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            Abstract

            
                The aim of this paper is to document the difficulties faced by teachers in Spain, since the General Education Law of 1970, in implementing education in and for democracy under the conceptual paradigm of the common good. This issue is explored from three perspectives: legislation, the relationship between school and society, and classroom methodologies. A qualitative approach was employed, based on interviews from which testimonies were collected from nine teachers in basic education. The results show the teachers’ interest in providing education in democratic values and the obstacles they face in achieving this objective, a result of a separation between the political and sociocultural purposes of education, the influence of each ideological context, and a failure to understand education as a common good.
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                I. Introduction

                
                    

                

            

            
                Education is a key pillar in the construction and strengthening of democracy. Collaborative teaching strategies can be used to enhance engagement in spaces of participation based on the defense of human rights and responsibilities. Given this understanding, there is interest in building a democratic culture within educational institutions.
            

            
                In this regard, there is extensive literature linking education to the development of civic and democratic behavior, shared responsibility and social justice, so much so that human dignity itself is inseparable from development as a citizen (Giner, 2007). Examples include work by Bisquerra (2008), Escámez and Gil (2002), Feu et al. (2017), Hidalgo-Zurita and Robles-Zurita (2020), Mesa (2019), Sánchez-Gey (2021), and Simó et al. (2016).
            

            
                The concept of democracy involves civic engagement in public decisions, through the exercise of reflection and critical debate. As part of this process, the mission of schools is to educate citizens in this exercise of democracy, based on values grounded in freedom and respect, to build a free, tolerant, and just society (Bolívar, 2008) in which citizens can coexist (Garcés, 2021). Thus, education, as a working space for democracy, requires equal opportunities, participatory and deliberative school governance by the whole educational community, a critical and participatory curriculum, and a democratic school culture as a sense of identity and group belonging (Belavi & Murillo, 2020).
            

            
                Indeed, the power of socialization that education has in and for democracy – as both a purpose and an educational practice – entails a series of attitudes and behaviors based on values that must be learned by lived experience in educational settings as part of daily social interaction (Novoa et al., 2019). Educating citizens in democratic values for the development of citizenship supposes, from a legal perspective, an awareness of rights, responsibilities, and active participation, but from a sociocultural and civic perspective, it also includes attitudes and behaviors that promote integration into society and participation in public life, two areas associated with the definition of democracy in both its political and legal dimension and its civic and social dimension (Cortina, 1997). This educational mission, from the conception of a cosmopolitan populace, should be guided by the values of coexistence and a guarantee of equal opportunities (Gaete & Luna, 2019; Puig & Morales, 2015).
            

            
                This conception of education bears a relation to the well-established debate on whether education should be understood as a public good or a common good. If education is defined as a public good, following the theory of Samuelson (1954), state intervention is justified on the grounds of equity, equal opportunity, and social justice to guarantee social cohesion. Buchanan’s (1965) line of theory has associated education with an impure public good, as it accommodates supply by private actors to achieve universal schooling and the moral and legal purpose of education. Ostrom’s (1990) thesis, a more recent trend in pedagogical theory, defends the concept of education as a common good, defining it as a collective form of sustainable use and exploitation of the communal, the meaning of which is not determined by legal ownership and which does not necessarily follow the market rules of exclusion. Indeed, as established by UNESCO (2015), education is a common good as it carries shared responsibility and a commitment toward others. Thus, education depends on the value placed by the community on this shared responsibility around the idea of justice to ensure life together based on principles of coexistence and democracy (Flores-Crespo, 2018; Nebel, 2018).
            

            
                This understanding means strengthening spaces of democratic participation and exchange in the educational community, with teacher training geared toward the common interest, educating engaged citizens under the principles of justice of a social state based on the rule of law and an education in and for democracy (Grau et al., 2019).
            

            
                In 1970, the Spanish General Education Law (LGE), introduced under the Franco regime (1939-1975), designated schools as spaces for education in democratic values, under the idea of a common good, and as an institution that provides a service of public significance regardless of legal ownership (Viñao, 2021). This marked the beginning of the modernization of schools and democratic openness in education, the roots of which can be found in what is known as the Libro Blanco (“White Paper”) (Ministerio de Educación y Ciencia, 1969), which presented an analysis of the situation of education in Spain. The Libro Blanco was also the origin of the reference to the “peaceful and silent revolution” in education, found in the preamble to the LGE (Delgado, 2021, p. 301).
            

