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Abstract

As an economic and political framework, neoliberalism has significantly influenced global education over the past few decades,
reshaping paradigms and practices within educational institutions. Neoliberalism, often referred to as ‘Market Economy,’ is
marked by its advocacy for the deregulation of market-driven policies—the commodification of education, which has profoundly
impacted various dimensions of education, including Design. Design education in India has undergone an evident transformation
since its economic liberalization in 1991, reflecting broader neoliberal trends worldwide. The Design discourse in India was
deeply rooted in socially relevant, need-based, and welfare-driven principles in its formative years, aligning closely with the
national development agenda and emphasizing collective well-being. However, post-liberalization, the rise of private
universities, and an increasing emphasis on market-driven ‘Design Thinking’ have shifted the focus toward neoliberal priorities,
forming an ideological gap in design education that contests its foundational ethos. This paper critically examines this significant
shift through the lens of ‘neoliberal creativity’ articulated in works like Kevin Gormley. It explores its ramifications on design
pedagogy, institutional structures, and the role of creative domains within contemporary India. The literature review aims to
scrutinize the multifaceted effects of neoliberal ideologies on education, primarily focusing on the emphasis on Creativity and
Innovation while also providing insights into the evolving nature of pedagogical practices. Synthesizing existing illustrates how
neoliberal policies shape educational structures and practices. That often prioritizes economic outcomes over the holistic
development of students while marginalizing alternative Design Narratives. Hence, this analysis seeks to synthesize perspectives
from various scholars, revealing a complex interplay between neoliberal ideologies and design educational practices.
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1. Introduction

Since the first wave of the Industrial Revolution in the 18th
century, the alliance between industrialism and capitalism has
hugely impacted society and the 'ecosphere’ [1]. Globalization
has been inferred liable for altering its socioeconomic char-
acter and is seen as a process of homogenizing choices [2, 3].
According to Bourdieu (1998), cited in [4], “neo-liberalism is

a political project for the reconstruction of society in accord
with the demands of an unrestrained global capitalism.” The
broader scholarship outlines neoliberalism as multifaceted in
its manifestations, and outlining and theorizing it has been
tough [5, 6]; however, it has been identified that globaliza-
tion's existence in various forms from the late 19" century to
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its present ubiquity. In such a setting, the pragmatic rationale
for the market and market values becomes paramount, re-
sulting in a global monoculture transcending geographical and
cultural boundaries.

Education has historically been viewed as a public good,
essential for individual empowerment and societal progress,
echoing the sentiments that it nurtures the democratic char-
acter of any society. In India, this principle is deeply em-
bedded in the constitutional commitment to education as a
fundamental right, as articulated in the Right to Education Act
(2009). Traditionally, education—has served broader so-
cio-cultural and developmental goals beyond mere economic
outcomes [7]. However, the rise of neoliberal policies has
sparked a fundamental shift in this perspective, which per-
ceives education as a market-driven commodity rather than an
intrinsic democratic right [8].

The historical connection between Industry, Art, and Crafts
(now a unified synonym as Design) during the colonial re-
gime in India provides a backdrop for this analysis [9]. Design
as a domain of practice is poorly defined [10]; due to its eso-
teric nature and adaptability, the term Design is also one of the
overused terms across disciplines. In the past few decades, the
domain of Design has moved beyond making/ producing and
styling commodities to encompass mirid areas like manage-
ment, consultation, strategy building, application, and soft-
ware development [11]. Examining neoliberalism within the
context of design education necessitates a nuanced under-
standing of its broad implications on pedagogical practices,
educational policies, and identity formations within institu-
tions [12-14]. In what follows, the sections appraising existing
scholarship within education structures seek to provide nu-
anced insights into how neoliberal policies have influenced
the objectives and epistemological foundations of education
and Design. Furthermore, it observes the marginalization of
alternative pedagogical models that resist market-driven
constraints, advocating for revitalizing design education as a
space for critical engagement, social responsibility, and
democratic participation. The Discussion and conclusions
seek to synthesize perspectives from various scholars, re-
vealing a complex interplay between neoliberal ideologies
and design educational practices and possible way out.

