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Chapter 1
Equality in primary schooling
The policy context, intentions and effects of the Conservative ‘reforms’
Dave Hill

This chapter places the Primary School National Curriculum in its ideological and policy contexts and evaluates the various intentions and effects of wider Conservative policy for schools on issues of equality and equal opportunities. I begin by analysing two strands of Conservative ideology and education policy, the free market, neo-liberal position and the moral/social authoritarian, neo-conservative one. I point out what is distinc​tive about them in relation to education policy, and then what they have in common.

I then go on to examine the impact of the radical Right on the restructuring of schooling in England and Wales since 1979. Particular attention is paid to the effects of the Education Reform Act of 1988 in setting up of a competitive market in schooling and in reducing the powers of local education author​ities (LEAs), and to the establishment of the National Curriculum. In doing so, I critique Conservative government policy for its ‘equiphobia’ (Myers, 1990, in Troyna, 1995), its hostility to equality and equal opportunities in schooling, as elsewhere.

RADICAL RIGHT IDEOLOGY AND EDUCATION

John Major, Prime Minister and Leader of the Conservative Party, pronounced to the 1992 Conservative Party Conference:

When it comes to education, my critics say I’m ‘old fashioned’. Old fashioned? Reading and writing? Old fashioned? Spelling and sums? Great literature - and standard English Grammar? Old fash​ioned? Tests and tables? British history? A proper grounding in science? Discipline and self respect? Old fashioned? I also want reform of teacher training. Let us return to basic subject teaching, not courses in the theory of education. Primary teachers should learn to teach children how to read, not waste their time on the politics of race gender and class.

(Major, 1993:144)

John Patten, then Secretary of State for Education, speaking to the same conference proclaimed that: ‘All too often the problems in education lie - not with parents, not with teachers - but with 1960s theorists, with the trendy left and with the teachers union bosses’ (Patten, 1993:146). Conservative policy on schooling and on education generally, can be seen as classically ‘Thatcherite’ (Hall & Jacques, 1983; Gamble, 1988; Jessop, 1990), that is to say, a populist amalgam of neo-liberal and neo​-conservative ideology and policy.1
At the micro-policy level, of policy towards schools, both neo-liberals and neo-conservatives have common views on some policies, but disagree on others.2 For example a number of free marketeers do actually consider the National Curriculum to be unwarranted intervention by the state, (c.f. Flew, 1991), oppos​ing any state legislation for and control over the school curriculum as being inconsistent with the rolling back of the state and with the full free play of market forces. However,

In formal terms these two tendencies are contradictory and at points these contradictions have recognisable effects at the level of policy and action. In reality however, they generally complement each other, even to the extent of inhabiting the mind of the same individual... Jointly they have popularised the most powerful theme of right-wing educational discourse: that the decades long quest for equality has resulted only in the lowering of standards. Cultural analysis of what Scruton has called ‘the impractical utopian values that will destroy all that is most valuable in our culture’, and free market assertion about ‘the evils of state mono​poly combine’ in an anti-egalitarian crusade.

(Jones, 1989:38; c.f. Lawton, 1994)

At the macro-policy level it can be argued that both strands of radical Right ideology seek to perpetuate the interests of capital, untrammelled by strong trade unions, by professional restrictive practices, by an inclusivist welfare state, and by what they see as a permissive, non-work-orientated, unproductive culture. ‘For both traditions the good society is best understood in terms of a strong state, free economy and stable families’ (Barton et al., 1994:532; see also Gamble, 1983:31-60; Hill, 1994a). In Gamble’s words, ‘If the New right has a unity and if it deserves to be distinguished from previous “rights” what sets it apart is the combination of a traditional liberal defence of state authority, (Gamble, 1983:28).3
The radical Right of the Conservative Party has viscerally abhorred two types of ideology, their associated school developm​ents and their institutional support bases. The first target of their attack over a long period has been the liberal, progressivist ideology and credo most famously set out in the Plowden Report of 1967 (CACE, 1967), which was for so long, the claimed ‘bible’ of progressive primary education. This was commonly under​stood by both its protagonists and its antagonists to have espoused child-centredness, ‘the integrated day’, topic work, ‘readiness’ (e.g. reading readiness), ‘relevance’ (e.g. of the curriculum to working-class children in general and to Asian, black and other minority ethnic group children in general), the teacher as a guide to educational experiences rather than a distributor of knowledge, ‘discovery learning’, with little competitive testing, and an emphasis on co-operation and group work rather than competitiveness.4
The second target of radical Right wrath has been, and remains, the socialist, radical Left with its anti-elitism, support for comprehensive primary and secondary schooling, stress on democracy within classrooms and schools, and its stress on overtly critiquing and confronting racism, sexism, homophobia and social class inequalities in schooling and society.

Terms of abuse such as ‘trendy’, ‘permissive’ and ‘caring’ as features of ‘The Blue Peter Curriculum’ (O’Keeffe, 1990a, b, 1992; c.f. Anderson, 1982) are applied indiscriminately to both liberal progressive and to social egalitarian schooling. These frequently conflated attacks on liberal progressivism, on the one hand, and socialist ideas and policies in education, on the other, have a history stretching from ‘The Black Papers’ of the 1960s and 1970s (see Cox and Dyson, 1971, 1975; Cox and Boyson, 1977) through to the Hillgate Group publications of 1986, 1987 and 1989.5
The publication of Quality and Equality (Maude, 1968) and the Black Papers (the first three Black Papers are in Cox and Dyson, 1971) saw an aggressive attack on all aspects of progres​sive and comprehensive education:

with horror stories about ‘free play’ in primary schools, the absence of control in comprehensive schools.

They contained both a defence of the elitist, traditional liberal curriculum and an attack on the destabilising effects of progres​sivism - the discourse being generated here links education with traditional social and political values and with social order.

