a billion and a half shekels were transferred to the 

Ministry's budget from the surpluses of the 2010 budget. This means that 

those funds were not utilized in 2010; however, in 2010, the Ministry also 

had at its disposal surpluses amounting to NIS 1.2 billion from the 2009 

budget. The fact is that every year the Ministry has a budget on the order 

of 3.5 percent beyond the original budget available for its use. This 

budget already includes the surplus funds, the Ministry's reserve, and 

transfers from the general reserve. According to one view, of which the 

Ministry of Education's officials are the representatives, this is the same 

sum that is transferred from one year to the next, so adding all the sums 

that were not utilized over the years into a single figure is to count the 

same budget twice. But according to another view, the fact of the matter 

is that every year the Ministry of Education has a sum available 

amounting to about 3.5 percent over and above the original budget which 

is not fully utilized, and therefore it is quite justifiable to view these sums 

as accumulating. The inability to fully use the budget stems mainly – but 

not only – from deficiencies in planning and the lack of ongoing 

oversight of the implemented budget. Other reasons include unexpected 

changes in the course of the year, bureaucratic hurdles to the approval of 

both short- and long-term programs, and difficulties raised by the 

Ministry's accountancy in the execution of payments for activities 

undertaken.
33

 Under correct and efficient management, all of these 

                                                      
33

  In the existing governmental organizational constellation, there are two 

central officeholders in the economic area in the Ministry of Education, who 

by virtue of their positions have a dual identity and loyalty – the accountant 

general and the head of the Economics and Planning Directorate. On one 

hand, they are responsible for the education system and the furthering of its 

goals, but on the other hand, their job calls for working in coordination with 

the Ministry of Finance officials in general (the accountant general is even 

defined officially as an employee of the Ministry of Finance), with the 

referents of the education system in the Budget Department in particular. The 

fact that education ministers change with great frequency, whereas the 

professional leadership remains rather stable, empowers the professionals 

inside the Ministry of Education and lends greater importance to the nature of 

their relationship with the Ministry of Finance. In this reality, the Ministry of 

Education's political and pedagogical top echelon operate subject to ceaseless 

and frustrating budgetary pressures, even though effectively the size of the 
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difficulties can be overcome, or at least the damage they cause can be 

limited. This is said in light of the fact that these are ongoing issues of 

underutilization for every year examined (see former Education Minister 

Yuli Tamir's letter, which attests to the way the budget is managed, in 

Appendix 4). 

The Budget as a Planning Instrument 

The way to evaluate the budgetary planning of any institution is to 

examine the correspondence between the original proposed budget and 

the final available budget, and the distribution of expenditures among the 

various items. The Ministry of Education's implemented budget relative 

to the original budget seems to point to excellent planning (a 99 percent 

implementation level, see Table 2 above), but the implementation as 

opposed to the amended budget is much less impressive. This is 

especially true when the relatively low amount of freedom in the Ministry 

of Education's budget, which is for the most part intended to cover the 

pay for educational institutions' employees, is taken into account. 

However, the main problem is not the overall implementation level, 

but the extent of internal changes in the budget. When they amount to 12 

percent or even more of the original budget (as noted, each change needs 

to be counted twice: in the clause subtracted from, and in the clause 

added to), discussing planning seems moot. It is more correct to say there 

is a determination of a certain expenditure level – usually a sum similar to 

the previous year's, with the addition of changes in the level of prices and 

numbers of pupils – and within that framework all items that are not 

related to pay for permanent workers are open to changes, sometimes big 

changes. What is equally disturbing is that apparently there is planning 

and it is rather efficient – a supposition supported by the fact that the 

differences between the original budget and the amended and 

implemented budgets are quite stable – but this planning is being hidden 

from the public. 

                                                                                                                        
unused budgets would make it possible – at least, so it seems – to relieve the 

pressure to a large extent. 
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5. Proposals for Improvement and Change 

In Ben-Bassat and Dahan's book (2006), there is an entire chapter 

devoted to proposing changes in the way the budget is prepared and 

presented. Their proposals concerning transparency are in clause with the 

outlook of this paper's authors, and are presented here with relevant 

additions and clarifications in light of its findings. 