2. Neoliberal Ideology and Educational
Structures

The phrase neoliberalism is invoked to describe various
phenomena, be it hegemonic capitalism, authoritarian na-
tionalism [15], or the threat of climate change to the rising
class disparities in society [16]. Since the liberalization of the
economy, India's higher education sector has undergone rapid
privatization. Government funding for public institutions has
declined, while private universities and foreign collaborations
have proliferated [17]. The commodification of education has
led to rising tuition fees, an increased focus on industry-driven,
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market-oriented curricula (stressing innovation, entrepre-
neurship, and startup culture), and consequently, marginali-
zation of critical and socially responsible pedagogies [18-21].
Bozalek et al. assert that emphasizing efficiency, produc-
tivity, and standardized outcomes in educational practices
often reflects the overarching neoliberal ideologies governing
educational institutions [2]. Likewise, Hara and Sherbine's
study highlights an absence of professional discourse sur-
rounding market pressures, which creates a culture of com-
pliance among educators, hindering their ability to resist these
neoliberal changes [22]. The literature thus consistently in-
dicates that neoliberalism alters educational systems' funda-
mental purposes and operations, leading to commaodification
and a market-driven ethos [23]. This shift has led to the cor-
poratization of academia, where economic utility and em-
ployability metrics take precedence over holistic learning,
critical inquiry, and the social responsibility of education. The
field of design education has not been immune to these
transformations, as we see in the following sections.

2.1. The Influence of Neoliberalism on Pedagogy

A significant consequence of neoliberalism in education is
its influence on pedagogical approaches. Critical pedagogies
prioritizing democratic engagement, social justice, and
meaningful learning experiences face substantial challenges
in this context. For instance, Brown et al. discuss how pre-
service teachers are increasingly conditioned by the neoliberal
narrative that frames teaching as a function of market de-
mands rather than a pursuit of knowledge and societal bet-
terment [24]. This framing directly impacts their under-
standing of professional identity and efficacy, as teaching
becomes synonymous with adherence to market expectations
[25]. Further implications are observed within higher educa-
tion, where the pressures of performance metrics lead to a
narrowed focus on teaching practices that align with neolib-
eral standards, ultimately compromising alternative and crit-
ical pedagogical practices [26]. Karki identifies this trend
within language educational policies, where the shift towards
neoliberalism fosters a retrenchment of pedagogical creativity
in favor of standardized curricula prioritizing employability
over holistic education [27]. Contextual literature suggests a
pervasive trend toward commodifying education, where
learner outcomes are often reduced to market-derived metrics
[28]. The reduction of public funding in public institutions has
led to a decrease in scholarships, faculty shortages, infra-
structural challenges, and accessibility toned by the promo-
tion of privatization [17].

2.2. Resistance and Counter-Narratives to
Neoliberalism

Despite the prevalence of neoliberal ideologies within ed-
ucational contexts, various scholars advocate for resistance
and develop counter-narratives to challenge these dominant
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norms. Hara and Sherbine emphasize that critical resistance
through educational practice remains vital to counteract ne-
oliberal pressures and the associated commodification of
education [22]. They propose that educators engage in con-
tinuous reflection and dialogue, fostering environments pri-
oritizing critical inquiry over compliance with imposed
standards. Robinson's study further illustrates the potential for
resistance by meticulously examining teachers' innovative
practices that actively challenge the neoliberal restructuring of
education systems. He compellingly argues for the necessity
of active engagement with pedagogies that resist the com-
modification and relentless standardization of learning,
thereby emphasizing the critical need for educators to assert
and maintain their professional autonomy within these con-
straining frameworks [25]. As highlighted in numerous stud-
ies, such as those conducted by Henricsson [29], storytelling
and other reflective practices emerge as powerful tools for
educators and students alike, providing an essential platform
to critique and resist the encroachment of neoliberal ideolo-
gies into educational spaces and practices. This resistance is
crucial for safeguarding the integrity of education as a public
good, in opposition to the market-driven approaches that
threaten its foundational principles [30, 31].

