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Summary
In this paper | critigue what | afyse as the misuse of statistics in arguments put

forward by some Critical Race Theorists i
terms of underachievement at 16+ exams in England and Wales.
| ask two questions, and make these two associatetisnis, concerning the

representation of these statistics:

1. With respect to "race6 and educatitenal
presence of the (high achieving) Indian/ Indian heritage group of pupits of the
two largest minority goupsin England and Wales? This group has been ignored,
indeed, left completely out of statistical representati@hsarts showing educational

achievement levels of different ethnic groups.

2. With respect to social class and educational attainment, wgh#lte validity of
selecting twocontiguous social class/ strata in order to show social class differences

in educational attainment(l)

At a theoretical level, using MarxistwofR) | ar gue f or a geoderedbn o
class, in which some (bunot all) minority ethnic groups are racialised or xeaocialised)
andsuf f er a ‘race penaltyd i expectétion tremtreentrbp | e,
agencies of the state, such as the police, housing, judiciary, health services and in
employmant.

| critigue some CRT treatment of social class analysis and underachievement as unduly
dismissive and extraordinarily subdued (e.g. a critique | make of Gillborna2@083009a, b,

c). | offer a Marxist critigue of Critical Race Theory from statigti@and theoretical
perspectives, showing that it is not orwhit
underprivilegeschool students in England and Wales.

This analysis has policy implications regarding school/ school district/ national xiucat
policies, and also wider social and economic policies such as social cohesion, exclusion/
inclusion, and addressing wider economic and power inequalities in European societies
(Booth, 2008; Toynbee and Walker, 2008; Hill, 2009a, 2009b; Hill and Kuzbag).

Accepting the urgent need for amdicist awareness, policy and activisinom the

classroom to the streef3) | welcome the antfacism that CRT promulgates and analyses,
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while criticising its overe mp hasi s on " w-h and e its statiptiele ma c y 6

misrepresentations.

Expected Outcomes

This paper is a contribution to a Europe wide debate about race and class exclusion
from educational success and alienation from/ integration into school success, entry to higher
education, and social cohesion astability. It also relates to the political debate about
whether a focus on antacism is enough, for antacists, or whether (as Marxists argue) the
focus should also be on creating class unity
anti Natonal Front activism of the 1970s, which focussed also on class politiesdebate
will continue. It is a debate among academics, equality activists and governments concerned
about = s ocltiaalso a debatesamang golitical groups in the BIKG elsewhere,
today.

The findings of this paper are that Swhi
inequalities is nobnly not supported by statisticbut thatin terms of theorising and deriving
policy from theory, such a term is too blunt, ignoxescracism,and the racialisation of the
poor white wor king c | -aagerjordtieeserm usen to desaribenapd e |,
vilify unskilled and poor sections of the white working cldsand downplays social class

factors in educational and sakalienation.

Statistical Analysis and Presentation: What Critical Race Theorists Show about
Education and Achievement in England and Wales
at age 16+

The statistics presented in the 2000 Ofsted repoRdwid Gillborn andHeidi Mirza
Educational Inguality; Mapping race, class and gender synthesis of researdiGillborn
and Mirza, 2000) showed, in diagrammatic terms, that "Social Class Difference in
Educational Attainment at age 16 in England

Thisevidmce sat wuncomfortably with the cl ai m:
not class, is the fundamental form of oppression and exploitation in Britain. Some Critical
Race Theorists have since redefined the category of class difference in educatioreattainm

David Gillborn set out his concerns about representation of his earlier work in The
Times Educational Supplemeasft30 May 2008, (Marley, 2008)
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David Gillborn, professor at London Uni ve
his research, which as the first to plot the relative impacts of gender, race and class

on educational achievement, has been widely misinterpreted.

A report he wrote for Ofsted in 2000 mapped the relative achievements of each group

on a graph. The impact of class on attainhegypeared to dwarf race and gender. The

gap between groups at the top and bottom end of the social scale seemed three times

as big as the gap between black and white pupils.

But those findings have now been updated apdblished for the first time in th

graph above show that class may not be the overriding factor after all.

