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New Labour’s Education Policy
Introduction

In this chapter, I set out a series of questions in Part One, to enable policy to be analysed. In Part Two, I describe and analyse New Labour’s education policies, 1997-2006, focusing on schooling and teacher education, comparing policies with the Conservative education policies of 1979 -1997 under the Thatcher (1979-1990) and the Major (1990-1997) governments. I then analyse New Labour’s policies into six themes. 
In Part Three, I evaluate the impacts and ideologies of New Labour’s education policies. They are a mix of traditional (`Old Labour’) social democratic ideology/ policy, neo-conservative (traditionalist, social and moral authoritarian) ideology/ policy. New Labour’s social democracy is suffocated by the third ideology and set of policies, the neo-liberal policies of marketising, competition, differentiation, pre-privatising, and so-called `choice’ in education. New Labour’s education policies are overwhelmingly neo-liberal- neoliberalism with a smiley face (1). 
Part One: Policy Analysis     

One way of analysing policy is to ask about any policy, such introducing, or destroying comprehensive secondary education, or establishing firmer central government control over the curriculum, or the `training’ of teachers, the following questions:

Aims: 

1. What do its originators (the government, their ideologists/ news media/ think-tanks) claim are the reasons for it? 

2. What do they claim are its intended aims (what it is intended to do, or solve) and what are its likely effects?

3. What do others (e.g. its opponents) say are the aims of the policy?

4. What do others (e.g. its opponents) say are the likely effects of the policy?

Context:

5. How does the policy relate to wider social trends, ideological developments and government policies- what is the wider context, nationally and internationally?  

Impacts

6. What are the consequences of the policy? Who actually wins and who loses as a result of the policy- which (`raced’ and gendered) social class, or social class layers, (or ethnic group or gender) gain, or, alternatively, lose power/ wealth/ income/ educational and economic opportunity as a result of the policy?

7. Who resists the policy, why and how, and how successfully- in the short term (the policy proposal stage), medium term (the policy implementation stage) and the long –term (the policy consolidation stage)? 

8. What, if any, are the unintended consequences of the policy?

In this chapter I will try to answer some of these questions in relation to New Labour’s education policies.

Part Two: New Labour Education Policy 1997-2006 

In this first part of this section I uncritically set out New Labour’s promises, then its claims of achievement.

New Labour Promises in 1997

In 1997, the six 'promises' in the New Labour general election manifesto were: to cut class sizes to 30 or under for 5, 6 and 7 year olds; provide nursery places for all four year olds; attack low standards in schools; provide access to computer technology; provide lifelong learning through a new University for Industry; and to spend more on education as the cost of unemployment falls (Labour Party, 1997; DfEE 1997). 

New Labour Achievements by 2005

The October 2005 White Paper (DfES, 2005) and the accompanying Press Briefing (Labour Party, 2005) detail New Labour’s claims about what it calls `increased standards’ in education:      

Early Years • `Labour is undertaking a revolution in early years education and care – with a guarantee of a free part-time nursery place for every three and four-year-old’ (Labour Party, 2005). New Labour's 2001 Green Paper on Education had noted that `universal nursery education for all 4 year olds is now in place. There has been a significant expansion for 3 year-olds. In total there are 120,000 more free nursery places than in 1997' (DfEE, 2001b: 9). It also promised to `expand Sure Start (a programme aimed at helping pre-school children and their families in poorer areas) to include 500 programmes, to support 400,000 under-4s, one-third of under-4s living in poverty, by 2004' (DfEE, 2001b: 6). The October 2005 White paper notes that there are `more than 500 Sure Start centres and increasing the number of children’s centres’.

Standards Overall • `Remarkable progress in education has been made so far with standards up across the board including the best ever primary school results. In education, the hard work of pupils and teachers has delivered the best ever results at ages 11, 14, 16 and 18’. (Labour Party, 2005).`In 2005 schools secured a record rate of improvement in GCSE with some 56% of sixteen year-olds achieving 5 or more good GCSEs, up from 45% in 1997’ (DfES, 2005).    