            
                After a period of fascist autarky, a national Catholic ideology prevailed in the 1940s and 1950s. In particular, 1959 saw the beginning of a period of technocratic developmentalism, with the introduction of Economic and Social Development Plans that continued until 1975. Planning efforts placed a focus on education as a key factor for the country’s economic and social stabilization.
            

            
                The 1960s brought the beginning of a series of educational reforms and the raising of the school leaving age to 14, enacted in 1964. In addition, schooling facilities for primary and middle education were expanded within a context of widespread anguish at the Franco regime, with social and student uprisings putting pressure on the system to open the way for social rights and freedoms. This demand for educational reform and compulsory schooling was similar to that found in developing countries (Escolano, 1989; Milito & Groves, 2013).
            

            
                Thus, as part of an ideology to safeguard tradition and promote modernization, calls were made for the state to introduce a system based on equal opportunities, with the goal of providing greater social justice and democratizing education (Milito & Groves, 2013). This led to a twofold disjuncture that dominated education policy in Spain. In considering education as a private right, within a neoliberal and conservative paradigm, the state was left as a subsidiary actor. If, on the other hand, education was considered from the outset a predominantly public right, constituting a common good under the umbrella of social democratic principles, the state was to become the main provider and guarantor of this service. Article 27 of the Spanish Constitution (Constitución Española, 1978) brought these two perspectives together through a tacit agreement that recognized, under the principle of equality, the universal right of each person to education and the freedom to teach and to establish schools, as well as families’ freedom of school choice (Merchán, 2021).
            

            
                The Organic Law on School By-Laws (LOECE) (Ley Orgánica 5/1980) introduced the concepts of freedom of education, families’ right to choose a type of education, and administrative regulation of public and private schools. Subsequently, the Organic Law on the Right to Education (LODE) of 1985, social democratic in nature, mandated the right to equal access and developed rules for private teaching based on agreements known as conciertos.1
            

            
                Following the same approach, the Law on the General Organization of the Education System (LOGSE) (Ley Orgánica 1/1990) expanded free and compulsory schooling to the age of 16, under the principle of social equality, and provided for free high school and professional education. In addition, access rights were expanded for adults and those with special education needs, for which social guarantee programs (PGS, in Spanish) were developed and special attention was paid to the civic dimension of education in the transmission of democratic values. This interest in the democratization of education was brought to completion with the Organic Law on School Participation, Evaluation, and Governance (LOPEG) (Ley Orgánica 9/1995), enabling participation of the education community in school management.
            

            
                The Organic Law of Education (LOE) of 2006 made a commitment to democratic practices and behaviors that began with the law’s own implementation process, as it was submitted to public debate to reach a social consensus (Tiana, 2016). The law ensured that the educational community was well represented in school management, strengthening the decision-making role of teaching staff and school councils. It also introduced the subject Education for Citizenship in schools.
            

            
                By contrast, the Organic Law on Quality in Education (LOCE) of 2002 and the Organic Law for the Improvement of the Quality of Education (LOMCE) of 2013 never came into force, resulting in an emphasis on the neoliberal and conservative dimension of education. The LOMCE led to a rupture in the tacit agreement enshrined in Article 27 of the Constitution of 1978, prioritizing a restrictive and instrumental sense of freedom of school choice. The idea of quality and improvement in education was promoted through greater privatization using public funding. A new value was placed on teacher authority, the presence of religion in classrooms, and the traditional teaching of a culture of effort and discipline. In addition, decision-making power was removed from the educational community in meetings of teaching staff and school councils, which were composed chiefly of administrative agents (Puelles, 2016). This broke with the idea of education as a common good, favoring instead the idea of a private good and commodity funded by public resources, the state being reduced to a subsidiary regulator of the education service (Viñao, 2016).
            