A. Reducing the number of items and budget clauses. The Ministry of 

Education's budget includes about 1,200 budget clauses, about 200 of 

which appear with zero allocation in the original, amended and 

implemented budgets. About 550 clauses in the framework of the 

original budget for 2011 were each in the amount of less than a 

million shekels, i.e., of the 1,200 clauses in the original budget only 

about 500 were each in the amount of over a million shekels, and 

only 210 clauses were each budgeted in an amount greater than NIS 

10 million. 

Ben-Bassat and Dahan (2006) reviewed the advantages and 

disadvantages of this proliferation of budget clauses. The fact that a 

budgetary transfer from one clause to another requires approval by 

the Budget Department (without approval from the Finance 

Committee) leaves the Ministry of Finance with a high level of power 

and control, but severely restricts the Ministry of Education's capacity 

to manage. This stems largely from a policy based on distrust 

between the different parts of the system and a desire to create 

efficient enforcement mechanisms. Another advantage this method is 

supposed to have is transparency. The proliferation of specific budget 

clauses enables the Ministry of Finance and the public to more 

closely monitor the goals and specific objectives of each expenditure. 

However, this is a merely theoretical advantage, because as long as 

the government (both the Ministry of Finance and Ministry of 

Education as one) is not required to provide meaningful explanations 

for every clause, and the procedures concerning requests for changes 

in the budget remain obscure, it can allocate the funds for goals and 

objectives with a tenuous relation to the title of the clause, and do 

almost as it pleases with the budget clauses in the course of the year.
34

  

                                                      
34

  In the localities education area, for example, there is a clause in the amount of 

NIS 317,000 under the name "Employment of students." What can be 

understood about the use of this clause? For what purpose are the students 
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The authors' proposal is that in the Ministry's budget only active 

budget clauses with activity over NIS 10 million will appear (clauses 

in which no activity is registered will not appear). All clauses of 

lesser size will be attached to larger existing budget clauses, or 

consolidated into new clauses dealing with similar matters. Public 

oversight by the Knesset and the Ministry of Finance will be 

facilitated by the provision of information that is not being currently 

provided in the budget itself or in the explanations for it. Reducing 

the number of budget clauses will lead to a dramatic reduction in the 

Budget Department's intervention in the Ministry of Education's 

ongoing operations, because fewer approvals will be required for the 

transfer of funds from clause to clause. Some may view this as a 

curtailment of oversight capacity, but it may be a vital step for 

boosting the Ministry of Education's capacity to manage. (Approval 

from both the Budget Department and the Finance Committee will be 

required for every budgetary transfer, even from one clause to 

another, though, since the size of the allocation in each budget clause 

will be increased.) 

B. Changing the way the budget data is presented. As explained in 

the Introduction, each budget clause in the Budget Book has several 

columns – expenditure, expenditure conditioned on income, and 

authorization to commit. Some of the columns are very important, but 

there is no information in them. In the 2011 budget, for example, 

there are only 100 items in the expenditure conditioned on income 

column, 70 of them in the amount of less than NIS 10 million, and in 

the authorization to commit column there are only eight items. Even 

in the columns of the largest element, manpower, there are only a 

small number of items. 

On the other hand, missing from the budget are columns which 

could be vital for the purpose of oversight on the part of the public 

and the Knesset. One of them is the percentage of change in the 

original budget relative to the previous year’s original budget; a 

second is the implementation rate for the last reported budgetary year 

relative to the original budget of that year; a third is the average 

implementation rate for the previous year relative to the original 

budget; and a fourth is the implementation rate relative to the 

                                                                                                                        
employed, in which frameworks, what do they do, and what are the rules of 

payment? None of this is clear. 
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amended budget. Presenting the budget submitted for approval in 

such a way will make it possible for Knesset members and the 

general public to ascertain whether the planning matches the reality. 

C. Expanding the explanations for the budget. Reliable, precise, clear, 

and updated explanations have a central and vital role in ensuring the 

transparency of the budget. These demands may sometimes be 

difficult to meet, but they are of great importance both to the public 

and to officials of the Ministries of Education and Finance. A uniform 

framework and fixed reporting protocol could be very helpful to those 

required to prepare the budget. Furthermore, reducing the number of 

budget clauses that need to be explained, as proposed, would make 

this possible. 