Standards in Poor Areas • The 2001 Green Paper also promised to `ensure that every school with fewer than 25% achieving 5 or more A*-C at GCSE or more than 35 per cent on free school meals receives extra targeted assistance' (DfES, 2005: 9). By 2005 `schools in the most deprived areas have seen the greatest improvement in performance’ (Labour Party, 2005) and `over 50% of pupils in Inner London now get 5 or more good GCSEs, compared with a third in 1997 and 55% do so in Birmingham, compared with 35% in 1997’ (DfES, 2005: 14-15).


Expansion of Further and Higher Education • `Over a quarter of young people start Apprenticeships and we now have the highest number ever going to university. The proportion of 18 to 30-year-olds going into higher education has risen from an elite few of around six per cent in the 1960s to 44 per cent in 2004’ (Labour Party, 2005).

Staffing and Spending: More teachers and Support Staff • `There are more teachers in schools than at any point in the last 20 years – 28,000 more than in 1997 and 105,000 new support staff. Every secondary school will be rebuilt or refurbished over the next ten to 15 years’ (Labour Party, 2005). `Teacher numbers have risen from 399,200 in January 1997 to 431,900 in January 2005, with much higher numbers of well-qualified graduates joining the profession through programmes such as Teach First. School support staff numbers have doubled since 1997, to 269,000’ (DfES, 2005: 13).

Spending on Schools • `Substantial and sustained investment has underpinned all these reforms. Spending on education in England has risen from £35 billion in 1997/98 to £51 billion in 2004/05, allowing a real-terms increase in funding of 29% per pupil and significant investment in the workforce, in books and technology and in the fabric of the school estate. By 2007/08, at the end of the current spending review period, this figure will have risen to £60 billion in today’s prices’ (DfES, 2005: 13-14). Furthermore, (teachers) pay has increased 20% in real terms; and pay and promotion are increasingly linked to results and pupil progress’ (DfES, 2005: 92).

Education Maintenance Allowances • `Already over 250,000 people are benefiting from Labour’s Education Maintenance Allowance. The earn-as–you-learn allowances’, for 16-10 year olds staying on at school or FE college after the age of 16, `offer a financial incentive to help combat the culture of ‘dropping out’ at 16’ (Labour Party, 2005).

Six Themes in New Labour’s Education Policy

In this next section I analyse/ categorise New Labour’s education policies in terms of six themes, and analyse/ comment on those developments. I also critique and comment on their impacts and ideologies. (An overall summary and evaluation of New Labour’s education ideologies 1997-2006 is in Part Three). 

Theme 1: a social democratic theme: `Inclusion’: Targeted Expenditure, Redistribution and Spending

New Labour promises `to 'benefit the many not the few'. Expenditure has been targeted at areas of social exclusion, in particular city areas, through a number of targeted redistributionist funding schemes such as Education Action Zones, Excellence in Cities, Education Maintenance Allowances, and the 'New Deal' for 18-24 year-olds to ensure that young people without qualifications are in work, education or training. 

EAZs and Excellence in Cities

New Labour instituted a number of interventionist measures such as university summer school places for `gifted and talented’ children, mentoring projects, learning support units, city learning centres with state of the art ICT,  and school-post school links, as well as extra funding for schools (DfEE, 2001: 45).

These classic social democratic policies were married to neo-liberal policies (developed below) of involving `new partners’, industry, charity and religious groups, in their funding and governance.

Ending `per capita’‘ funding

New Labour stopped the `per capita funding’ of the Conservatives. Per capita funding was introduced by the Conservatives under the 1988 Education Reform Act. It meant that in any LEA all children of the same age had a similar cash pot on their head, regardless of their needs, to be given in funding to whichever school took them. This had virtually halted the previous Labour/ social democratic policy of extra funding/ extra `plussages’/ positive discrimination in favour of schools with the poorest intakes.

Increased Funding 

New Labour also increased funding for schools and LEAs capital (e.g. rebuilding) and revenue (e.g. to spend on staff and materials) budgets. For example Primary school class sizes have been reduced, and there is a large scale programme of repairing and rebuilding schools. This is, however, mainly by the Private Finance Initiative, PFI- a (neo-liberal) handing over of public works to private companies. 
Education Maintenance Allowances (EMAs)

These are paid to 16-19 year olds from poorer families, to encourage working class children to stay on in further education (that is, 16 -19 education). 