Departing from 2000 reportdés practice of
attainment by comparing “~soci al class 16 (up
working class), Critical Race Theorists, for example in statistics supplied tdithes
Educational Supplemer{Marley, 2008) now seek to show class difference in educational
attainment by comparing “social class 3") with “social class 4'). Of course, tffesendes
are considerably narrower than bWorkingeolass ~ s oci

achievement is misrepresented by a narrow focus on contiguous strata.

This results in a new chart showing that
Cl ass Difference. This fits in with CRT thec
"Capitalist Supremacyd i s the most accurate

In addition, in the statistics presented both in the TES (Marley, 2008) and in publidations
David Gillborn (2008, 2009 a, b, c), the high achieving and large Indian heritage population
of England and Wales is rendered invisible

In this paper | question what | see as the misleading statistics reported by the TES. In
a much lengthier piecgHill, 2008a) | referred to statistics by Strand, (2007, 2008a, b), Dehal
(2006), Demie, Lewis and McLean (2007), Demie and Tong (2007) in Lambeth, and to my
own work (Hill, 2008a). In this paper the focus is much narrower than in Hill 2088 it
is to present statistical data as charts, appearing here showing the invalidity of the statistical
base and arguments put forward in some current influential UK CRT theory. Thtiss i
paper | present alternative representations of the TES/ Gillborn tataing, to quote the
TES conclusion from work by Steve Strand (Strand, 2008a, cited in Ward 2008) that

Dr Strand's analysis did not just consider race and achievement, but how race, class
and gender interact. Of the three factors, social economic stagishk greatest
impact on pupil achievement. The class g#pe difference between the highedtass
children's attainment and the lowess roughly three times as large as the ethnic gap.
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Once class is factored out, the gap between many of the macesvs- but clear
differences remain. Pakistani and Bangladeshi pupils join Indians in doing better than
their white counterparts. Black Caribbean children are the only group to
underachieve.

CRT theorists getrom the 2000 position in this chart belowigure 1 (Gillborn and Mirza,
2000)
FIGUREl: "~ Race6, Class and Gender and-1®ducat.i
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Source: Youth Cohort Study (all pupils)
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“®- Unskilled manual o= Boys <&~ African Caribbean

Figure 7: Attainment inequalities by race, class and gender, England & Wales 1988-1997
(five or more higher grade GCSEs relative to the national average)

Gillborn & Mirza, 2000, p22

to the position below Kigure 2), represented in this chart in thEmes Educational
SupplemenTES)(Marley, 2008)

FIGURE 2: " R €lase &nd Gender and Education Attainment Inequalities 19884

as shown in the Times Educational Supplement (Marley, 2008)
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| have presented thisEESchart more clearly below iRigure 3.

FIGURE3: "~ Raced6, Class and Ge nldegualities A989284 uc at i or

THE NEW GILLBORN CHART 2008, SHOWING RACE' TRUMPS CLASS
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England and
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The 2008 chart in thelES shows Figure 3) shows "raceb6 differen
attainment. It does séigure4) by comparing ~Whited and ~ Bl a
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FI GURE 4: "~ Racedo Difference |jcomp&idgu\thetandonal A
"Bl ackd
RACE
A TES series challenging education stereotypes
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This chart Figure 4), it should be noted, doesot show ~race differ
comparing ~Whitebé with “~Minority Ethnic Grou

comparing White with the lowest performing large ethnic groups B@aribbean, Black
African, and perhaps the smaller Mixed Black and White) groups. This chart does not
include, or purport to show Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Indian ethnic groups. Two of these
groups, the Indian and the Pakistani, are substantially ldhger the AfricarCaribbean
ethnic group.

As far as the depiction of "Soci al Cl as
concerned (as presented in Gillborn 260800%, b, ¢ Marley, 2008)(shown inFigure 5),
the TES (Marley, 2008) then presentedcsal class differences in attainment by comparing

soci al "classd/ str at unhesearevtivd contiggausgroaips. ¢l as s

FIGURES5 Clas® Di fference i n Educ adompanm@dociaAdassai n me 1
strata/ groups 2 and 3
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CLASS

A TES series challenging education stereotypes
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The justification and validity of this need to be questioned.

Thus, there are two questierad criticismsarising from this use of statistics:

3.1With respect to "raced and educational
the presence of th@igh achieving) Indian/ Indian heritage group of pupdse of
the two largest minority groups England and Walesbeen ignored, indeed, left
completely out of statistical representatiooBarts showing educational achievement
levels of different ethic groups?2. With respect to social class and educational
attainment, what is the validity of selecting two contiguous social class/ strata in order

to show social class differences in educational attainment? .