3. The Welfare-Oriented Beginnings of
the Indian Institutions of Design

During its early years, Indian Design education was driven
by the vision of national development and social upliftment,
which reflected the broader socio-political landscape of
post-independence India. The National Institute of Design
(NID) was founded in 1961 following the influential ‘India
Report’ (1958), which emphasized design as a pivotal tool for
addressing India's pressing socioeconomic challenges, as-
sisting programs “of training in the areas of design which
would serve as an aid to small industries” [32, 33]. The Report
also proposed that Design must aid in solving social and
economic problems of national importance, a vision that
guided the NIDs curriculum towards areas such as handicrafts,
rural development, and public welfare [34]. This approach
was fundamentally aligned with the overarching develop-
mental goals of post-independence India, prioritizing frugality,
sustainability, and social impact over mere commercial via-
bility [35].

India’s first-ever design institute, NID, was established
under the auspices of the Ministry of Industry and Commerce
rather than the Ministry of Education, illustrating that Design
was regarded as an ‘essential service’ critical to the country’s
industrial and economic development. This period is also
marked by science-oriented policies promoting Design as a
vehicle for self-reliance and boosting indigenous industry,
reinforcing the necessity of aligning design education with
national priorities. Hence, Design education in India has
consistently been regarded as a societal investment that aims
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to benefit the collective developmental goals rather than
narrow profitable priorities. This commitment is further re-
flected in the integration of the Science and Liberal Arts (SLA)
in the program, which aimed to infuse humanities into pro-
fessional design education, thereby providing a humanistic
basis for Design and ensuring that “human interests and the
mind of man (human) were paramount” (Balaram, 2019). This
focus on human-centered Design was also evidenced by the
invitation extended to Christopher Cornford, a British hu-
manist and great-grandson of Charles Darwin, to assist in
creating the SLA module for the design curriculum at NID.
This perspective aligns with classical educational ideals,
suggesting that education serves as a means of empowerment,
social mobility, and collective progress.

Complementing this view, the first National Policy of Ed-
ucation (NPE/1968) reinforced the need for education to serve
national priorities, asserting that “education must emphasize
values of social justice and community development” [36].
Even though traditionally, India’s economy has been pre-
dominantly agrarian, supported by thriving craft traditions
and livelihood generated by them in the formative years of its
development, the nation prioritized industrial self-sufficiency,
a vision vividly reflected in the foundational objectives of
design institutions like NID [37], which was tasked with
supporting industrial production and playing a crucial role in
facilitating national development plans. Given the country’s
diverse socio-cultural landscape, design education adopted a
broad, multi-disciplinary approach rather than a narrow focus
on specialized training, ensuring its relevance to India’s
unique developmental needs [38].

As craft traditions faced increasing threats from modern
mass production, design programs emphasized projects with
social impact, encouraging students to engage with craft
communities actively. Research and documentation of in-
digenous traditions played a significant role in shaping a
distinct design identity, underscoring the importance of con-
text and heritage in design practice [38]. Following the es-
tablishment of NID at Ahmedabad, the Industrial Design
Center (IDC), now known as the IDC School of Design, was
established in the financial capital of India, Mumbai, within
the Indian Institute of Technology Bombay. The IDC ven-
tured beyond mere engineering solutions to explore the in-
tricate social aspects of design [39]. The philosophical foun-
dation upon which its pedagogy was built derived from the
Modern Industrial paradigm, deeply rooted in the visions of
German Avant-garde and regional industrial modernism,
furthering the mission of creating design solutions that ad-
dress societal needs [9].

3.1. Learning by Doing: The Bauhaus and Ulm
Influence

The Bauhaus and Ulm schools' institutional legacy is a
robust example of the ‘learning by doing’ interdisciplinary
approach that has significantly influenced design education
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worldwide. The philosophical stance that “design as an in-
strument of socialism was considered appropriate” for the
NID and the IDC reflects a commitment to integrating soci-
oeconomic principles into design practice [38]. This inclina-
tion is deeply rooted in addressing social concerns, high-
lighting the importance of meeting the “unmet needs” of the
country, which is clearly articulated in the visionary princi-
ples that guided the foundational ethos of IDC within the
technological institution [14]. The impact of such philoso-
phies is evident in the practices and pedagogical approaches
adopted since their formative decades (1969), where one can
observe the influences of influential advocacies like ‘Design
for the Real World’ (1984) by Victor Papanek and ‘Small is
Beautiful’ (1993) by E.F. Schumacher. which emphasize
sustainable and human-centered Design. Furthermore, the
Bauhaus’s integration of art, craft, and technology has driven
these institutions to create a comprehensive educational
framework that embraces practical skills and fosters critical
thinking and reflection on social responsibilities.