Expansion of higher education.

New Labour aims to have 50% of the age cohort go to University. This has become `Universities for the Masses’, though, rather than `Massification of Universities’- the third and fourth tier universities that are most working class in intake have less contact time, more vocational and skills training type courses than traditional universities, and, in comparison with the 1960sthe `unit of resource’ (money spent per student), has considerably more than halved. 

Ending of Student Grants for higher education/ replacement by student loans

New Labour is now introducing variable fees to be paid back through the tax system. Students will, increasingly over the coming years, choose university courses based on price. This is likely to be class- based, as it is in the USA.

Public Expenditure

From 1999-00 to 2005-06 public spending will have risen by four-and-a-half percentage points of GDP, from 37.4% to 41.9% (IPPR, 2004). It will be held at that level to 2007-2008. This, it should be noted, is a  smaller share than in most other developed countries, and is `less than the 49.9% in 1976’ (Toynbee, 2000) in Britain.  
Theme 2: a neo-conservative theme: `Back to Basics’: Curriculum, Pedagogy and Traditionalism.

Curriculum

The `standards’ to be maintained and improved are, for the most part, traditional ones. Traditionalism is sustained through the continuation (of the eurocentric and traditionalist Conservative National Curriculum for schools, accompanied by concentration on 'back to basics' in the Literacy Hour and Numeracy Hour primary school curriculum). 

If teachers, in The Conservatives’ and in New Labour’s view, need to be controlled (by having to stick to the national curriculum), then, even more so, do those who teach the teachers- the `teacher trainers’  (formerly known as teacher educators). Prior to the 1997 general election, the message from Tony Blair and Education spokesperson David Blunkett was that 'the Labour Party intends to launch a back to basics drive in the classroom… More emphasis on basic skills, classroom discipline and whole class teaching will become part of a drastic overhaul of teacher training.' (Times Educational Supplement, 1996).

Pedagogy

It is not only through the formal, or subject, curriculum that school students and student teachers are conditioned into conservatism, it is also by the hidden curriculum, the covert expectations about behaviour, ambition, validity and acceptability of home/ domestic cultures/ subcultures and their `cultural capital’ (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977; Hill 2001b), educational expectations, future employment. In a heavily hierarchicalised, a tiered system of schools, then schools at different places in the status ladder- schools with different `raced’ social class intakes, tend to have very different versions of the national curriculum, pedagogies and expectations. In general, working class schools concentrate on `the basics’. In general, middle class chools have broader curricula.
The highly prescriptive `National Literacy Strategy’ videos on how to teach literacy, and the teacher-centred whole class pedagogy/ teaching methodology) has become the widely accepted model for teaching across the primary curriculum. The assault on liberal-progressive child-centred education also includes government attacks on mixed ability teaching (for example by Education Minister Ruth Kelly calling on schools to `group and set by ability’. 

New Labour made minor modifications to both the schools and the `teacher training’ curriculum, for example with respect to social inclusion and multi-culturalism, for example through the Multiverse programme , which provides teacher educators and student teachers/trainees with resources and materials that focus on improving the educational achievement of pupils from diverse backgrounds (Multiverse, 2005). Critical pedagogy and critical reflection, for example, have been slightly facilitated through the study of 'citizenship' in the National Curriculum (see Hill and Cole, 1999), and through modified requirements for student teachers- see Cole, 2005). To some slight extent, education theory and equal opportunities work has therefore been re-legitimated. They had been drastically restricted by the 1992/93 Conservative regulations. (Hill, 1997a, b, 2003, 2004). 

However, the teacher training curriculum is heavily prescriptive, heavily geared to skills training, and leaves very little time for the  development of critical  thought, or consideration of the social and political contexts of education/ schooling, or if issues such as social class, `race’ gender, special needs, sexuality. There is now very little space for the sociology, history, philosophy and psychology of education. There is also very little space for critical thought, for asking questions about better pasts or better futures. This is a conservative curriculum, a curriculum for conformity.