Statistical R e p r e skEducatiartaliAttaimmentf The Grassian ®f thee n d
Indian Ethnic Group

CRT presentations repeatedly omit statistics concerning the achievements of Indian
heritage children. Now this might not matter if this were a small population, like the Chinese,
or the Mixed White and Asian ethnic groups. But it is not. It is theeqaal largest mority
ethnic group. This omission enables CRT theorists to représemtieed, misrepresent
Whites as achieving considerably more highly than minority ethnic groups.

The impression given, for example at conference presentations (e.g. Gillborn, 2009c)

and in Gillborn,2009a, is that a comparison is being made between Whites, on the one hand,
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and the large ethnic minority groups, on the other. But this is not the case. Theaupyg g
shown are those (large and small) which perform poorly compared with Whites.

These, belowin Figure 6, are the five minority ethnic groups Gillborn has selected to
use as his comparators to show that Whites outperform Ethnic Minorities. And,stodye
White pupils (the combined totals of FSM and #&®M pupils) do indeed outperform these

five ethnic groups. These are the ones Gillborn shows.

FIGURE6: Elegible Pupils GCSE 2007 provisional
(dcsf 2008)
showing Gillborn's selected ethnic groups
16,000
14,000
%)
g_ 12,000
9_- 10,000
o 8,000
(O]
-g 6,000
3 4,000
2,000
0 -
White and . .| Bangladesh Black Black
Black Pakistani . . .
. i Caribbean African
Caribbean
H Elegible Pupi||S 5,591 14,448 5,633 8,282 11,240

But in these charts groups thaitperformWhites have been ignored, left out. Thus,
the Indian grop (and the smaller groups of Chinese and Mixed White and Adiamjot
appear. In the table belowable 7, |1 have added these groups in, showing, therefore, eight

minority ethnic groups, rather than five.
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FIGURE 7: Elegible Pupils GCSE 2007 provisional (dcsf
2008) showing Gillborn's selected ethnic groups plus
Indian, Chinese and White and Asian ethnic groups Hill,
2009
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an
m Elegible Pupils 5,591 14,448 5,633 8,282 11,240 2,816 13,285 2,126

Now | wish to return to examining the statisti representations of race and
educational attainment in sonod the recent work of one highly esteemed and influential
antiracist writer, David Gillborn, who is now the most influential proponent of Critical Race
Theoryin the UK. (4)

At various confeence presentationstatistics that showed the relatively high
attainment levels of the Indian heritage commumigre absentthey were not presentetihe
similar omission is also evident at Gillbof2008,b,2009a, b, & David Gillborn writes about
thisin Gillborn, D. (2009a)Education: The Numbers Game and the Construction of White
Racial Victimhood, m, Who Cares About the White Working Clasdted by Kjartan Pall
Sveinsson 2009. ThisG{llborn, 2009a) is particularly useful since it comprehensissts
out his sets of charts and statistical tables, and, moreover, is available lbiditleese charts

that | regard as less than comprehensive.

This,(Figure8bel ow i s one of Gillbornbés two key

FIGURE 8

Page|l0



Dave Hill

Five higher grade GCSEs by Gender & Ethnicity

70%

65.6%
65%
62.9%
60.5%
60% -
55%
50.6% —.
50% or
W boys
45% +
40% -
35%
30% - T T
White British Bangladeshi Black African Pakistani Mixed (White/Bl. Carib) Black Caribbean

Source: Department for Education & Skills (DfES)(2006) National Curriculum Assessment, GCSE and
Equivalent Attainment and Post-16 Attainment by Pupil Characteristics in England 2005/06. SFR 46/2006,
London, DfES, table 32.

Leading education

KI and social research
2 Institute of Education

5 NDON University of London

Source: Department for Education & Skills (DfE8P06a) National Curriculum Assessment,
GCSE and Equivalent Attainment and Pd&t Attainment by Pupil Characteristics in
England 2005/06.FR 46/2006, London, DfES, table 32.