3.2. Liberalization and the Shift Towards
Market-Oriented Design

In developing countries like India and Brazil, where Design
was seen as a competitive capability, professional design
education institutes and industrial design education emerged
only in the 1960s. These are also some early design programs
outside North America and Europe [13]. In India, during the
formative years of its independence, the developmental dis-
courses fuelled by nation-building aspirations complemented
design education. The two early institutions (NID and IDC)
formed the Design discourse. Within two decades of their
design education experiences, they organized an event cen-
tered around ‘Design for Development’ associated with the
United Nations Industrial Development Organization
(UNIDO) and the International Council of Societies of In-
dustrial Design (ICSID). The output of this landmark event
was the ‘Ahmedabad Declaration on Industrial Design for
Development” adopted in the international congress in Janu-
ary 1979 [13]. However, after the liberalization of the econ-
omy in the early 1990s, the government's policies facilitated a
rapid dispersion of globalization in the diverse design areas
that included agriculture, healthcare, and services. As one of
the event hosts, Chatterjee reflected that it ‘remained largely a
statement of intent, and less one of achievement’ [12].

The economic reforms of 1991 marked a turning point in
Indian Design education. The new policy liberalized India’s
economy, leading to the gradual privatization of education. As
a result, private design institutions proliferated, aligning their
curricula with global market demands rather than local needs.
In the new millennia, the induction of several design programs
and collaborations, primarily by NID and IDC, later by vari-
ous other organizations, formed the neoliberal visions of
Design in education and practices catalyzed by the urge to
expand Design [39]. The National Design Policy (2007) fur-
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ther emphasized Design’s role in fostering economic facets,
stating that "design is a strategic tool for national advantage in
the global economy.” This marked a departure from earlier
vision that focused on socially relevant design.

Katiyar and Meheta, in the introduction to the conference
proceedings ‘Design Education Tradition and Modernity,’
notes, “... design education to meet the demands of the global
economy” [40]. This turn is also noticed in Tewari's conclu-
sions on design education in India, which has gradually
shifted from ‘design for development,” focusing on the people
and society, to ‘design to boost the economy’ over the pre-
ceding decades in India [41]. Corporate partnerships and
skill-based, market-oriented training programs luring lingos
like ‘Design Thinking’ are now reshaping design education
[42].

The shift from Design for social good to design for eco-
nomic productivity is evident in most educational institutes'
curriculum restructuring, faculty recruitment policies, and
research priorities, including publicly funded ones. The shift
is noticeable from the critique by the Yashpal Committee
Report and the revised NEP/1986 in 1992, marking the jour-
ney of privatization in Indian Higher education. With such
growing trends, the National Education Policy (NEP/2020)
reinforced the neoliberal framework, promoting "skill-based
education” and "industry linkages." Consequently, design
education increasingly prioritized employability and product
innovation for consumer markets, sidelining earlier concerns
for rural and grassroots design interventions and public good
orientations.

3.3. Neoliberalism and the Discursive
Construction of ‘Creativity’

As Gormley argues, neoliberalism reshapes creativity into a
market-driven tool, prioritizing problem-solving for economic
gain over exploratory or critical engagement [43]. This trans-
formation is particularly evident in design education, with an
increasing emphasis on standardized methodologies like De-
sign Thinking and startup culture lacking the values of social
good. Framing creativity and innovation only as a structured,
iterative process rather than inclusive of an open-ended, ex-
perimental pursuit limits its scope [44]. While such frameworks
(like the Stanford d.school Design Thinking Model) offer val-
uable problem-solving tools and methods, they simultaneously
risk narrowing creativity to predefined categories that align
with corporate expectations, undermining the broader potential
of creative inquiry. This shift reflects what Foucault (2004)
described as the “‘homo economicus’ paradigm, in which indi-
viduals are trained to function as self-regulating economic
agents rather than as critical thinkers or social change-makers
[43]. Moreover, the rapid expansion of privatization in design
education has created a significant ideological gap between
older institutions' legacy of social relevance. Emerging and
newer institutions appear to be motivated primarily by market
imperatives. Unlike the early years, when design education was
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framed within a national developmental agenda to foster social
innovation and collective well-being, contemporary discourse
primarily revolves around branding and user interface/user
experience (UI/UX), commodifying the faceless ‘user’ rather
than grooming the citizenship. This entrenched the neoliberal
narrative within the creative industries and affected the fabric
of design education.