Theme 3: a neo-liberal theme: Managerialism: Target-Setting, Surveillance and Punishment

The emphasis during New Labour’s first term (1997-2001) was `standards not structures'. The focus for improving standards was on`Managerialism’, 'Improving Schools' (and LEAs) by a combination of support and pressure. The methods embraced centralised control of the school and initial teacher education (ITE) curriculum; regular Ofsted inspections of schools and LEAs and regular Teacher Training Agency inspections of `providers’ of teacher education; performance targets; published tables of achievement; and various initiatives delegating more resources and autonomy to schools. These included the Beacon Schools initiative of rewarding selected schools financially so they could share their expertise; and the `earned autonomy’ initiative whereby high-performing schools are allowed soft-touch Ofsted inspections and greater autonomy over the curriculum. 

The reverse side, the stick instead of the carrot, is 'getting tough', partly through `naming and shaming' 'failing' schools and LEAs, closing some schools down, and various measures to enable private `for profit’ corporations to take over `failing LEA’ services and opening up schools to takeover by `not-for-profit’ corporations. (These are often the `not-for-profit’ arms of very much fro profit corporations). The ultimate sanction of closure is designed to drive up standards in failing schools as the fear of bankruptcy drives struggling businesses (Bright, 2005). Another `big stick’ policy is punishment of 16-18 year-olds who do not participate in the 'New Deal' (of education, training, voluntary work or work). New Labour has actually intensified the monitoring of teachers. Teachers are `tested’ for example when they apply for `Performance Related Pay' after 5 years teaching. 

Stratifying the teaching workforce, 

One developing aspect of managerialism is the stratification of the workforce in schools, for example by Performance Related Pay (PRP) and the introduction of new `types’ and grades of teacher, on different rates of pay, such as 'superteachers' (Hill, 2005b). And there has been a massive expansion in the number of teaching assistants, who, as part of the Workforce Remodelling Agreement, are carrying out some traditional teaching functions, at far less pay than teachers, despite being untrained as teachers. (They do have their own emerging qualifications routes).  

Pay and Conditions

A key element of Capital’s plans for education is to cut its labour costs For this, a deregulated labour market is essential- with schools and colleges able to set their own pay scales and sets of conditions- busting national trade union agreements, and, weakening union powers to protect their workforces. And employing people on much lower pay scales than teachers.

In England and Wales, under the 2002 Education Act, around 1,000 schools were given the freedom to vary the curriculum and change teachers’ pay and conditions. In the rapidly growing `Academies’ sector of secondary schools in England and Wales, school managements can set their own pay rates and conditions of service for teachers, a considerable breach in national pay and conditions. 

These ideas have been relaunched and extended in New Labour’s White Paper of October 2005 (DES, 2005) (see Rikowski, 2005a, for an analysis, also Rikowski, 2005b, c). Para 2.16 of the White Paper states that the proposed `Self-Governing Trust schools’ could have the power and `freedoms over pay and conditions, where the Trust can demonstrate that these will raise standards’. 

These policy developments strike at the heart of professional equity, under which teachers having similar qualifications can expect the same pay and conditions at any education institution of the same level across the country’. This weakens unions. 
Theme 4: a neo-liberal theme: Killing off the Comprehensives: Market Competition, New Schools and `Diversity’ and Selection

During New Labour’s second (2001-2005) and third (2005- ) terms in office, the emphasis has very much been on `structures’ as well as standards- on altering the structures of schooling- patterns of ownership, control, launching different types of school.

In the 2001 Education Green Paper, New Labour called this 'Modernising'  comprehensive education. New Labour claims that it is encouraging 'diversity' in types of schools to meet the needs and aspirations of all children, as in different types of children (and their parents). This fitted in well with New Labour comments, enthusiastically supported by right-wing newspapers such as the Mail, The Sun and the Telegraph attacking `bog standard', `one-size-fits-all’, comprehensives.

As part of this `parental power’/ diversity agenda, New Labour has allowed local parents to decide on the future of their local grammar schools/ secondary school/ eleven plus system. The rules drawn up for these ballots have made it virtually impossible to get rid of local selective grammar/ secondary systems in the LEAs where they still exist. 