(actually, this is no table 32, it is table 7 at
www.dcsf.gov.uk/rsgateway/DBFR/s0007085FR04 2007v1.pdf

| have represented is table, below, for the purpose of visual Cclarity.

FIGURE 9: Five higher GCSEs by Gender & Ethnicity

1 Gillborn, 2008 (From 2006 data)

08 65.6%  64.4%
A 470 62.9% 9
06 0% 60.5% 58.9% g5 994
0,
.6% 8%

0.4
0.2

0

White Briti®anglade#iiack AfricaRakistani Mixedlack Caribbear
H Girls ®Boys (White/BI. Carib)
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| have also updatl this table, using the same ethnic groups as David Gillborn, in the
table below Figure 10. The only differencéetween Figure 7 and Figure iOthat | have
used the more up to date 2007 data, instead of the 2006 data used by Gillborn. The

comparative gtterns of attainment shown are similar.

It needs to be askedhat is missingin the spaces to the left of the chart?

FIGURE 10: Five higher GCSEs by Gender & Ethnicity
Hill, 2009 (From 2007 dcfs data)

0.9

0.8

0.7

64.0% 64.4%

0.6 2% e 55.3% 56:2%
i 0.0%
0.5 7.0%
2.0% 1.5%
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0.3
0.2
0.1

0
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B Girls B Boys Carib)

The ethnic groupsot shownby David Gillborn are included in my chart belpm
(Figure 11), which is acomposite table correlaty ethnic group and educational attainment.
The table shownot only the ethnic groups shown by David Gillbobuit, in addition, the
three additional groups, one of which, the Indian, is theaqal largest minority ethnic
group. (The Chinese and thexdd White and Asian groups are smaller).
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FIGURE 11
Five higher GCSEs by Gender & Ethnicity
Hill, 2009 (From 2007 dcfs data)
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This is one of the two key tables | am presentidty compares White academic
attainment at GCSE level not just with low performing groups, but with other minority
groups, too! And it shows that while Whitéss a whole rich and poor, all social classes/
strata) outperform most minority groups, they do not outperform them all. They
underperform compared to some groups (the largest being the Indian, Chinese, and Mixed

White and Asian groups).

Other analyststoo, show a more complete set of comparative statistics than does
Gillborn.

Inderjit Dehal (2006), for example, shows a similar table to my @@m@wn below as

Figure 12) though he reports on slightly older data. And | have deliberately presented mine

in a similar format to Gillborn.
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FIGURE 12

2003 to 200517 A changing picture

Performance of minority ethnic pupils relative to White British pupils at GCSE
(% achieving 5+A*-C) from 2003-2005
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White and Black Caribbean
== Pakistani
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Chinese
Still Aiming High Inderjit Dehal -24 -
Statistical Representation of Classd and Ed

Working Class should be compared with each other to show social class differences in

educational attainment?
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As shownin the section above, some Critical Race Theorists were unhappy that the
statistics presented in the 2000 Ofsted report by Gillborn and Mirza sat uncomfortably with
the <c¢cl ai ms of Critical Race Theory that r
oppression in Britain.

In his recent CRT writingandconference presentations (Gillborn 20608009a, b, c),
and their reporting in the TES (Marley, 2008jllborn has sincaedefined the category of
class difference in education attainmeht. recall, this (Figure 13 below) is what the 2000

charts showed.

FIGURE 13: The Key Table from Gillborn and Mirza, 2000

average Social Class

0

e e300 bnagqga L yeansnsesneransrne ; - =Tw
National oE/“‘" “:""'--:3-'"”" = 4_{_ 1

Race
il

-30
1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Source: Youth Cohort Study (all pupils)
@~ Managerial/Professional ~0« Girls ~0 White
=@~ Unskilled manual o~ Boys <&~ African Caribbean

Figure 7: Attainment inequalities by race, class and gender, England & Wales 1988-1997
(five or more higher grade GCSEs relative to the national average)

Gillborn & Mirza, 2000, p22

Departing fromthe2 000 r eport 6s practice of showing
attainment by comparing alspcwiait hclassi d16 ¢ lua
working class), Critical Race Theorists (for example David Gillborn in his statistics supplied
to the Times Educational Supplemeand published in Marley (2008pow seeks to show

class difference in educational attai@nt by comparing “social class 2' with “social class 3'.
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Oof cour se, these di fferences are a | ot narro

cl ass 506.