The explanations should include the following: 

 The budget clause’s goals 

 Timetables for the clause’s implementation 

 Criteria for evaluating the implementation level 

 In budget clauses measured in physical units, such as teaching 

hours and procurements, the expected numbers should be detailed 

 If in the past year there have been deviations upwards or 

downwards in the implementation relative to the original budget, 

or in the implementation relative to the amended budget, the 

reasons for them need be detailed 

D. Changing the procedure for making changes in the budget. The 

current procedure for making changes is undoubtedly one of the 

largest obstacles to rendering the budget transparent to the public and 

Knesset members, and it must be changed. The authors' proposal is 

that every request for changes in the budget be publicized in full at 

least two weeks before the discussion in the Finance Committee, on 

the Committee's website and on the Ministry of Education's website, 

including detailed items that will be affected by the change and the 

reasons for it. This is intended to allow any interested party to get in 

touch with Finance Committee members and draw their attention to 

the consequences of the change. This will do little to make the 

Committee's work more cumbersome, and may actually have the 

opposite effect. Such a move will place at the disposal of the Finance 

Committee members, who perhaps are unable to monitor the 

requested changes in an orderly and comprehensive way, a network 
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of interested parties who are able to monitor the proposals of the 

Education and Finance Ministries and apprise Committee members of 

the implications of these changes. 
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Appendices 

1. Budget Structure 

The state budget is made up of four main layers, each at a higher level of 

specification than the previous one: 

A. Relevant ministry 

B. Specific area 

C. Specific plan 

D. Budget clause 

For example, budget clause no. 20251047 (operation of long school-

day in preschools) begins with the code for the Ministry of Education 

(20), and belongs to the preprimary education area, coded 25; to the 

compulsory preschools program, coded 10; and the specific budget clause 

for the operation of a long school-day in preschools is numbered 47 

(Figure A1). 

 

 

 

 

  

Appendix Figure 1 

The structure of the Ministry of Education budget 

Level of detail in 

the state budget
Example – Ministry of Education

Ministry

Area

Plan

Clause

Level 1: Ministry of Education 

(Code 20)

Level 2: Area

Preschool education 

(Code 2025)

Level 3: Plan

Compulsory preschool

(Code 202510)

Level 4: Budget Clause

Long school day in preschools

(Code 20251047)
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2. Appendix Tables 

Appendix Table 1.  Original, amended and implemented budget, 

2000-2011 

 NIS million, 2014 prices 

Year Original budget Amended budget Implemented budget 

2000 26,841 27,238 26,745 

2001 28,260 29,773 29,307 

2002 28,572 29,079 27,876 

2003 29,282 29,631 28,106 

2004 29,473 30,490 29,473 

2005 28,904 30,054 28,848 

2006 29,603 30,102 28,963 

2007 29,708 33,157 31,119 

2008 30,241 32,500 31,415 

2009 32,203 33,217 31,914 

2010 33,537 35,847 34,353 

2011 34,901 37,535 35,784 

2012 35,669 40,020 38,678 

2013 40,975 - - 

2014 41,229 - - 

Rate of change  

2000-2012 33% 47% 45% 

 

 

  

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Appendix Table 2. Ministry of Education main activities areas as percent of total budget 

 by budget type, excluding Special Education, 2005-2012 

 

  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Staff units 

Original 4.4% 4.2% 4.5% 3.5% 4.2% 4.3% 3.6% 4.7% 

Amended 1.4% 0.8% 1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.09% 1.2% 1.4% 

Implemented 1.2% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 1.2% 

Administration 

Original 2.3% 2.2% 2.0% 2.0% 1.9% 1.7% 1.7% 1.6% 

Amended 2.6% 2.5% 2.3% 2.3% 2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 

Implemented 2.4% 2.3% 2.3% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.0% 2.0% 

Teacher 

administration 

Original 6.4% 6.5% 5.9% 6.0% 5.8% 5.4% 5.2% 4.7% 

Amended 6.8% 7.3% 7.4% 7.3% 7.0% 6.5% 6.2% 7.6% 

Implemented 6.3% 6.8% 6.5% 6.6% 6.6% 5.8% 5.5% 6.5% 

General 

pedagogical 

administration 

Original 4.1% 4.0% 3.9% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 3.4% 3.3% 

Amended 4.5% 4.5% 4.3% 4.1% 3.9% 4.0% 4.2% 4.2% 

Implemented 4.0% 4.0% 4.1% 3.5% 3.5% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 