New Types of School

New Labour has increased/ intensified the process of diversification in types of school, by introducing new types of school- Academies, Specialist Schools, and, in the 2005 White Paper, the proposed `independent state schools’ to be called `Trust Schools’ . 

Academies

Academies are publicly funded independent schools with voluntary or private sector sponsors and control. The government intends to have at least 200 academies established or in the pipeline by 2010 (Her Majesty’s Government, 2005, Chapter 2, Summary). Academies are outside LEA control. They can set their own pay and conditions, and change/ `vary’ the curriculum. 
Specialist Schools

The Green Paper (DfES, 2001) and the Education Act of 2002 promised that 'specialist' schools (in technology, languages, sports and arts, with new specialisms in business, science, engineering and enterprise) should reach nearly a half of all secondary schools by 2006 (DfEE, 2001b: 7); These schools are allowed to select up to 10% of their pupils `by aptitude'. In 2003, each specialist school got a one-off grant of £100,000, plus £126 per pupil extra for four years. Those with more than 500 pupils have to raise £50,000 in sponsorship as part of their bids, 

According to the TES of 14 Nov 2003, over 90% of all secondary schools in England will become `Specialist Schools' by 2006. This specialist schools plan, the major focus of New Labour's February 2001 plan for education for 2001-2006 was greeted by a Daily Mail front-page article `Death of the Comprehensive' (Halpin, 2001). 

Independent Trust Schools 

The New Labour Education White Paper of October 2005 foresees the possibility of many, or most, or all LEA controlled primary and secondary schools becoming, in effect, independent state schools’, outside of LEA/ local democratically accountable control- with the power to `vary’ the national curriculum- and also to `vary’ (alter) the pay and conditions of staff such as teachers, and `vary’ the `skill mix’ (e.g. the ratio of teachers to teaching assistants). 

New Labour's policy and plans for more Competitiveness and Selection are a continuation, indeed, an extension, of most of the structural aspects of the 1988 Conservative Education Reform Act, in terms of the macro-structure and organisation of schooling. The Radical Right neoliberal principle of competition between schools (which results in an increasing inequality between schools (Edwards, T. and Tomlinson, S. (2003) and the principle of devolving more and more financial control to schools through local management of schools are all in keeping with preceding Conservative opposition to comprehensive education and to the powers of democratically elected LEAs.

Theme 5: a neo-liberal theme: `New Partnerships’: Pre-Privatisation, Corporation Control and Schools for Sale 

Business Involvement in Schools: 
Academies

The price of buying control of an Academy, a state school (with its buildings, teachers, pupils) is between £2 and £2 and a half million. The government/ taxpayer funds the £25 million building/ rebuilding/ start-up costs and hands control to whichever business person, or corporation, or religious group has stumped up the £two and a half million purchase price.   

In the 2005-2006 discussion on the 2005 White Paper, a number of `Old Labour’ and other Labour MPs rebelled over `selling off state schools to assorted fringe Christian groups and second hand car salesmen. Reg Vardy, a millionaire evangelical Christian creationist second hand car salesman has bought/ controls Academies in Gateshead and Middlesborough. 
Most trade unions involved in education, such as UNISON, provide considerable data about the sponsors of academies (and, more widely, the individuals and private corporations involved in `the business of education- in schems such as private control of LEA services, Public Finance Initiative delas with private companies). (See, for example, UNISON, 2005; NUT, 2005). 
`The role of the sponsors, mostly male businessmen, who don’t even have to be UK residents, is one of the most inexplicable and unpalatable aspects of the whole academy experiment for many people. In return for a smallish personal contribution… they are effectively given a free chunk of the public estate which they can run ad infinitum without any local accountability, completely contradicting the Prime Minister’s assertion that he wants to give public services back to local communities to manage.’ (Millar, 2005. See also Millar and Benn, 2006). 

Independent Trust Schools

BBC education editor Mike Baker comments, `to the cynical, the trusts look like city academies without the £25m price tag. The key to understanding the Trust Schools lies in the White Paper description of them as "independent state schools". This is an exact echo of the phrase used by Margaret Thatcher in the 1980s’. (Baker, 2005).