            
                This being so, the conception of education in and for democracy is contextual and dependent on the ideological approach taken by legislation. This article aims to understand the challenges involved in implementing the aims of successive educational reforms in Spain since the LGE in 1970, based on teacher testimony concerning the pedagogical and administrative foundations used to promote the development of democratic schools, within the paradigm of education as a common good. Using testimonies to explore this reality within the education system shows how teachers have experienced the dialectics of the two dimensions of education mentioned above: the political and legislative dimension and the sociocultural dimension. 
            

            
                This led us to establish the following general objective and specific objectives for our research:
            

            
                General objective: Analyze the challenges teachers have faced since the LGE to develop schools as spaces of common good and democratic citizenship.
            

            
                Specific objective 1: Determine the problems inherent to the legislation itself and to education management, and which affect teaching practice.
            

            
                Specific objective 2: Explain the obstacles arising from the relationships between school and society. 
            

            
                Specific objective 3: Analyze the difficulties for democratic values, in terms of classroom methodologies and practices.
            

            
                II. Method

                
                    

                

            

            
                Within the framework of an interpretive paradigm, this research followed a case study design (Martínez et al., 2014). In contrast to methods that use large samples, case studies focus on providing depth of analysis of an object of study through the voices of participants. Since a single case would not provide all the information necessary to meet the research objectives, we opted for a multi-case study, evaluative and inclusive in nature (Martín, 2011). One-on-one interviews were the main technique employed.
            

            
                Sample. Following the case study approach, this research used theoretical sampling to explain the object of study. Sampling followed a non-probability and purposive process, in which the criteria for selection were of critical importance:
            

            
                	Teachers with professional experience in compulsory basic education.

                	Retired teachers, with years of experience in the field of education.

                	Teachers with diverse backgrounds, in terms of specialization, stage of education, geographic location, administrative roles, their own education, etc. 

            

            
                Based on these criteria and after progressive inclusion of participants depending on the level of saturation of the analysis, the final sample was made up of nine teachers in compulsory basic education, four male and five female. For the most part, they came from and worked in the Valencian Community and the Autonomous Community of the Region of Murcia. These two autonomous communities were selected due to the difference in regional cultural identity. This provided a broader perception of the categories studied, beyond a local level, and also enabled us to contrast any differences in meanings.
            

            
                The profile of participants (see Table 1) was important in interpreting the study results.
            

            
                [image: Table 1. Description of participants]
            

            
                Instrument. The study employed only one instrument to collect information: a protocol for an in-depth interview, with a series of general questions enabling participants to detail or discuss other topics of interest. The interview was designed specifically for the study.
            

            
                Following an explanation of the research objectives, interviewees were asked to discuss their own education, the reason why they chose their occupation, their years of teaching experience and practice, and administrative roles held. The other questions were asked randomly. To ensure the specific objectives were accomplished, the protocol also included the following questions: “What methodology have you implemented in the classroom?” “What influence have you had on education for democracy?” “What role have students played?” “What conception do families have of school?” and “What role have legislative reforms played in the construction of democracy?” To end, interviewees were asked to summarize the role of schools in shaping democratic identity. The validity of the interview is supported by factors associated with the interviewer, the interview, and the interviewee (Martín, 2011).
            

            
                Procedure. Figure 1 presents the main phases of the research process.
            

            
                
                    Figure 1. Phases of the research process
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                    Note. Own work based on Martín (2011).

                

            

            Translation:
            
                
                    Figure 1. Phases of the research process
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                    Note. Own work based on Martín (2011).

                

            

            
                The interviews were conducted at participants’ homes on the following dates: February 11, 2020 (P1); February 19, 2020 (P2), February 21, 2020 (P3, P4), February 24, 2020 (P5), February 25, 2021 (P6), March 18, 2021 (P7, P8, P9).
            

            
                Given the nature of the research, a deductive and inductive analysis was carried out following the procedures of Huberman and Miles (2000), for which we used ATLAS.ti software (version 7.5.18). This analysis was performed separately by each researcher and the resulting categories were reformulated by contrasting the two processes (Table 2). The aim was to triangulate the information to achieve sound results. The analysis began with five interviews, which made up the initial sample, and the remaining interviews were progressively added until data saturation was reached.
            