3.4. The Impact of Global Market Trends on
Indian Design Education

Consumer experience is increasingly shaped by global
market trends, which often intersect with exclusionary prac-
tices, particularly given the country's literacy and technology
adoption gap. The India Skills Report (2021) reinforces this
trend, emphasizing the creation of ‘industry-ready graduates’
and seeking ‘alignment with global economic trends’ as pri-
mary objectives for higher education institutions. While these
objectives contribute to economic growth, they also neglect
the broader socio-cultural role of Design in actively address-
ing systemic inequalities and environmental challenges that
persist within the region. Gormley highlights that neoliberal
discourses selectively endorse certain forms of creativity
while marginalizing others; this selective endorsement is
particularly pertinent in India, where it becomes evident in the
marginalization of design approaches that do not seamlessly
fit into the global market framework [43]. Indigenous design
practices, vernacular architecture, and participatory design
methodologies [45] are frequently sidelined in pedagogical
priorities, favoring trendy commercial aspects lured with
digital convenience. Reinforcing, Balaram observes that tra-
ditional knowledge systems are treated as aesthetic resources
rather than legitimate design epistemologies, reflecting a
narrow understanding of what constitutes valid design
knowledge within education [46]. Similarly, the United Na-
tions Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) Creative Economy Report (2013) raises a cau-
tionary note regarding the erasure of cultural specificity in
favor of market-driven standardization, emphasizing the risk
of homogenization in the creative sectors. Such exclusion not
only erodes the cultural richness inherent in Indian design
education and practice but also severely limits its potential as
a transformative tool for systemic social change within vari-
ous communities. Moreover, the persistent absence of robust
discourse to integrate socially conscious design practices into
private educational institutions further exacerbates this divide,
highlighting the urgent need to re-evaluate design education
in light of these hounding global market trends.

3.5. Alternative and Resistance Narratives in
Design Education

The intersection between design and neoliberalism consti-
tutes an entire area of research that traverses multiple fields,
from economic developmental agenda to problem-solving,

ease of life, and efficiency. Neoliberal ideology profoundly
impacted and significantly reshaped the educational discourse,
shifting its focus from a socially relevant public good to a
commodified service governed by market principles. This
transformation is evident in the global policy discourse and
competition among academic institutions [37]. Despite the
challenges, several institutions and educators worldwide
continue to advocate for Design as a socially responsible
practice [32, 47]. Initiatives such as participatory design
workshops, grassroots innovation labs, and collaborations
with NGOs have emerged as counter-narratives to purely
market-driven education [48, 49].

The experimental and socially relevant programs located
within some public design institutions, like the NID, IDC
School of Design, the National Institute of Fashion Tech-
nology (NIFT), the Indian Institute of Crafts and Design
(IICD) Jaipur, and Ambedkar University Delhi have suc-
cessfully integrated local crafts, sustainability, and social
justice concerns into their pedagogical frameworks. These
initiatives collectively offered a vision of design education
that is more inclusive and actively engaging with the chal-
lenges of our times. After liberalization, successive govern-
ments complemented the privatization agenda. India’s higher
education sector saw a marked rise in private universities.
Digital technologies and Information and Communication
Technology (ICT) have created an atmosphere of new disci-
plines, such as UI/UX, Design Management, and System
Design, catering to neoliberal forces in profitability through
strategy persuasive and predatory tactics in the name of
promising high-paid career options. This led to an illusion and
renewed interest in Design education as a lucrative option
rather than inculcating social values and responsibilities.
Several design institutions mushroomed around this prospect,
offering courses and career promises. Consequently, the
workforce with narrow design capabilities is flooding the
industry with a lack of direction and guidance on the welfare
agenda of design. Even publicly funded institutions succumb
to these sweeping transformations due to ideological gaps
within leadership.