(Ball, 1990b:24)

These onslaughts have been supplemented in the 1980s and 1990s by radical Right academics such as Dennis O‘Keeffe, Anthony O’Hear, Antony Flew, Sheila Lawlor and Stuart Sexton. Their proscriptions and prescriptions have not only appeared, in books and pamphlets, at the academic level of ideological discourse, they have also been articulated at the media level of discourse - they have been given plenty of pretty much uncontested space in the right-wing broadsheet, middle​brow and tabloid press. They also had what appears to have been easy and frequent access, for a time in the late 1980s and early 1990s, to the Times Educational Supplement. These levels of discourse are in addition to the Ministerial level of discourse, examples of which started this chapter and when Chris Woodhead became Chief Inspector of schools, an official level of discourse.

Elsewhere in this book (chapter 4) the restructuring of school​ing and the wider education system (especially teacher education and training) has been seen as a determined assault by a radical Right government on opposition ideologies in an attempt, as part of the ‘culture wars’ (Shor, 1986) to reassert its ideologically hegemonic position (see also Hill, 1989, 1990; Cole and Hill, 1995; Hill and Cole, 1995). In short, as far as the radical Right were concerned, some local education authorities (and institu​tions of teacher education and schools) were simply appearing to be too successful in developing, disseminating and reproducing liberal progressive values, or socialist egalitarian values. Much ire was expressed in particular against ‘loony left’ councils, in particular Brent, Haringey, Lambeth and the Inner London Education Authority (ILEA) with their anti-racist, anti-sexist, in the cases of Haringey and Brent, anti-heterosexist policies, and, in the case of the ILEA, anti-classist policies.6
In Chapter 3 some of the teachers from Culloden Hamlets set out some of their beliefs and school practices. These are teachers from Culloden Primary School in Tower Hamlets, a school which was pilloried by the Daily Mail and the Mail on Sunday, and by the then Minister of Education Kenneth Clarke, as an example of a progressive and egalitarian school failing its children. The school’s policies and practice had previously been widely praised for the six-part television series in 1991 entitled ‘Culloden - a year in the life of a Primary School’.

The neo-liberals

With its emphasis on the social morality of individual choice, competition, inequality, and neo-liberal economic policies, the ‘free marketeers’, the neo-liberal section of the radical Right in Britain, has been influenced in particular by the philosophy of Friedrich von Hayek (Gamble, 1983; Ball, 1990a). Neo-liberals stress the efficiency and increased production of wealth and profit that they believe results from competition. They therefore attack any group which stands in restraint of trade, believing that the application of market forces, competition, diversity of provision and freedom of choice by consumers will raise stand​ards in areas of public social provision such as health and education as well as in the commercial sector.

The influence of Hayek on radical Right thinking in Britain, and the transmogrification of the educational implications of Hayek’s theory into the 1988 Education Reform Act have been discussed in depth (Jones, 1989; Ball, 1990a, 1990b; Lawton, 1994; Whitty, 1994). Hayek’s privatizing, marketeering, competitive, hierarchicalizing philosophy heavily influenced a whole range of policies of the radical Right Conservative governments in Britain (1979-95) through the use of neo-liberal think tanks such as the Centre for Policy Studies, the Adam Smith Institute, the Social Affairs Unit, and the Institute for Economic Affairs. As Ken Jones points out, The Omega File, produced by the Adam Smith Institute in 1983-84, was ‘the most systematic and influential work of the free market right’ (Jones, 1989:46) and presented a blueprint for a reorganization of schooling based on market principles. It developed on the generally neo-​conservative cultural restorationist anti-progressivism of the Black Papers on Education.7
The introduction of a diversity in schools, the setting up of a competitive market place in schools, the funding support given to private schools via the Assisted Places Scheme,8 open enrol​ment, and the transference of a substantial percentage of funding and of powers away from local education authorities to ‘consumers’ are classic manifestations of neo-liberal, free market ideology. ‘Ostensibly, at least, these represent a “rolling back” of central and local government’s influence on what goes on in schools (Troyna, 1995:141). Whitty notes that,

For the neo-liberal politicians who dominated educational policy making in Britain during much of the 1980s, social affairs are best organised according to the ‘general principle of consumer sovereignty’, which holds that each individual is the best judge of his or her needs and wants, and of what is in their best interests. The preference for introducing market mechanisms into education, partly from a predilection for freedom of choice as a good in itself, is also grounded in the belief that competition produces improve​ments in the quality of services on offer which in turn enhance the wealth producing potential of the economy, thereby bringing about gains for the least well off as well as for the socially advantaged.

(Whitty, 1994:xx)

The neo-conservatives

The second radical right strain is neo-conservatism, which is socially and morally authoritarian, has an agenda of returning to some aspects of Victorian values and espouses a ‘back to basics’ philosophy. Apple refers to neo-conservatives as ‘cultural restorationists’ (Apple, 1989a, b). Luminaries include Roger Scruton, Caroline (Baroness) Cox, Rhodes Boyson, Frank Palmer and Ray Honeyford. They stress traditional values such as respect for authority and ‘the nation’, ‘Britishness’, the values of a social elite and the importance of a common culture, that of the elite. Neo-conservatives seek a disciplined society, a strong government, a Britain that veers selectively between Victoriana, and John Major’s childhood recollections of a time of warm beer, cricket matches on the village green and golden sunsets. These ideologues criticize what they see as the destruction of ‘tradi​tional educational values’, indeed, of ‘traditional Britain’, The Hillgate Group (1986, 1987, 1988) have been strikingly influential, or, at least, predictive of government legislation - in particular on the National Curriculum.9
What is now becoming apparent is that there is a fourth level of discourse attacking progressive schooling and egalitarian schooling. This is at the level of official discourse. One example of this was the ‘Three Wise Men’s Report’ on primary schooling (Alexander et al., 1992), one of whose conclusions was that ‘there is a persistent and damaging belief that teachers must
never point out when a pupil is wrong’ (quoted in Clarke, 1992). This was grist to the mill for the then Secretary of State for Education, Kenneth Clarke, whose response was to criticize,

the anti-academic, anti-intellectual eccentric views have permeated too many of our schools and must have contributed to the unac​ceptable variations in standards that our league tables are to expose.10
(Clarke, 1992)