            
                [image: Table 2. Meta-categories and categories of analysis]
            

            
                III. Results

                
                    

                

            

            
                The results are described below in accordance with our specific objectives.
            

            3.1 Problems relating to legislation and education management

            
                In pursuit of this specific objective, we analyzed the categories “Formulation of legislation” and “Application of legislation.” In the formulation of legislation, teachers shared three obstacles to education in democracy: the link to political changes, the lack of a structural reform, and the development of legislation in a way that is removed from educational practices. One teacher remarked, “Since 1970 (…) there have been perhaps 10 or 11 educational laws (…) the citizens of this country don’t know where they stand… it’s crazy” [P9].
            

            
                First, the idea that education law is dependent on the political context is worth discussing. The sentiment shared above by participant 9 was common to all participants. Legal instruments were perceived as disorienting or detrimental to values education: “Every incoming minister wanted his or her own medal in education. And so education and education laws turned into a succession of awards of medals to ministers, a diabolical fabrication” [P4]. The idea behind educational legislation was seen as detached from educational practice: “I haven’t seen a law in which teachers have had any major say (…) in how these laws were drafted and could be applied to specific cases” [P4].
            

            
                Moreover, changes in law were not innocuous as far as the idea of democratic education was concerned. Laws were developed in a way that reflected the governing ideology and varied in the extent of their support for participatory processes:
            

            
                (…) Left-leaning governments (…) have always been more inclined to believe that people can reason for themselves (…) [and] create a proper democracy (…) than right-wing governments, which have no interest in people being able to think for themselves because they pose a threat [P1].
            

            
                There was a feeling that it was with the LODE in 1985 that a channel was first established for the development of standards of democracy in schools. An explanation was also given of the ideological issue that has guided education policy surrounding the idea of education as a common good and a socializer of standards of democracy. It was agreed that the idea of democratization has been gaining ground, albeit disguised under the principle of freedom of school choice by families and the concierto agreements: “We’re equating that idea to democratization for all, the freedom of choice that families had to choose their ideology, but with public funding (…) But in fact, you’re making an ideology ‘within’” [P2].  
            

            
                This whole ideological disjuncture is clear from the following observation:
            

            
                (…) Beginning in ’85, when the LODE was passed, (…) that was an important step toward increasing participation, (…) in the eighties and nineties, the LOGSE included school councils (…) [But] Aznar (…) wrecked the law with regulations; he removed all values education (…) The LOE brought up the issues of values education and participation again (…) But then, (…) the People’s Party (PP) won again (…) there’s a very strong element of liberal capitalism in the LOMCE [P7].
            

            
                Secondly, teachers identified a separate issue: the lack of structural reforms as government projects. “They apply Band-Aid solutions but don’t address the heart of the matter, for example by making the education system fully secular” [P9].
            

            
                It is precisely in the application of legislation that participants identified another obstacle to the construction of democratic practices, which they illustrated with the example of the LOGSE. While they described this law as the most innovative and democratic, it was spatially inconsistent in its implementation and failed to produce any great long-term effect over time: “In my area, what did I notice with the LOGSE? That the books changed, but they were incomprehensible” [P8].
            

            
                According to these teachers, the degree to which the law was implemented was determined by the school’s location, although this process was hampered by frequent legislative changes that did not allow full implementation. This problem of the application of legislation to the reality of education was also mentioned in relation to other legal frameworks like the Law on Adult Education in the Valencian Community [P2], compensatory education [P3], or the recent Law on Inclusion in the Valencian Community [P2]. This is a view that is shared regardless of the regional context in which the law is being developed or applied.
            

            3.2 Problems relating to the relationships between school and society

            
                Fulfilling this second objective called for an analysis of the categories “Social and historical context” and “Families.” From the 1970s, schools in Spain must be understood in the context of a democratic transition, in which desires for change and openness converged with an interest in maintaining the traditional values of the nation proper to Francoism. This made it difficult to conceive of schools as a common good.
            