Even though the nation aims to be among the top econo-
mies and aspires to achieve significant strides as a global
design hub, without fixing this fundamental lacuna in Design
education, we seldom reach the global goals of sustainable
development that we aspire to achieve by 2035. We must not
only expand our research focus to integrate sustainability and
social innovation aligned with national policies to remain
relevant in a rapidly evolving world but also without mar-
ginalizing alternative design pedagogies that give hope
against prevalent such forces.

4. Discussion

Neoliberalism, often conceptualized as an economic and
political paradigm favoring market-driven solutions, has
profoundly reshaped educational discourses, especially higher
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education across the globe. The focal points of this review are
within the larger discourse, positioning design education as a
public good, challenging the prevailing neoliberal narratives,
and advocating for a more inclusive, equitable, and critically
engaged approach to teaching and learning in Design. Inter-
rogating neoliberalism as a signifier in design education, we
aimed to explore how its foundational tenets influence edu-
cational discourse and practice for the future. This study
contributes to ongoing debates regarding the future of educa-
tion and the role of design disciplines within general educa-
tion in fostering ethical, sustainable, and socially responsive
practices.

One critical aspect of neoliberalism is its emphasis on in-
dividualism and competition. This ideological framework has
permeated various educational contexts, framing students as
consumers and educators as service providers, reengineering
the social contract within academic realms. According to
Gupta, the neoliberal model constructs educators as ‘teach-
er-entrepreneurs,” Which fundamentally reshapes their identi-
ties within a neoliberal educational landscape. This trans-
formation exemplifies the broader tendency under neoliber-
alism to prioritize market-oriented values over collective
agency and solidarity within educational institutions [50]. A
primary concern in this discourse is the structural transition
from education as a public good to a market-oriented com-
modity. As Karki observes, the pervasive influence of ne-
oliberal ideologies profoundly shapes educational practices,
advocating for deregulation and privatization. This transition
carries significant implications for education policies and
extends to all levels of the educational spectrum, including
design education [27].

The emphasis on entrepreneurship and market respon-
siveness in curricula reflects an erosion of traditional educa-
tional values prioritizing critical engagement and democratic
participation [51]. Consequently, creativity becomes pre-
dominantly linked to problem-solving and entrepreneurial
skills rather than encouraging open-ended intellectual and
critical exploration, illuminating a pivotal shift in the cultural
understanding of education in a neoliberal context [52, 53].
Privileges the measurable, structured models of creativity,
while alternative forms, such as ‘little-c’ creativi-
ty—emphasize small-scale, personal creative acts that are
often  overlooked (Craft, 2001). The increasing
neo-liberalization of creativity in education also places sig-
nificant pressure on teachers and students, contributing to a
landscape where educational practices are increasingly effi-
ciency-driven and performance-oriented. Educators are ex-
pected to cultivate “creative problem solvers” whose skills
align with specific industry needs, reflecting a growing de-
mand for workforce readiness.

At the same time, students are encouraged to develop
competencies that enhance their market value rather than
nurture ‘intrinsic creative’ potential, which leads to a narrow
understanding of what creativity entails. This approach rein-
forces the idea that creativity must serve economic impera-

52

tives, thus limiting its broader cultural dimensions and po-
tential for fostering critical thought. In the realm of design
education, these neoliberal undercurrents manifest in various
ways—curriculum design, pedagogical strategies, and student
engagement. Neoliberalism often catalyzes a shift toward
skills-based training, emphasizing employability and market
readiness over critical thinking and open-minded exploration.
This commodification of educational outcomes, as discussed
by Santamar®, results in the prioritization of institutional
metrics, such as graduation rates and job placement statistics,
over enriching educational experiences that promote creativ-
ity and innovation [54].

Identifying the critical gap in understanding creativity
concepts in policy documents, Mascarenhas et al. mapped
creativity concepts in Indian education policies, pointing out
their implications for holistic development and Design Edu-
cation [42]. Their study elicits how neoliberal ideologies have
increasingly shaped creativity in educational discourse,
aligning it with economic priorities rather than fostering di-
verse creative expressions and a holistic approach to learning.
Additionally, creativity is framed as a key factor in main-
taining national economic competitiveness, which reinforces
ideologies of self-improvement and lifelong learning as ob-
ligations rather than personal or intellectual pursuits. This
shift calls for a critical re-evaluation of how creativity is
conceptualized in education and policies. There is a pressing
need to embrace more inclusive and diverse understandings
that extend beyond mere market utility. By broadening the
discourse, education systems can ensure that creativity serves
not just economic growth but also individual expression,
social critique, and cultural innovation.