The tone of comments by Chris Woodhead, since his appointment as the Chief Inspector of schools, is clearly different, more acerbic, and more in tune with Conservative government thinking than that of his predecessors. One example is his (unwarranted) assertion in 1995 that ‘class size does not matter’ in terms of teaching effectiveness.11
THE RADICAL RIGHT AND EDUCATION POLICY

This section will examine the effects on equality and inequality in British schooling resulting from the Education Reform Act of 1988 and other Conservative legislation since 1979. It will be argued that:

the last decade has seen some major changes in both the philosophy and implementation of an education appropriate for all children ... the national policy objectives of the early 1980s ...  embodied an idealistic preoccupation with social justice ... but by the beginning of the 1990s they had been by-passed by a broader, mainstream drive to raise educational productivity through a return to the market place, and by a weakening of the advocacy of equal opportunities.

(Tomlinson and Craft, 1995a: Foreword)

Jones’ view is typical of many (e.g. Simon, 1987, 1992; Davies et al., 1992) when he suggests that the 1988 Act can be seen as, ‘a fundamental attack on the policies of equal opportunity which developed in the thirty five years following the Education Act of 1944’ (Jones, 1989:185).

Parental choice, and the market in schooling

In effect the introduction of a great diversity of types of school has resulted in the introduction of a market in children - the ability, in effect, of some schools (both grant maintained and LEA) to choose their type of intake. Two new types of school were introduced, grant maintained (or opted out) schools and city technology colleges. This was accompanied, in the Educational Reform Act (ERA) of 1988, by what was proclaimed to be ‘parental choice’ of schools through Open Enrolment of pupils and by Local Management of Schools, with its increased powers for school governors and head teachers.

Brian Simon (1987) suggested that the effect of the Education Reform Act would be to establish a more rigid three-tier hier​archy of schooling than already existed (Simon, 1987; reprinted in 1992). This hierarchy, he suggested, would now consist of public schools at the top (by and large for the children of the upper class); ‘opted out’ or grant maintained schools and city technology colleges (for the aspiring and the achievers, in partic​ular for the middle class and those with what is assumed to be the gumption to escape from the clutches of bureaucratized, inefficient, and ‘loony left’ councils); and the bottom tier of schooling, the council estate, local authority schools for the majority. What choice would there be in this school marketplace - and for whom?
Richard Hatcher has pointed out that what is emerging is a more graded system than simply these three tiers. The market also exacerbates the already competitive hierarchy within cate​gories or tiers of schooling. So, for example, church schools in working-class areas often become the highest status schools (Hatcher, 1995). Also, some grant maintained schools and city technology colleges are not in leafy suburban middle-class areas but in working-class areas - indeed CTCs were envisaged as being in the ‘cities’ (or at least, large towns). Here, just as with the Assisted Places scheme, the intention, and the effect of these schooling developments is to siphon off a key layer from the working class in a new structural way of separating out ‘the deserving’ from ‘the undeserving’ working class.
In his Education Bill of 1992, the serving Secretary of State for Education, John Patten, spoke of the problem of those who did not gain access to the school of their choice: ‘Corresponding to the right for parents to opt out is the requirement that parents should be free to choose. I am not pretending that every parent or pupil can without waiting get the school of his or her choice - life is not like that’ (DFE, 1992:2). He omitted, however, to articulate a response to parents and pupils who find themselves in such a position as he outlined. The Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) has commented on the effects of the 1988 ERA and GMS in particular on Asian, black and other minority ethnic pupils, as follows:

grant maintained schools might, once they were established, intro​duce discriminatory admissions criteria that exclude ethnic minority pupils; financial delegation to schools might result in a neglect of the particular needs of ethnic minority pupils, such as English as a second language, LEA equal opportunity and multiracial education policies would no longer apply to schools that opt out.

(CRE 1987; see also Davies et al., 1992)

Since the implementation of the Act a considerable number of writers have highlighted inegalitarian and anti-egalitarian effects of the new schooling system. For example, Fitz et al. (1991:36-38) have pointed out that those actually making a choice within the new choice-driven system are the middle classes who have the money, transport and knowledge of the education system effectively to choose their children’s schools. They also suggest that rather than producing and delivering parental choice, those schools which originally chose to opt out were already disproportionately academically selective. Their research suggests that grant maintained schooling has preserved and consolidated existing patterns of school choice rather than providing either new alternatives or wider consumer empowerm​ent (Fitz et al., 1993; Power et al., 1994).12
The abolition of the power of the local education authorities in determining admission to schools applies both to opted out schools and to those which have remained with the local educa​tion authority. In both cases Local Management of Schools (LMS) has included, for oversubscribed schools, the power to choose their new intake on grounds which, in some cases, have included obvious discrimination against working-class, African-​Caribbean children and children with special needs. In the quest by schools to climb higher up in the assessment league tables, such children and their parents seem to lose out with uncanny statistical frequency.
The results of a five-year study in Scotland show that parental choice does little to improve the quality of education. The find​ings do show, however, that parental choice has increased segregation between working-class and middle-class children, concluding that it is probably having a detrimental effect on the school system (Young, 1992). This ‘parental right of choice of school, embodied in the 1980 and 1988 Education Acts, is ex​acerbating “white flight” from schools attended by minority children’ (Tomlinson and Craft, 1995a:4).

The reduction of LEA powers

For Troyna (1995) the ‘two distinctive channels’ of Conservative education policy, centralization and devolution, ‘coalesce around the ... weakening, and ultimately dismantling of LEA influence’ (Troyna 1995:142). One of the major results has been the ‘systematic erosion of LEA responsibilities for providing the policy (and financial) co-ordinates for what takes place in schools’ (ibid:140). Troyna is referring in particular to LEA policy frameworks for anti-racism. The same can be said of anti-sexist, anti-classist and anti-homophobic policy.