As reported in Marley 2008,

Professor Gillborn places pupils on a fipeint social sale. Comparing the results of

pupils from categories one and five, social class is responsible for an amazing 44 per
cent difference between the proportions of children achieving five good GCSEs. But
pupils from the extreme ends of the spectrum accourtdrfty a third of children.

Comparing the results of children in the second and third social class categories,
which represent more than half of pupils, the difference in results is a far smaller 12
per cent.

So, accordi ng t oasGuppetl toandnrépseserged ant thesTES ¢ s

(Marley, 2008) r aced t r u mp,ssicshavs ia Figure 2 efithis pdpdr, Irepeated

here for facility of access, &sgure 12, below

FIGURE 1 2 : "Raceb, Class and Gender aB8#H200Bducat.i
as shown in the Times Educational Supplement (Marley, 2008)

Critical Race Theorists in general in the UK, aomcerned about charts and plentiful
press and publicity about the white working
publications (such as Gillba 2009a, b, c)Gillborn cites numerous headlines, based on

DCSF statistics of 2008 (and indeed, of previous ye@R])l theorists areoncernedabout
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charts and publicity showing that poor white pupils (identified as those in rexfelriee
School Mealsjundemchieve at GCSE level more than any other major ethnic gfihip.

poor achievement by poor strata of the working class (those claiming and in receipt of Free
School meals) is showm the DCSF (2008) chart anthe Guardianheadine (Williams,
2009)below.
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FIGURE 15from DCSF 2008

A quarter of White British pupils eligible for free school meals do not
obtain 5 or more GCSEs, a much higher proportion than that any for

38% - other ethnic group
OFupils aligible for free school meals O Pupils not eligible for free school mealks

< g 9
b g 30% |
=
Ew 25%
E.E

£
g8,y 20%
228
S0 15% |
2=
o=
= 1
E _.g 10%
E 2 5% |

£

0%

Indian Bangladeshi Pakistani White Caribbean Africam  White other
British
Source: Natianal Fupll Database, DCSF; the data ks for 2007; England: updated Jan 2008

From: The Poverty Site (20D7

FIGURE 16

Of the 13,500 pupils who

got three As in their A-levels
in 2007, only 189 had been
eligible for free school meals.
Rachel Williams talks to |
three working class students
who went to Oxbridge

Williams, R.in The Guardian Saturday 17 January 2009

Gillborn is then concerned to show that FSM pupils are just a minority of pupils. He

comparesthe percentage of pupils receiving FSM (13.2%) with those-desfribing as
working class (57%).
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FIGURE 17: FSM (Free School Meals) pupils as a % of the total number of pupils

13.2% of students receive
Free School Meals

FIGURE 18 Percentage of people selescribn g as ~wor king cl assé

57% described self as
Awor king c|l asso

It is notable that in this one sole instance Gillbodaparts from using hard statistical
datg in favour of usingsubjective selfidentification data. This is an unusual and
guestionable procedurehich he does not draw attention to or justify.

However, rather than use the FSM data, or even data which (is clearly not available)
concerning the academic achievements of the 53%dssltfribing as working class, Gillborn,
in order to compare the acadie attainments of different class groups in society, prefers to
use data comparing social "classes6 2 and

social status/ class/ strata groupsedilyavailable as for example ifable 19below.
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FIGURE 19: Education: Exam results differ by social status (from Office of National
Statistics, 2004)

Percentages

Higher professional
Lower professional
Interrnediate
Lower superyisory
Routine

Cther

0 20 40 &0 G

Attainment of five or more GCSE grades A* to C: by parentat N, 2002,

England & Wales Office of National Statistics (2004) Social Inequalities: Education.
Published on 7 December 2004.

To return to data concer ni mghlyrelevantdatd and
within Gillbornds earlier work with Heidi Mi
(Tabl e 6). Thi s s h o warking ¢laass) childnerddutpenform Witaten u a | 6
working class children considerably, and also that Pakistani working class children perform
at very nearly the same level as White working class children. In fact attainment figures for
1988, 1993 and 1997 are th@me as for White working class children.