Muzzattis's study indicates a correlation between the ne-
oliberal emphasis on market-driven education and the inher-
ent risks of perpetuating inequalities within learning envi-
ronments [55]. As it increasingly aligns itself with neoliberal
imperatives, the reality is that Design education may inad-
vertently stifle the very notion of creativity it seeks to foster.
Furthermore, the broader sociopolitical context profoundly
influences how neoliberalism manifests within educational
institutions; Slater Elyas and Picard argue that adopting ne-
oliberal paradigms often overlooks local complexities and
alternative narratives, thereby homogenizing diverse educa-
tional practices under a singular neoliberal ethos [56, 57].
This critical perspective urges us to examine how these ide-
ologies interact with existing social hierarchies, cultural nar-
ratives, and institutional structures, thus enabling a deeper
understanding of their implications within design education.

The interplay between neoliberal ideologies and design
education also invites an exploration of power dynamics
within curricula. Research studies illustrate that the push
toward neo-liberalization has led to the marginalization of
alternative pedagogical frameworks, such as critical pedagogy,
which seeks to empower students as active agents of change.
We must critically assess the extent to which design education
transformed into a vehicle for reproducing existing inequali-
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ties and challenging and redefining them [58]. This calls for
an urgent re-evaluation of curricular objectives and teaching
methodologies that can counteract this trend toward educa-
tional homogenization. Additionally, the capitalist ideologies
underpinning neoliberalism have resulted in the corporatiza-
tion of educational institutions, particularly the privately
owned and run institutions. This process not only reshapes the
governance and funding mechanisms of universities but also
fundamentally alters the relationships between educational
stakeholders, ultimately diminishing the focus on education as
a public good and fostering a more transactional view of
learning experiences.

Neoliberalism significantly influences the type of
knowledge valorized within design education, shaping cur-
ricular content and pedagogical approaches. According to
Muzzatti, the intersection of austerity measures and neoliberal
values within educational institutions specifically detracts
from their fundamental mission of fostering intellectual in-
quiry and innovation [55]. This shift raises critical questions
about the role of design education—should it merely serve the
market demands, or should it retain its commitment to broader
social and cultural imperatives? As we consider these impli-
cations, advocating for institutional frameworks prioritizing
inclusivity and diversity becomes essential. Further com-
plexity emerges when examining how neoliberalism inter-
sects with identity formation in educational settings. As
Schmeichel et al. elucidates, the interaction of neoliberalism
with other discourses, including race, gender, and socioeco-
nomic status, illustrates the multifaceted impact of these ide-
ologies on educational research and practice [59]. In design
education, where identity and expression are paramount, the
pressure to conform to neoliberal values may marginalize
diverse voices that do not align with mainstream narratives.
This phenomenon underscores the pressing need for an in-
tersectional analysis within design curricula to understand
how various identities experience and respond to the chal-
lenges imposed by neoliberal frameworks.

Critically engaging with the neoliberal landscape within
design education also opens avenues for resistance and in-
novation. According to Lackéis, fostering entrepreneurial
skills can simultaneously trigger more profound critiques of
neoliberalism, cultivating an educational environment that
prioritizes social justice and collective transformation [60].
Resilience and resistance emerge as essential qualities for
educators and students alike, fostering a collaborative spirit
that challenges the entrenched assumptions of neoliberalism.
Through grassroots organizing and community engagement,
as explored by Nygreen, educational stakeholders can actively
participate in reshaping the academic landscape to promote
equity and inclusivity [61]. An acute awareness of the ne-
oliberal paradigm is indispensable for reimagining design
education as a transformative and liberatory space, illustrating
the need for holistic approaches that accommodate diverse
perspectives and experiences.