Turner et al. in their 1995 research report (for the Equal Opportunities Commission on the impact of recent educational reforms on gender equality in Scottish schools) emphasize the effects of the reduction of LEA policy-making, policy imple​menting and policy monitoring powers in more radical urban LEAs. They show that gender equal opportunities policies in the more radical LEAs, those whose policies they describe as ‘transformative’, have, in general, been put on the back burner by schools’ governing bodies, who are less radical on such issues.
A further major anti-egalitarian result of the Education Reform Act has been the considerable diminution of Local Education Authorities’ autonomy and freedom to decide their own spending priorities. This has considerably reduced funding (staff courses, resources) for policy advising, implementation and monitoring for curricular, cross-curricular and extra-curricular developments, as indeed for most other developments. It has also diminished LEA financial capability for assisting those schools in greatest need. Since the ERA was implemented, funding for schools has been overwhelmingly on a per capita basis with children at the plushest schools receiving the same per capita funding as schools in the poorest areas. Prior to the 1988 Act, LEAs were able to fund schools according to who needed it most with schools in socially and economically deprived areas receiving some extra funding. Prior to 1988, LEAs were able to supplement the number of teachers, and ‘plussages’ for ancillary help, books and repairs to buildings, for less favoured schools. The capacity for LEAs to give ‘plussages’,13 to give extra cash to ‘sink’ schools and schools in areas of particu​lar social need, has been substantially abolished. Under the legislative provisions for financial devolution to schools, schools have had what appears, at first sight only, to be equality of funding provision.14
Even disallowing for the special needs of some schools, LEAs can no longer, to any noticeable extent, supplement the income of the primary school which raises £300 per annum through the Parent-Teachers’ Association and fund raising, compared to the primary school which raises £3,000 per annum. From 1995, 90 per cent of a school’s budget is determined directly by the numbers and ages of its pupils. Such a result of LMS, the disallowing of major preferential funding, is ‘disproportionately damaging to inner urban schools’ (Guy and Menter, 1992:65).15
THE NATIONAL CURRICULUM16
The ERA involved the establishment of the National Curriculum so that no matter the levels to which market-driven educational inequality would rise, cultural uniformity in the state sector would be maintained. The National Curriculum itself (both the 1988 and the Dearing 1995 revised version) can be seen as ‘a bureaucratic device for exercising control over what goes on in schools’ (Lawton and Chitty, 1987:5). It asserts the centrality of particular definitions of national culture - against the increasing tendencies to both ethnic and social class pluralism/multiculturalism17 that were at work in schools.

The DES blueprint for the curriculum, hastily devised in 1987, is subject based. Any area of educational experience which falls outside its subject framework has faced neglect: thus careers and health education, or multi-culturalism, let alone more radical forms of egalitarian education, have found it diffi​cult to secure a stable place. The National Curriculum is driven more by a project of cultural homogeneity that by the rhetoric of equal opportunity. It is now more and more plainly the embodi​ment of a Conservative vision of a national culture. This shift owes much to the work done by the radical Right since the Education Reform Act of 1988. Having originally found itself excluded from influence on curriculum and testing arrange​ments, the radical Right has since been able to work itself into a central, powerful position. Activists of the radical Right - such as Martin Turner, John Marenbon and John Marks – were appointed to the National Curriculum Council and SEAC or its sub-committees and to its replacement Schools Curriculum and Assessment Authority (SCAA) (see Simon, 1992; Graham, 1992, 1993a and 1993b; Lawton, 1994). Ministers such as Tim Eggar, Michael Fallon and John Patten adopted many of the points of view on the curriculum associated with the Right.
This particular shift of emphasis achieved by the radical Right required a consistent and controversial overruling of ‘profes​sional’ opinion (Jones, 1989; Graham, 1992; Lawton, 1994; Tomlinson and Craft, 1995b). In this conflict, the arbitrary powers awarded to the Secretary of State by the 1988 Act became all too visible. History has been brought to a stop at 1972, lest more recent history become a licence for radical approaches (Graham, 1992); Science has been redefined in a way that jetti​sons curricular attention to the social implications of scientific activity (Dobson, 1992); English has been reorganized so as to give priority to the Right’s main cultural themes, which involve making fetishes out of ‘Standard English’, a literary canon, ‘traditional grammar’ and spelling. Indeed various of the chap​ters in this book refer to this political selection of knowledge in particular subject areas.
The dominant curriculum approach, moreover, is not only subject-based, it is content led: issues connected with the learn​ing process are not adequately explored. One of the several debilitating consequences of this method is that issues which had implications for the ways in which different groups of students related to the formal, organized knowledge of the school are not explored: ‘equal opportunities’ issues, whether related to ‘race’, gender, class, disability and special needs, and to sexuality have never been prominent. The result is not simply that particular areas of content are incomplete, but that quite basic issues concerning the relationship between curriculum and learner, formal education and student cultures are left unex​plored. Yet without such a development, progress towards ‘higher educational standards’ by large numbers of school pupils/students is likely to be impeded.

THE REVISED NATIONAL CURRICULUM OF 1995

Have the 1995 Dearing revisions of the National Curriculum, the ‘slimming down’, and the five-year moratorium on further changes to the National Curriculum, served to allay curriculum concern? They do not answer the detailed criticisms made in the various subject by subject chapters of this book. It is worth emphasizing this point. In terms of the analyses put forward by the various chapters the Dearing revisions of the national Curriculum have not improved it. Furthermore, though superfi​cially attractive, the Dearing proposals do, in fact, create problems of their own.

The emphasis on a core curriculum and on the essentials of foundation subjects brings the danger that the curriculum will become even more traditional and safe. That is, unless schools and teachers can be persuaded to use these promised reductions in the compulsory curriculum to pursue multi-cultural and anti-racist goals. Significantly, the final Dearing Report makes no mention of multicultural education at all.