            
                Politics has a great influence on the conception of the educational model, the way it is organized and managed, and the role of teachers in the two ideological and social directions reflected in the LGE. Participant 2 alluded to this issue clearly: “In a small town, an adult school is a place where opinions are formed. People gravitate towards engagement, alternatives, and political participation. And in this country, that causes fear.”
            

            
                The creation of participatory spaces brought not only difficulties for democratization in schools, but also a control of teacher performance and, ultimately, academic freedom. Participant 3 recounted how her brother put his job in jeopardy through an attempt at social criticism, a matter provided for by the LGE:
            

            
                (…) my brother is pretty left-wing, too. And the problem is the mayor was very hard right and so was the school’s principal, that’s just the way it was – the remnants of Francoism [P3].
            

            
                This social and political framework makes it difficult to build democratic values in schools without adequate reform, despite victory by the socialist government in the 1980s. This resulted in a deficit that the teachers say remains to this day, “(…) this is not a democratic country. It still has democratic deficits that stem from the transition, and which affect us in schools” [P9].
            

            
                This political context extends to schools, causing social division in teachers and students: “You get to school and you’ve got both worlds. The world created by Francoism and the world that was beating back” [P3]. But this classification is not only the result of ideological considerations; schools associated the right to access and enjoy education to a question of class, reflected in everyday practice: “Bring out the afternoon snacks for the poor,” was a refrain heard in some Salesian schools.
            

            
                Furthermore, the Church plays a decisive role in shaping education. Not only are some teachers selected by the bishop’s office in keeping with the importance of religion in classrooms, but the religious tradition is still evident in schools after compulsory religion was abolished: “And so even though parents didn’t want the crucifix on the wall, because schools were now completely secular, there were teachers who wouldn’t agree to that” [P5].
            

            
                However, the greatest challenge for democratic practices was the appropriation of educational discourse by the Church, resulting in continual interferences in political decisions:
            

            
                The concordat of ’59 is not pre-democratic but dictatorial (…) Every time governments that were, let’s say, progressive attempted to make even a minor change, the Church rose up in arms and kicked up a storm [P9]. 
            

            
                Against this backdrop, schools were not perceived as transformative but as dependent on social evolution: “Schools will always lag behind society (…) how can what is taught in schools contradict common knowledge?” [P9]
            

            
                In this context, participatory education and education in democratic values are seen as conditioned by the socialization practices that guide social interactions. A similar phenomenon occurs with the relationship between schools and families, which, despite appearing progressively more participatory, is not free of obstacles to the development of democratic values in classrooms.
            

            
                Firstly, the teachers perceived a lack of interest in pedagogical matters in the education process, especially in recent years, when school councils and other school participatory groups have become a farce exacerbated by the curtailment of powers in the recent LOMCE. They are figureheads if not direct actors in a politicized participation process. The teachers noted that this behavior differed from the very early school councils, “where you could be blown away by such great wealth3, ideas, contributions” [P3].
            

            
                Secondly, pressure from families leads to a fear of breaking with traditional practices and hence a replication of non-participatory methodologies:
            

            
                (…) I was playing, taking part… and I didn’t realize the end of the year was approaching and you hadn’t taught them to read. What a nightmare, having the mothers come wondering what the kids had done [P1].
            

            
                But above all, families educate in values that may be contrary to those of a democracy, in which case schools are seen as ineffective:
            

            
                (…) life is more or less structured into time periods of years with 365 days, of which 120 are school days. For those 120 days, they spend five to seven hours in school. There are still 13, 15, or 17 hours when they’re not in school, they’re with their families, in that environment [P9].
            

            
                For years now, this discord between schools and families has been more widely noticed. Essentially, teachers think that “(…) you promote values in the classroom and they go back home and these values don’t exist” [P5]. Thus, the relationship between schools and families has undergone a substantial change, having shifted from a sense of collaboration and everyone rowing in the same direction to one of “nosaltres criticant a la familia i la familia al Mestre [us criticizing families and families criticizing teachers]” [P6]. 
            