Preschool 

education 

Original 8.0% 8.1% 7.8% 7.8% 7.8% 7.2% 7.0% 6.5% 

Amended 8.6% 9.1% 8.5% 90% 9.5% 7.6% 7.6% 8.2% 

Implemented 8.3% 8.9% 8.8% 9.3% 9.5% 7.7% 7.9% 8.9% 

Primary 

education 

Original 20.4% 21.7% 20.9% 22.6% 25.7% 24.6% 24.7% 24.6% 

Amended 20.9% 21.1% 25.3% 23.7% 23.6% 26.8% 27.9% 30.2% 

Implemented 19.8% 20.3% 21.5% 21.9% 22.4% 24.6% 25.5% 26.5% 

Secondary 

education 

Original 25.9% 25.9% 25.9% 26.0% 24.2% 25.5% 25.2% 24.4% 

Amended 26.4% 26.2% 26.4% 25.6% 25.2% 24.5% 24.5% 25.0% 

Implemented 26.8% 26.7% 25.6% 26.0% 25.6% 24.4% 24.3% 25.3% 

Localities 

education 

Original 7.0% 6.9% 6.4% 6.7% 6.6% 6.1% 6.0% 5.6% 

Amended 7.6% 7.4% 7.3% 7.3% 7.0% 6.8% 6.8% 6.5% 

Implemented 7.4% 6.9% 7.2% 7.2% 6.7% 6.6% 6.6% 6.7% 

Recognized 

Independent 

Education 

Original 4.5% 4.4% 4.3% 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% 4.5% 4.1% 

Amended 5.0% 4.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.7% 5.9% 5.7% 6.1% 

Implemented 4.4% 4.5% 4.9% 4.9% 5.0% 5.2% 4.9% 5.2% 

Transportation 

and equipment 

Original 2.2% 2.4% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0% 2.9% 2.7% 2.6% 

Amended 2.7% 2.8% 2.5% 2.4% 2.6% 3.7% 3.4% 2.8% 

Implemented 2.6% 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 2.3% 3.7% 3.4% 2.7% 

Transfers to 

religious 

institutions 

Original 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.1% 2.9% 2.6% 3.1% 2.9% 

Amended 2.4% 2.7% 2.9% 2.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.15 2.8% 

Implemented 2.5% 2.8% 3.0% 2.9% 3.7% 3.5% 3.3% 2.9% 

 

 

 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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Appendix Table 3. Special education budget as percent of total 

Ministry of Education budget, 2005-2012 

 by budget type 

 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Original 9.7% 10.0% 10.6% 11.3% 10.9% 10.2% 10.4% 10.1% 

Amended 10.2% 11.3% 10.5% 11.2% 9.6% 10.1% 10.0% 7.9% 

Implemented 10.4% 11.3% 10.7% 11.4% 9.8% 10.3% 10.4% 8.1% 

 

 

 

 

Appendix Table 4. Budget clause for preschool system rehabilitation 

 NIS thousands, current prices 

Year Original Amended Implemented Amended 

relative to 

budget 

Implemented 

relative to 

amended 

Implemented 

relative to 

budget 

2005 10,283 20,283 0 197% 0% 0% 

2006 10,345 10,345 0 100% 0% 0% 

2007 10,510 10,510 0 100% 0% 0% 

2008 11,449 21,959 11,000 192% 50% 96% 

2009 11,653 41,611 0 357% 0% 0% 

2010 12,057 69,668 59,834 578% 86% 496% 

2011 12,437 22,246 2,600 179% 12% 21% 

2012 12,432 32,077 9,400 258% 29% 76% 

2013 12,805 - - - - - 

2014 12,933 - - - - - 

 

 

 

 

  

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 

Source: Nachum Blass and Yulia Cogan, Taub Center 

Data: Ministry of Finance 
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3. Protocol of the Finance Committee Discussion from 10 
December 2008 

Application No. 651 – Ministry of Education 

Shira Greenberg: 

This concerns balanced internal changes and end-of-year adjustments. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

What is this transfer of almost NIS 12 million to religious institutions 

and NIS 30 million to support for kolels? Why wasn't it [here] before? 