(King and Mitchell, 1995:20)

Thus, the changes the radical Right have sponsored have intro​duced strong elements of instability into important areas of the curriculum. The writings of modern radical Right Conservatives make much of their commitment to ‘community’, ‘history’, ‘culture’ and ‘identity’. But these terms are constructed in a highly selective way, which tends to overlook present conflicts and diversity in favour of an imagined cultural unity. Their stress on ‘pastness’ makes it difficult for them to offer an educa​tional response to the ‘modern’ aspects of contemporary culture. The whole area of media studies, for instance, is virtually a closed book to Conservatives, except for a curious refusal to allow the study of ‘Neighbours’ (Patten, 1993). The cultural plurality of contemporary society is likewise an issue from which the Right recoils - yet it is a fact that thousands of schools are scarcely able to avoid.

ASSESSMENT

The problem is made more acute by the place assumed by assess​ment in the overall shape of the National Curriculum. From the beginning, the structure of the National Curriculum has been strongly influenced by the need to allow frequent testing and to communicate test results in a very simplified way, so that they can provide the data to construct a ‘league table’ of school performance. It is now plain that testing has assumed not just an important but a dominant role in determining the shape of the whole. The complex activity-based approach initially suggested by the Task Group on Attainment and Testing (TGAT) was replaced by a model which assigns little importance to teachers’ continuous assessment of students, and a great deal of import​ance to end-of-term, ‘pencil and paper’ testing. It is unlikely that these changes will benefit groups of students traditionally dis​advantaged by ‘formal’ methods of teaching and testing.

There is a genuine concern that testing at the age of 11 will encourage the reintroduction (or intensification) of streaming arrangements for 7- to 11-year-olds, thereby marking a return to the immediate post-war period when the eleven-plus examina​tion sorted children into grammar schools, secondary modern schools or (a few) technical schools.
It is also noteworthy that the Dearing Report fails to clarify the purposes of testing, the issue over which many teachers have carried out one of the most successful pieces of industrial action in recent years. Many classroom teachers believe strongly that the school curriculum should not be determined by testing arrangements. Assessment of pupils is necessary to diagnose and facilitate the progress of each individual, but it seems clear that current testing arrangements are intended more to monitor schools and teachers than to support pupils.
However the introduction of the National Curriculum and assessment has had some positive effects. Gipps and Stobart (1993) point out that the summer 1991 tests for 7-year-olds had beneficial effects in many schools in raising teachers’ expectations of their pupils and improving lessons. Most teach​ers did learn more about their pupils and were able to adjust their classroom teaching methods accordingly. They discovered gaps in the curriculum, with areas such as capital letters and simple punctuation discovered to have been neglected. The government has always claimed that the tests would uncover shortcomings and enable them to be rectified. In most schools the SAT experience had given the staff food for thought, and many teachers were seriously considering changing their prac​tice in some way. This was only rarely ‘teaching to the test’, more often it was the result of being offered a wider model of teaching and the curriculum. The government’s view is that:

Providing access to performance information on a consistent basis is essential to inform choice and drive up standards. None of us should underestimate the way in which the information revolution spearheaded by performance tables has helped to focus us all on achievement and outcomes.

Arguably, openness on performance data is one of the most important prerequisites for school improvement. Last year’s British Social Attitudes survey reported that the overwhelming majority of people supported the publication of secondary school exam results. Performance tables are here to stay.

(DFEE, 1995)

However, Jo Boaler has pointed out ‘the performance of pupils on tests is being used to judge schools, without any considera​tion of the intake of schools. Thus the wealthiest state schools with the highest ability intakes are appearing as better schools, even though they may have done nothing to enhance the performance of pupils’ (personal communication, 1995).

The cumulative effect of this dogma-driven system is to make the National Curriculum vulnerable to the very danger which its original invention was designed to avoid: the perpetuation of low levels of achievement and becoming the object of permanent controversy. Traditional curricula, formal testing, a hostility to child-centred education and a preference for early selection are a sort of fantasy solution to the problems of mass education. They will probably lead to various forms of what could broadly be termed pupil ‘resistance’ by those relatively disfranchised and excluded: disenchantment, a sense of failure expressing itself in passive or actual withdrawal from lessons, ‘disobedience’. They will also tend to lead to a further decline in the morale of teach​ers, as their commitments are frustrated, their autonomy reduced and their conflicts with students sharpened. Far from being an authoritative, hegemonic solution to long-standing curriculum problems, the National Curriculum win be seen, overall, as the imposition of a narrow, partisan and regressive programme.

Intentions and effects of the Education Reform Act of 1988 and subsequent Conservative policy on schooling

I would argue that the essential intention of Government policy is to increase class differentiation, that is, to increase differences between and within the social classes. In this enterprise I would argue that it is not essentially the intention to demarcate and intensify gender and racial differentiation more rigidly. A caveat here regarding ‘race’ is the linking of African-Caribbean with working-class location, and some South Asian (though not Bangladeshi ethnicity) with potential or actual middle-class loca​tion. In other words the racialized nature of the class system needs to be recognized. I recognize that since most members of Asian, black and other minority ethnic group communities are working class in socio-economic terms, then they are thereby disproportionately affected by increased social class differentia​tion. They are, of course, also affected, by personal and structural racism, just as girls and women are affected by personal and structural sexism.