            3.3 Problems relating to classroom methodologies and practices

            
                In response to the third specific objective, we considered the categories “School culture” and “Discipline.” One issue raised by teachers as particularly influential in developing classroom practices was school culture. “We were supposed to introduce democratic approaches (…) [and] encourage activities that gave children and their families a leading role in the world of education management” [P9]. But a legislative change does not directly entail a change in the unwritten rules of schools. In a context where educational changes are introduced into schools where the prevailing norm is “what we’ve always done,” teaching innovations break with the expectations that have been set. One example is the ideology under which the LOGSE was introduced: “I began to realize I could see the light, but what I had around me was… when I began project-based work and values education, that resulted in lifelong bullying for me” [P8].
            

            
                In spaces at the forefront of education, such as pilot schools, teachers felt that innovation prevailed. But where the change was an individual choice, it was very difficult to break trends: “(…) the agony I went through to teach them to read with the primer… it would kill me if I were still there!” [P1]
            

            
                A paradigmatic example of the influence of school culture can be found in the methodology and use of resources, where textbooks constitute the primary support: “(…) condiciona moltíssim, i d'alguna manera crec que era una trampa de model neoliberal, el que fa és reconvertir l'escola en una presa de productivitat” [It exerts a very strong influence and in a way I think it was a trap in the neoliberal model; what it does is turn the school back into a powerhouse for productivity]” [P6]. The predominance of textbooks results in the application of some traditional methodologies, the most resistant of which is assessment: “(…) you do competence-based tasks and activities, but then go back to examining with cold hard content” [P2].
            

            
                This is all the result of a lack of genuine pedagogical innovation. New resources are introduced that lack any theoretical justification or utility and which do not represent a driving force for a change in school culture. “The apparatus was introduced into the vast majority of schools and that’s the end of the story. (…) What input are we going to have, other than the apparatus… we didn’t even meet up. And we’ve only got ourselves to blame. I’m not blaming anyone else” [P3].
            

            
                Lastly, managing discipline was troublesome in a context of opening up education: “The children really grew and discipline was what failed most – because how can you impose discipline with democratic rule? (…) And it’s true that in some classes the kids got out of hand” [P3]. So it is that, in addition to those for whom consensus was a problem, there were also those who were incapable of “claiming their place” with the necessary authority.
            

            
                IV. Discussion and conclusions

                
                    

                

            

            
                To return to the general objective of our research, we have explored the challenges for teaching practices in developing schools as spaces of common good and democratic citizenship based on the LGE. The teachers’ testimonies clearly show the disjuncture between the political and legislative dimension and the sociocultural dimension of education, as far as the role of schools as educators in democratic values is concerned. The impact of a context of continual ideological and political changes was identified as a decisive factor by teachers who favor a neoliberal and conservative approach or a democratic and participatory one (Samuelson, 1954). This view was shared by our interviewees regardless of their location, which was not a determining factor; rather, teachers were more concerned with the idea of and desire for change and improvement, from a perspective of democratic participation.
            

            
                The idea of participation based on the principles of plurality, respect, freedom, and justice translated into a pedagogical approach that entails communal school management practices, coexistence based on dialogue and criticism, and decision-making rooted in the principle of shared responsibility (Crespo et al., 2018). This applied to and was associated with all three meta-categories explored (legislation, the relationship between school and the community, and classroom methodology).
            

            
                Indeed, participants argued for a series of principles to govern educational practice in terms of participation at various levels of legislative and pedagogical action; from a sociocultural standpoint, educational practice should be based on civic and democratic values, applying the most juridical conceptualization of knowledge of public civic rights and duties (Cortina, 1997). Thus, teachers understand that democratizing society through education does not only mean quantitatively extending access to a greater number of individuals, but establishing community standards of social interaction and governance that incorporate individual interests within the idea of the common good (Ramis, 2013).
            

            
                In each testimony, teachers expressed the problems they have experienced in their everyday practice since the LGE with a critical perspective. They also reconciled principles enshrined in law with their interest in a participatory, civic, and democratic education based on ideological and contextual factors: “It was a way to get them to understand the democratic system that had just been introduced in Spain (…). And it was necessary for children to understand how this structure worked (…) [how to] teach in a democracy (…)” [P8].
            