As we navigate the complexities of neoliberal influence, it
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becomes evident that the need for critical discourse, reflexiv-
ity, and a commitment to social responsibility within educa-
tional frameworks—specifically in design education—is
paramount. A reconfiguration of pedagogical approaches,
grounded in essential theories and reflective practices, may
enhance the potential for design education to reclaim its role
as a driver of social change. Therefore, the interrogation of
neoliberalism as a signifier within the context of design edu-
cation reveals profound implications for how we conceptual-
ize educational practices. By recognizing the multifaceted
nature of neoliberalism and its interplay with diverse educa-
tional discourses, as discussed in this section, we can more
effectively challenge its negative trajectories while fostering
an inclusive and innovative educational environment. The
future of design education hinges on our ability to engage with
these processes critically, cultivating pedagogical frameworks
that espouse equity, creativity, and social justice to navigate
the evolving demands of contemporary society.

5. Conclusions

The impact of neoliberalism on education is multifaceted,
influencing structural reforms, pedagogical practices, and
educator identities while prompting reflections on resistance
strategies. The analysis presents a comprehensive overview
of how neoliberal ideologies permeate educational frame-
works—Ileading to a commodified understanding of learning
that prioritizes market efficiency over critical engagement
and pedagogical depth, as noted by authors who interrogate
the implications of such ideologies within educational con-
texts. Furthermore, this commodification transforms the
learner's experience and reshapes the identity of educators
who must navigate this shifting landscape while maintaining
integrities of teaching that resist undue market pressure.
However, the emerging discourses of resistance suggest
potential pathways for reclaiming educational values, em-
phasizing the necessity to return to critical pedagogies. This
ongoing dialogue highlights the resilience of educators and
communities in challenging the status quo, illuminating
pathways that reaffirm the intrinsic value of education as a
public good rather than a mere commodity. The body of
work underscores the urgent need for an ongoing critical
examination of neoliberalism's effects on education and
exploring transformative pedagogies that can effectively
counteract its pervasive influence.

Indian design education has evolved through distinct para-
digms—Foundational, = Developmental, and  Reflec-
tive—shaped by historical, cultural, and economic influences
that have been meticulously documented in various scholarly
discourses. Post-independence, the India Report (1958) laid
the foundation for regional modernism in Design education
and practices, establishing key institutions like the NID and
the IDC, which have played a central role in shaping design
pedagogy. Even though global models like Bauhaus and Ulm
have influenced the pedagogical approach in Indian design
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education, they have also adapted to local socio-cultural
contexts, ensuring relevance and resonance within the Indian
milieu. The Ahmedabad Declaration (1979) was pivotal in
shifting the focus of design education towards “Design for
Development,” emphasizing solutions for rural India and
low-cost innovations, aligning with the broader narrative of
social responsibility in design practices.

The focus on learning by doing, interdisciplinary collabora-
tion, and integrating liberal arts into design curricula has been
central to enhancing the richness of the educational experience.
The contextualization of Western models enabled design in-
stitutions to address real-world problems, effectively blending
tradition with modernity, an increasingly necessary balance in
today's globalized landscape. Economic liberalization in 1991
significantly impacted design education, fostering the growth
of consumer culture and facilitating digital transformation. The
impact of neoliberal policies on design education is profound,
raising concerns about accessibility, purpose, and the future of
creativity. While economic pragmatism is essential, there is a
compelling need to reclaim design education as a space for
critical engagement, ethical responsibility, and democratic
participation, echoing the sentiments articulated in numerous
educational reform proposals. Future research should explore
policy interventions, alternative pedagogical models, and
community-driven design initiatives that challenge the domi-
nant neoliberal paradigm—reinforcing that education should
fundamentally function as a public good rather than merely a
vehicle for market-driven objectives.

The transformation of Indian design education from a
socially driven discipline to a neoliberal, market-oriented
field reflects broader economic and ideological shifts that
have been critically recognized in scholarship. While the
expansion of design education has created new opportunities,
it has eroded the original welfare-oriented vision underpin-
ning early educational frameworks. To bridge the ideologi-
cal gap, Indian design institutions, mainly the newly formed
catering to the emergent scope of Design, must actively
reintegrate social responsibility into their curricula, fostering
a balance between market relevance and ethical, communi-
ty-driven innovation. This requires a renewed commitment
to the foundational principles of Design for Development, as
envisioned in early policy documents. A re-evaluation of
Design’s role in addressing pressing socioeconomic chal-
lenges can help restore its lost purpose in the Indian context,
ensuring that creativity serves not just markets but society as
a whole.
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