Whether or not there has been a ‘genderquake’ in education and at work is a matter of current controversy. With regard to girls’ education there have been undeniable improvements in examination performance relative to boys at GCSE and A level.18 Girls in general are now getting better academic results than boys. Weiner (1995) and Arnot et al. (1995) emphasize that changes in girls’ exam results are not reflected in the economy and in the labour market. In this they are partially, but only partially, correct (as they would recognize). Girls are finding it easier than boys to get jobs in unskilled and semi-skilled occupations (Panorama, 1995), in particular work which is part-time and low paid.19 In full-time, highly paid work, there is a ‘glass ceiling’ on women achieving positions of power in most sectors of the labour market. Indeed, there are many facets of sexism in schools, too, within the hidden curriculum, for example, see Measor and Sikes, 1992, with recent specific data given in Cole et al. (1994) and Grima and Smith (1993).
To look at intention of any policy or series of policies is not the same as looking at actual or likely effects. I would argue that the actual and likely effects of the 1988 Education Reform Act and Conservative schools policy since 1979 are indeed to increase social class differentiation, but that, with regard to (declassed) gender, the effect, not least of the legally enforceable National Curriculum (with Maths, Science and Technology being compulsory and assessed, for girls as well as for boys) is actually to reduce gender differentiation. On a declassed basis (once the class factor has been removed), by diminishing race-based stereotyping of subject choices, it may also serve to reduce race differentiation. However, there are other race-related aspects/effects of government schools policy. As Chris Gaine has pointed out:

schools choosing pupils not only operates against working class children but also against other groups often stereotyped as ‘diffi​cult’ (such as African-Caribbean boys) or ‘expensive’ (such as pupils for whom English is a second language). This together with ‘white flight’ from ‘black’ or ‘Asian’ schools, can combine a racialised hier​archy of schools with the class based hierarchy referred to throughout this chapter. In connection with this it is worth noting the cultural effects of the National Curriculum. In effect success is offered to middle class Asian and black pupils in a white nationalist curriculum.

(personal communication, 1995)

However, it is important to place the effects of the Education Reform Act and National Curriculum in the context of what else is going on in schooling - such as the major increase in class sizes during the 1990s. Duncan Graham, formerly chair and chief executive of the National Curriculum Council, has (among many others) claimed that the National Curriculum could not be delivered properly in classes of more than 35, and that when the National Curriculum was introduced in 1988 in England and Wales the assumption was that classes would be around 25 (Macleod, 1995).20
It is also important to place the positive effects of the National Curriculum in the context of the big picture of what else is going on in social policy and society generally (c.f. Hill and Cole, 1995),21 that is to say, within the context of the increased impoverishment of the poorest in society, the increased enrich​ment, in particular, of the richest, and the assaults on the social wage and the welfare state set out in the Introduction.22
Resistance: subverting/converting the National Curriculum

King and Mitchell note that: ‘There are many places where enterprising teachers are using the National curriculum to help pupils explore the riches and deficiencies of our complex social world, and to increase the life chances of all their pupils. Yet there is a fundamental difference between what is mandatory and what is obligatory and what is permissive and optional’ (King and Mitchell 1995:29). There is no doubt that equal opportunities work and radical egalitarian work in primary schools has been constrained. As Richard Hatcher has noted:

What was crucial about equal opportunities in the 70s/80s was that a ‘vanguard’ of progressive teachers had been able to reach a much wider layer of teachers in the ‘middle ground’ - the role of LEAs and school policies was important here, and so was the prevalence of working groups on equal opportunities as school and LEA levels ​these were the key organisational form feeding equal opportunities into the wider arena. ERA has drastically attenuated this link between ‘vanguard’ and masses [sic!] and one key way has been work overhauled. Once we had equal opportunities working groups in schools, now we have National Curriculum or SATs working groups, or none. This has been a major material factor - many equal opportunity activists have become preoccupied with other issues now deemed more important or are suffering from National Curriculum and Assessment overload.

(personal communication, 1995; c.f. Turner et al., 1995

specifically in respect of gender)

The Dearing model of 1995 pays even less importance to cross-curricular issues such as equal opportunities work. In addition to being ascribed cross-curricular status, equal opportunities work remains non-mandatory and is often ill-defined. Sharing cross-curricular space with a number of other themes such as Economic and Industrial Awareness squeezes the potential of equal opportunities work. The Dearing Review - the revised National Curriculum - does, however, open up more space for such work by cutting back on the time demands of the formal National Curriculum, and there are sources of legitimation for such as this.

A number of the cross-curricular themes (Health Education, Careers and Guidance Education, Environmental Education, Citizenship Education and Economic and Industrial Awareness) in fact, can serve as a powerful legitimation of equal opportunities work in primary schools (c.f. Verma and Pumfrey, 1994). So too can the Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED). The following extract from the OFSTED Handbook for the Inspection of Schools (1993) gives some indication of the degree of Equal Opportunities organisation and planning now required from schools:

7.3 (ii) Equality of Opportunity

Evaluation criteria

The school’s arrangements for equality of opportunity are evaluated by the extent to which:

· all pupils, irrespective of gender, ability (including giftedness), ethnicity and social circumstance, have access to the curriculum and make the greatest progress possible;

· the school meets the requirements of the Sex Discrimination Act (1975) and the Race Relations Act (1976).

Evidence should include:

a standards of achievement of individuals and groups;

b assessment of pupils’ needs within the curriculum;

c the school’s stated policy for equal opportunity;

d admission policies, intake, exclusions;

e curriculum content and access;

f class organisation and management, teaching and differentia​tion;

g the use made of support teachers, bilingual assistants and other provision under section 11 of the Local Government Act 1966;

h pupils’ relationships.

(OFSTED, 1994)23
However, the Runnymede Trust among others has issued a ‘state​ment of concern’ about ‘equal opportunities and the inspection of schools’. Its work in compiling Equality Assurance in Schools (1993) and from a research study of the first fifty OFSTED reports published in 1994, gives cause for concern about the efficacy of this aspect of OFSTED’s work. The Runnymede Trust’s judgement is that ‘Ofsted reports were very unsatisfactory in their treatment of equality issues in the schools inspected’ (Runnymede Trust, 1995:2). Despite this caveat about OFSTED inspections, there is no doubt that its impending visit and printed requirements, such as those set out above, can act as a powerful tool for equal opportunities work in schools.