Privatisation 

Privatization takes many forms, different forms sometimes in different countries. In Britain, the Centre for Public Services’s booklet of 2003, Mortgaging Our Children's Future (Hall, 2003) analyses the various policies and initiatives underway in secondary schools in England and Wales (see also, Rikowski, 2003, 2005a, b, c; Hill, 2006a). Hall discusses Making markets, City Academies and Specialist schools, School companies, the `Excellence in Cities’ programme, privatising local education authorities, the Private Finance Initiative (PFI), outsourcing / restructuring of school meals, the Education Action Zones policy. 

Pre-Privatisation and Business Involvement

In Britain there is currently what may be seen as the `hidden’ pre-privatization of state schools in England by enabling schools to function as `little businesses’ through increased autonomies and business-like managements and corporate aspects, and the ability, within the 2002 Education Act, and the October 2005 Education White Paper, for schools to act as capitalist enterprises in terms of their ability to merge and engage in take-overs of other schools. (Rikowski, 2005a, b, c). Schools can enter into deals with private sector outfits. They can also sell educational services to other schools. 

These measures are seen by Rikowski as means of `softening up’ the education service to business control and various forms of profit making by Capital. Rikowski suggests that any degree of privatization and private invlovement acts as a `profit virus’… that once a public service such as education is infected (`virused’) by private company involvement, then it will inevitably become liable to the regulations of the General Agreement for Trade in Services (GATS), and open up to free trade in services by national and by multinational and foreign Capital (Rikowski, 2003;Hill, 2005b, c). By currently encouraging private companies to bid for/ own/ run/ manage state schools, New Labour is actively encouraging future privatisation and private control of state schools. 
As Rikowski (2005a) notes, the `Federations’ of schools proposed in the 2005 White Paper,`provide increased opportunities for private sector providers of educatonal services for profit in the schools sector to operate on an expanding scale. Mergers of federations or takeovers are not ruled out. Large companies and edubusinesses have long wanted the opportunity to attain economies of scale by being able to run large numbers of schools. Whilst the federations model will probably not provide this, it is a step in that direction’. The White Paper does open the door a little more to those who relish turning state revenue into private profit through running educational services in the schools sector. (2) 
Part Three: the impacts and ideologies of New Labour’s education policies

In this section I summarise comments made throughout this chapter on the impacts and ideologies of New Labour’s education policies. Here, in addition to presenting a Marxist analysis, I deliberately refer to writers who are not Marxist. This is to demonstrate that some of the critique and analysis I am offering, for example on the 2005 Education White Paper, is more widely shared. 

Capital, Corporations and Education

Capital- national and transnational corporations and those who own them, or are mega-shareholders in them- has a number of plans with respect to education. 

A first plan of Capital, The Capitalist Plan For Education, is to produce and reproduce a work force and citizenry and set of consumers fit for Capital. This has two functions, an ideological function and a labour training function. These comprise socially producing labour-power for capitalist enterprises. This is people's capacity to labour- their skills and attitudes, together with their ideological compliance and suitability for Capital- as workers, citizens and consumers. In this analysis, Althusser’s concepts of schools as ideological state apparatuses (ISAs) is useful here, with schools as key elements in the ideological indoctrination of new citizens and workers into thinking `there is no alternative’ to capitalism, that capitalism, and competitive individualism with gross inequalities is `only natural’ (Althusser, 1979. See also Hill, 1989, 2001b, 2003, 2004, 2006a, b). 

A second plan of Capital, The Capitalist Plan In Education, is to smooth the way for direct profit-taking/ profiteering from education. Current worldwide spending in education is` estimated at around 2,000 billion dollars … more than global automotive sales’ (Santos, cited in Hill, 2005b). This plan is about how Capital wants to make Direct Profits from education. This centres on setting business 'free' in education for profit-making and profit- taking- extracting profits from privately controlled/ owned schools and colleges or aspects of their functioning. Common mechanisms are for example from managing, advising, controlling and owning schools. These possibilities are widened by the New Labour Education White Paper of October 2005. 
New Labour’s most recent education policy moves indicate that it is the business agenda in schools that is becoming increasingly important as schools become sites of profit making (see Rikowski, 2005a, b, c), though other Marxists such as Hatcher consider the capitalist agenda for schools remains the dominant aim for Capital- producing tiered, skilled and ideologically supportive labourers. (Hatcher, 2005, 2006a, b (3). 