Reuven Rivlin: 

It's the item due to which we have convened today. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

This doesn't concern small sums. There is a transfer here to religious 

institutions and to support for kolels. Wasn't it in the basis of the 

budget? 

Yoni Regev: 

It wasn't in the basis of the budget. It's a supplement that needed to be 

given to the yeshivas to maintain the value of the point. Without it 

there would be no payment to yeshivas. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

Without trying to complain – the Haredi Knesset members constantly 

argue that the figures are distorted and aren't being counted correctly. 

It was also argued that there were cases of counting twice and that has 

been resolved. I understand that the argument is now the opposite, and 

therefore I'm asking, why doesn't it appear in the basis of the budget? 

Where were these sums before? 

Nissan Slomiansky: 

By law, the figures are reported four times a year. That is the rule 

because some of the pupils leave and others enter. Four points of 

reporting with oversight were allowed. It's impossible to know in 

advance what the number is, but an estimation is made and towards 

the end the overall supplement is made according to the latest reports. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

Older pupils and not younger ones attend the kolels and therefore 

there is no need to report four times a year. 
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Nissan Slomiansky: 

It was a demand by the system, so there wouldn't be a situation where 

at the beginning of the year many register and afterwards they 

disappear and the budgeting continues as was initially reported. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

What is the government's yearly support budget for kolels? I think it 

doesn't amount to NIS 30 million. 

Yitzhak Vaknin: 

The yearly budget amounts to NIS 600 million. 

Yoni Regev: 

It need be kept in mind that this concerns a support budget and it 

shouldn't be adjusted automatically. The value of the point can be 

changed according to the budget. NIS 600-700 million are for the 

support of yeshivas and not only kolels. The decision how much goes 

to kolels is according to the value of a point. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

Why doesn't everything go into the pool in advance? If it's all in the 

same pool, why is the distinction nonetheless maintained between 

kolels and Torah yeshivas? 

Nissan Slomiansky: 

They are different budget clauses. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

In this case, too, I would like details of the kolels. 

Chairman Avishay Braverman: 

Who's in favor of approving application 651? 

 

V O T E 

In favor – the majority 

Application No. 651 is approved. 
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Application No. 746 – Ministry of Education 

Yoni Regev: 

This concerns a supplement of NIS 15 million for Jewish culture and 

NIS 22 million [as] replenishment for the localities budget. 

Avshalom Vilan: 

Does that also include the secular yeshivas? 

Yoni Regev: 

In Jewish culture there are criteria of support. 

Chairman Avishay Braverman: 

Who's in favor of approving Application 746? 

 

V O T E 

In favor – the majority 

Application No. 746 is approved 
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4. Letter from Yuli Tamir, serving as Education Minister, on 
the non-utilization of the budget 

To   

Nili Even Chen, Attorney 

Director, Economics and Research Department 

Movement for Quality of Government in Israel 

 

Shalom, 

Re: Ministry of Education's unutilized budget surplus  

(your letter of 28.10.2007) 

 

Thank you for your letter. 

The report on which you rely is the report on cash 

implementation in the budget. This is a report that entirely ignores 

the sums of commitments registered in the system which are in 

every respect implementation for all purposes. As is known, only in 

2006 the Ministry's commitment level (i.e., commitment that the 

Ministry is required to execute) was of an extent approaching NIS 

600 million. Can this sum be defined as "unutilized surplus"? 

Can sums, which are defined in the budget as reserves and 

therefore under the law the Ministry has no ability to use them, be 

defined as "unutilized surplus"? 

Some of the "surpluses" which you have pointed out are 

"surpluses" in items of direct teachers' pay. As everyone knows, the 

direct pay budget is based on physical units (numbers of hours, jobs 

and pupils) and quoted in shekels. 

The budgeting of pay is based on estimated costs, and if at the 

end of the year it turns out that the estimation on which the budget 

was based was too high these remainders can't be defined as 

surplus, because what the Ministry is required to do is to implement 

the numbers of hours stipulated in the budget and these numbers of 

hours were executed in full. 

In the accountancy's documents are all the data on the recent 

years' budgets and they indicate that the Ministry of Education 

implemented the ministry's budget at almost a 100 percent level 

and all the arguments regarding millions of shekels being 

unutilized are entirely without foundation. 

Sincerely, 

Yuli Tamir 
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