            
                Specifically, the interviews offer a reflection on how schools have been unable to accomplish this participatory and critical goal due to the lack of a sociocultural structure supported by substantial political reform capable of turning schools into spaces that enable an understanding of daily administrative and teaching practices from the perspective of democracy and as a common good (Medina, 2015). Instead, what these accounts by teachers have shown is that schools have pursued and continue to pursue ideological and political interests: “Believe that change can come from education? Not in the slightest!” [P7].
            

            
                In this sense – and the most recent example being the LOMCE – it is clear that it has not been understood that education is a communal, non-excludable good, where participatory equality should be continually nurtured and which cannot be guided by market principles (Friedrich, 2016). This idea is supported by participant 7 when she describes how this conservative ideology has prevailed:
            

            
                (…) this has always been very clear to the Spanish right: citizens should not develop a sense of judgment or become more educated in order to make choices but simply to obey, (…) the way to achieve this is by not educating in values.
            

            
                This same legislation restricts the ways in which the educational community can participate in school management, teacher autonomy, and the teaching approach. At the same time, it disguises the principle of freedom with a more utilitarian interest in families’ ability to choose and establish schools, downplaying the importance of freedom as a universal value in personal development: “You can see it in the curtailment of the powers of school councils” [P2]. Furthermore, the matter of freedom of school choice leads us to conceive of education as a private good.
            

            
                A school that educates in democratic values is a community way of life based on social cooperation, interaction, and participation, which brings to mind the idea of the common as a social good with equal opportunities for all. This aim is guided by the idea of democratic participation by all actors within the educational community and the idea of a cosmopolitan populace (Puig & Morales, 2015).
            

            
                This explains the importance of the relationship between school and the educational community, particularly family. Families have hindered these teaching efforts, challenged from a critical perspective due to the difficulties and above all cultural issues: “Most parents, we have to shoehorn them in to work. There’s an abandonment by families.” [P2] This has been the reason for criticism of the importance of social engagement in school management through the use of representative bodies for school councils and, especially, students and families, to shape habits of democratic behavior. This led teachers to remark on the educational benefit of opening up schools to society: “(…) above all, open up the classroom. It’s so tightly closed, so tightly closed… open it up to society” [P5].
            

            
                In addition, to apply this participatory approach in the classroom, democratization needs to begin with the teaching methodology. The mechanisms for dialogue, respect, and deliberation need to be strengthened from a foundation of classroom learning, in order to achieve a democratic curriculum (Carrillo et al., 2019). In this regard, we observed that teachers were convinced of the value of applied methodology to build such an education in democratic values: “(…) podríem enfocar-se de cara al que és educar la democràcia si se'm plantejara el currículum de l'aprenentatge de projectes (…).I això seria una bona manera de aprofitar el currículum [they could focus on what educating for democracy is if a project-based learning curriculum were presented to me (…) And that would be a good way to make the most of the curriculum]” [P6]. However, it was also acknowledged that that is more dependent on the teacher’s interest in implementing it than the legislative framework, due to a failure to consolidate the operational mechanisms for educational innovation in democratic values that have been progressively established mainly since the LOGSE: “This is something that is still down to the individual discretion of teachers” [P9].
            

            
                Therefore, we can conclude that the conception of education as a pillar for the development of democratic values is present in the interest and convictions of teachers, as part of the idea of cooperative interaction and engagement among agents of the educational community and its social commitment, hence their critical views of the difficulties experienced in implementing this goal. These are difficulties that, due to the separation between the political and legislative dimension and the sociocultural aspect of education, have impeded the ultimate aim of democratic socialization. This has been compounded by an ideological and political influence that has hampered the understanding of education as a common good. This thesis remains to be consolidated with a wider sample of participants, as well as work on other variables, such as the guarantee of the right to universal access to education and the issue of curriculum-based democratization (Bolívar, 2008).
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                1 Agreements signed by the owners of private schools with the corresponding education authorities to offer free education and meet education needs, in exchange for regular payments from government authorities for the service provided.
            

            
                2 TN: Patronato. A collective governing organization in Spain for the reeducation of women who were considered moral renegades during the Franco dictatorship. 
            

            
                3 Here, the expression morir de riqueza (“die of wealth”) alludes to a feeling of immense fulfillment at receiving and coming up with innovative ideas.
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