Selection, Inequality, and (`Raced’) Class 

Where there is a market in schools (where high status schools can select their intakes, whether on `academic achievement’ or other class-related criteria such as `aptitudes’), then the result is increasing `raced’ and gendered social class differentiation (d and Cole, 2001, Whitty, Halpin and Power, 1998; Hill, 2001, 2006a, d; Edwards and Tomlinson, 2003). The middle classes rapidly colonise the `best’ schools, the working classes get pushed out. They don’t get through the school gate. High status/ high achieving middle class schools get better and better results. In a competitive market in schools, `Sink’ schools sink further, denuded of their `brightest’ intakes. As Bright comments on the 2005 White Paper, `with the new independent trusts, which will allow each school to set its own entrance criteria and compete openly for pupils, that pecking order will no longer be the unintended consequence of half a century of ill-judged reforms of our education system. It will be the driving principle’. (Bright, 2005)
In higher education, New Labour's introduction of student fees for higher education is beginning to show signs of reinforcing elitism and excluding poorer groups from study. Furthermore, the top-up fees are also likely to intensify the existing hierarchy in higher education, with `richer kids’ able to afford expensive universities, and working class students going to cheaper `second and third class’ universities. 

Ideological Analysis

New Labour has accepted and intensified Conservative education policies, though with some traditional social democratic/ `Old Labour’ redistributionist policies. 

While there is considerable discourse and policy aimed at improving `equality of opportunity’ and meritocracy, greater equality of outcome- i.e. reducing the differences between rich and poor in wealth, or income, or educational attainment does not appear on the agenda. Instead, New Labour’s vision is of `meritocracy’- elitism by merit rather than elitism by birth or money- equal opportunity to progress into an increasingly unequal job market and society.

Greater equality of opportunity (via targeted spending) is suffocated by neo-liberal and neo-conservative policies. The quiescent, non-critical neo-conservative subject curriculum and hidden/ informal curriculum in schools serves to dampen- but not to destroy- resistance to an increasingly capitalised, commodified and unequal society. This increased capitalisation, commodification and (`raced’ and gendered) social class inequality has been deepened by New Labour’s extension of Conservative government neo-liberal education policies such as increasing the selective hierarchical market in schooling, and imposing variable university top-up fees. This process of increasing educational inequality is reflected in and amplified by wider social, housing, and fiscal and economic policies, which have resulted in increasing inequalities in the wider society (Harvey, 2006, Hill, 2006d; Hill with others, 2006). 
In answer to the questions posed at the beginning of the chapter about policy, this chapter has highlighted the aims and claims of New Labour’s mix of education policies, analysed the dominant ideology of neo-liberalism, and  identified the winners and losers resulting from New Labour’s education and wider policies. This is New Labour’s `class war from above’. (4)
Notes

1. For a summary of different ideological positions in education, see Hill, 1999, 2001a). For a history of post second world war education and its ideologies, see Jones, 2003; Chitty, 2004; Lawton, 1995, 2005; Tomlinson, 2005. 
2. Alex Molnar (2000; Molnar et al, 2006) examines aspects of commercisalisation of schools in the USA. See also Hill, 2005b, Hill with others, 2006).
3. There is a third plan of capital, Capital’s global plan for education corporations,
a plan for edubusinesses and corporations based in Britain, the United States, Australia and New Zealand, for example, to profit from international privatising, franchising and marketing activities. This is a worldwide education industry valued at $2 trillion annually (UNESCO, 2000, p.16). 

4. Radical Left, socialist alternatives to New Labour and to Conservative and Liberal-Democrat policies on education are set out in Benn and Chitty, 2004; Cole, Hill and Shan, 1997; Hill, 1997a, 2002, 2005a, b; Hillcole Group, 1991, 1997; McLaren, P. and Farahmandpur, R., 2004; Neary, 2005; Socialist Alliance, 2001; Socialist Party, 2005; 
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