CONCLUSION

The National Curriculum and other ‘equiphobic’ Conservative legislation and campaigns have not stopped teachers ‘doing equal opportunities’ and ‘teaching social justice and equality’. Spaces are still there and tens of thousands of primary school teachers are still ‘doing it’. The various chapters in this book and its companion (Hill et al., 1997), books such as those by Gaine (1987, 1995a), Cole (1989a, b), the Hillcole Group (1991, 1996), Runnymede Trust (1993), George (1993) and hundreds of short articles in journals such as Forum (for the promotion of 3-19 comprehensive education) Multicultural Teaching, Education for Today and Tomorrow, Socialist Teacher and NUT Education Review are testimony to the work being carried out. So too, for example, are the local Equal Opportunities Support Group meetings of teachers, such as that in Crawley (in which some of the contributors to this book have been involved), and local conferences such as the 1995 confer​ence on education ‘Success in the City’, organized by Rehana Minhas and colleagues for Haringey LEA. Egalitarian teachers have not disappeared, nor has the need for them and for social justice in primary schools and in society.

This book is both an attempt to use the options and spaces that exist in the current National Curriculum, in the pursuit of a more egalitarian schooling and society. It is also an attempt to render issues of equal opportunities and equality both mandato​ry and obligatory. It is also, in effect, a call for a subsequent consultative rewriting of a national Common Curriculum to replace the existing Conservative Curriculum.
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NOTES

1. There have been many books and articles describing, analysing and critiquing the effect of Thatcherism and the radical Right on schooling, the wider education system and teacher education. (See, for example, Chitty, 1989; Chapter 2 in Hessari and Hill, 1989; Hill, 1989, 1990, 1994b, 1994c; Jones, 1989; Ball, 1990a; Knights, 1990; Wragg, 1991; Whitty, 1993, 1994; Barton et al., 1994; Hillcole Group, 1994, 1996; Lawton, 1994). Knights analyses radical Right influence on education policy from a radical Right perspective.
2. Not only is there tension between these two wings of the radical Right, but there is also tension between these two strains and ‘the moderate right’. The moderate right includes the Conservative Education Association, a number of leading local education authority Conservatives who have opposed the marketization of schooling and some moderate Conservative MPs such as Sir Malcolm Thornton, Chair of the House of Commons Select Committee on Education. Lawton calls this group ‘the pluralists’, as opposed to the neo-liberal ‘privatizers’ and the authoritarian ‘minimalists’ (Lawton, 1994). However, such ‘moderate’ views on school​ing ‘reforms’ have, effectively, been sidelined. The views of Conservative MP Sir Malcolm Thornton on grant main​tained schools are scathing. ‘The concept of Grant Maintained schools owes more, in my view, to the antipathy of national government to local authorities than to finding the best way to improve education in this country’ (Thornton, 1993:172). The defection to Labour by former Conservative Junior Education Minister Alan Howarth, in October 1995, was occasioned by his disquiet at radical Right control over social policy such as education.
3. This is discussed and examined, for example, in Gamble (1983); Jones (1989); Chitty (1989); TES (1989); Menter (1992); Elliott and MacLennan (1994).
4. Neville Bennett contrasted characteristics of ‘progressive’ (he might well have used the term ‘liberal-progressive’) and ‘traditional’ (he might well have used the term ‘conservative’) schooling in his Teaching Styles and Pupil Progress (Bennett, 1975:30).
5. This genealogy is charted, for example, in Jones (1989), Cole (1992) and in Lawton (1994).
6. The ILEA produced two major reports in the 1980s investig​ating the extent of working-class underachievement and detailing policy responses to combat it. As the then largest local education authority in Western Europe its resources were substantial and the ‘Thomas Report’ on Primary Schooling (ILEA, 1985) (and the ‘Hargreaves Report’ on Secondary Schooling (ILEA, 1984)) may be regarded as a major contribution to the debate on and proposals for a schooling system that is more egalitarian in terms of social class. The ‘Thomas Report’ on primary schools was summar​ized in the Times Educational Supplement, 18 January 1985. (The ‘Hargreaves Report’ was summarized in the TES, 23 March 1984). The recommendations of the ‘Thomas Report’ are radically different from those enacted by Conservative governments - in particular with its concern that schools should be community schools.
7. The Black Papers are described by Jones as ‘the first popular and effective critique of the post-war welfare state’ (Jones, 1989:41).
8. The Assisted Places Scheme (APS) was introduced as part of the 1980 Education Act. It gave and continues to give public funding subsidies to some (public) private schools for ‘acade​mic’ pupils whose parents cannot afford the full fees. It has been evaluated in Whitty et al. (1989b). Doubling the number of children on the APS was the main educational initiative announced by Prime Minister John Major at the October 1995 Conservative Party Conference.
9. See Hessari and Hill (1989); Jones (1989); Menter (1992); Massey (1991); Cole (1992); Hill (1994b).
10. Rhodes Boyson, in a Sunday Times reaction to this ‘Three Wise Men’s Report’ which demonized the Plowden Report [CACE, 1967] as ‘The Great Betrayal’, commented:

The whole emphasis on individual learning and children dis​covering things for themselves was wrong. If children could discover things for themselves, then what’s the point in having schools? It destroyed the status of the teacher. If children can discover things for themselves, then the teacher becomes a group leader rather than someone who has to pass on knowledge.

(Sunday Times, 1992)

11. This assertion, and reactions to it are set out in the Times Educational Supplements, 10 November 1995. and 17 November 1995. See in particular Passmore 1995), Bassey (1995) and the letters pages.
12. They also suggest that (at least thus far) opting out is not at the moment resulting in the new hierarchy of institutions predicted by Simon (1987) and Walford and Miller (1991). Edwards and Whitty (1992) had suggested that a market in schooling would reflect and reinforce existing patterns of socio-economic stratification. Power et al. (1994:31) have found no evidence of this. My own evaluation of Power et al.’s research is that it is early days yet and that other research over a longer term does indeed show not simply a consolidation of existing patterns of school choice but, instead, the likelihood of increased stratification of schooling over the long term. The market in education per se has had the various other negative effects on equality set out below in the main text.
13. ’Plussages’ are extra funding (for example, for staff or for other resources which LEAs would allocate to schools on the basis of indicators of socio-economic deprivation and educa​tional need. Such factors included the percentage of children in receipt of free school meals and the percentage of children whose mother tongue was not English. While LEAs retain some such redistributive ability, their financial scope for so doing is far more limited than before the ERA.
14. This allocation of funding to schools based on a universalizing principle, ‘derives from a commitment to “horizontal equity” [Dixon, 1991], characteristic of liberal versions of equality of opportunity. Here, rules which are procedurally just and equi​table are established, and inequality of outcome is predominant and inevitable [Turner, 1986]’ (Troyna, 1995).
15. In Hill (1990b) I suggest that Local Management of Schools (LMS) could actually be used as a form of democratic workers control, through staff decision-making, to empower educa​tion workers. At the moment there is not much sign of this happening. Large pay rises for head teachers appear far more common.
16. This section on the National Curriculum draws on the section of the same name in the 1993 Hillcole Group booklet, Falling Apart: The Coming Crisis of Conservative Education. Ken Jones was the key influence on that section.
17. Although it is not common to do so I am using this term ‘ethnic and social class pluralism/multiculturalism’ to emphasize that social class cultures and subcultures are pluralistic and differ from each other as well as the cultures of different ethnic/religious groups - themselves fractured into different social classes.
18. The 1995 GCSE and A level results show that ‘Girls race ahead in the classroom’ (Brace, 1995). Among girls 43.8 per cent achieved five or more grades A* to C compared with 33.8 per cent of boys. ‘Girls are even holding their own in the traditionally male dominated areas of maths and science. In science they were only half a percent behind and in maths they were level pegging’ (ibid.). In some subjects girls’ perfor​mance is far better than boys’. For example in English Language GCSE 65.9 per cent of girls achieved a top grade (A* to C) compared to 41.3 per cent of boys. At A level 68 per cent of girl entrants gained two or more A levels compared with 63.5 per cent of boys (ibid.).
19. The extent of the ‘genderquake’, with girls now outperform​ing boys at GCSE, A level and university have been widely referred to. The think tank ‘Demos’ talks of an historic change in relations between men and women due to struc​tural change in the labour market - the decline of manufacturing (traditionally men’s) jobs from 31 per cent of workers in 1979 to 20 per cent in 1993, and the growth in service industry (traditionally women’s) jobs from 58 per cent to 67 per cent in the same period. However this ‘restruc​turing of British Capitalism’ has entailed a shift from full-time and secure jobs to part-time and insecure ones. Women part-timers in manual jobs earn 73 per cent of the hourly rate of equivalent full-time women workers. It is mainly because women are segregated in low-paid, part-time jobs that they still only earn 72 per cent of men’s wages, £100 a week in money terms (data from Militant International Review, 1995). This has recently led the Equal Opportunities Commission’s report Targeting Potential Discrimination to call again for employers to introduce equal opportunities. Militant International Review has pointed out:

For some better qualified women the ‘genderquake’ has meant opportunities to break into higher skilled, higher paid jobs previously dominated by men. Women in their early 30s now earn 90% of the wages of men of the same age, although once they start to have children, the gap begins to widen again. However, for the vast majority of working class women equal​ity is not, unfortunately, just around the corner.

(Militant International Review, 1995:10)

See also Moore, 1996.

20. The number of primary age children in England taught by a single teacher in classes of more than 40 went up from 14,057 in January 1994 to 18,223 in January 1995. In January 1995 the number in classes of 36 or more taught by a single teacher rose by 11 per cent over the year to 107,985 while 1,155,726 primary children were in classes of 31 or more (Carvel and Wintour, 1995).
21. The analysis of Cole and Hill is an attempt to amend cultur​alist/humanist Marxist analyses of schooling and economic/social/ideological reproduction, which were prominent in the 1980s (Hill, 1994c; Cole and Hill, 1995; Hill and Cole, 1995). Cole and Hill seek to revert to a more structuralist analysis of the 1970s drawing, though not uncritically, on Louis Althusser and his essay Schooling as Ideological State Apparatus (1971). Such accounts as those of Hill and Cole recognize the structural constraints on effective oppositional egalitarian action but also recognize spaces for human agency and ‘resistance’. Hill, following, to an extent, Giroux (1983, 1988) and Giroux and McLaren (1989) calls for teachers to act as ‘transformative intellectuals’. See Chapter 4 of this book for a development of this concept (also Hill 1994b, 1996).
22. This polarization of society, with its increased class differen​tiation, has been described as a ‘two-nation hegemonic project’. As part of this project the Conservative government has, in effect, ceased claiming to be pursuing a ‘one-nation-​project’ and, instead, vilifies, scapegoats, and punishes the ‘undeserving outsiders’ (Gamble, 1983, 1988; Hall, 1983, 1985; Jessop, 1990). In this project, the ideological state apparatuses of education (Althusser, 1971) can be seen as but one of a set of ideological and repressive state apparatuses, albeit an important set (see Hill, 1994a; Hill and Cole, 1995).
23. There are many sources of legitimation for teaching, just as there are many sources of delegitimation. The agencies of the state do not always run in harmony with each other. There are disarticulations and resistances at various sites in the vertical ‘chain of command’ from Ministry to classroom. Indeed horizontal disarticulations and disagreements between, for example, different parts of the educational state apparatuses (c.f. Dale, 1989; Jessop, 1990; Whitty, 1993; Hill, 1994a; Hill and Cole, 1995). One agency which can confer considerable legitimation for progressive and radical egalitarian work in schools is OFSTED.
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