These figuresin Figure 20 below,refer to the whole of the manual working class, not
just that percentage in receipt of Free School M@M). Such statistics invalidatde
reservations and objections heldsiyne CRT theoris@sboutfigures showing white working
class children outperform minority ethnic groups. Such statiatsrs serve tonvalidatethe
statistical underpinning of CR€laims of White Supremacyhe claim that other than for
that percentag®f white working class childrerfthose on Free School Mealg)ho are
performing poorly, white children do better than ethnic minorities

Gillborn is concerned with press and publicity that highlights the underachievement
of " poor whi t d&esdo.looklaf statzlics thab are not drevindrom Free School
Meals data, data which rely on differential take by different ethnic groups) then the data to

compare the academic performance levels of the White Working Class (the manual section of
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it, anyhow) with the Minority Ethnic Working Class (again, the manual section of the
working class), then the figures are readily available. They are contained, though rarely
hi ghlighted, in Gillbornds own (temepedtiteis wor k,

presented ifrigure 20, below)

FIGURE 20: Educational attainment by class (manual and nenanual) and by ethnic
group (White, Black, Indian, and PakistarBangladeshi). From Gillborn and Mirza, 2000

70 B
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Source: Youth Cohort, Study (3tate schooks onky): DEE 8 Demack. et al, 2000

Figure 6: GCSE attainment by socdial class and ethnic origin, England & Wales 1988-1997
{five or more higher grade {A*-C) passes)

This tablebelow, Figure 21: GCSE attainmenby social class and ethnic origin,
England & Wales 1988997 (five or more higher grade (A*C) passesyhowing statistics
for Manual Classstrataonly; below isthe second key table in this papdt does show that
(in 1997) the White manual Working Caupils did indeed outperform Black manual
working class pupils at GCSE level. But it also shows that not only did the Indian manual
working class pupils outperform Whites, but so did the (combined) Pakistani/Bangladeshi

manual working class pupils.
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FIGURE 21: GCSE attainment by social class and ethnic origin,
England & Wales 1988 -1997 (five or more higher grade (A* -0
passes) Manual Class only (Hill, 2009)
Extracted from Gillborn and Mirza, 2000, Figure 6
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This situationn of working class underachievement as well as underachievement by
some minority ethnic groupsjs reported by successive government reports and
commentaries. For example the written commentary in the DES R@pB8, 2007)SFR
04/2007 National Curriculum AssessmentGCSE and Equivalent Attainment and Pb&t
Attainment by Pupil Characteristics in England 2005/06(Revised@nline at
www.dcsf.gov.uk/rsgatewayB/SFR's0007085FRD4 2007v1.pdf the source actually for

Gill borndéds various sets of shis2a0O6respbri cs (e. g.
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Dave Hill

...presents the latest statistics and research on black and minority ethnidrptipgds

education systa. It provides details on the BME school population (2006),
attainment and progress in 2005 (compared
Key findings include:

1 21% of the maintained primary school population and 17% of the
secondary school population 2006 belonged t@a minority ethnic
group.

1 Gypsy/Roma, Traveller of Irish Heritage, Black, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi pupils consistently have lower attainment levels than
other ethnic groups across all the Key stages.

1 Indian, Chinese, Irish and White & Asian pupils consitlie have
higher levels of attainment than other ethnic groups across all Key
Stages.

This 2007 reports that "Chinese, pupils of Mixed White and Asian heritage, Irish and
Indian pupils consistently achieve above the national average across Key StayeStadfe
3 and Key Stage 460. Ethnicky amdEducatios): ThehEgidezc® 6 1 e ¢
Minority Ethnic Pupils aged-3.6 (DfES, 200®)

These figures are surprisirfgr they show that, despite institutional and personal
racism, the White popul@n performs at around the same level as the population as a whole
despite it being more middle class than almost all other ethnic groups (other than Indian and
Chinese).

The astonishing and wiisguisable characteristic of these various statistins
contrast to the impression given by David Gillboris that they do not reveal white
overachievement.

This is actually very surprisingracism, as highlighted by many books and articles by
David Gillborn himself,from the work done by he Institute forRace Relations, in journals
such asRace Equality Teachingn political magazines such &3earchlight,and indeed
textbook chapters | have edited andvaditen (5) is clearly alive and kicking in Britain.

There is no doubt that Britain is a racistcety, that there is institutional racism in
schools universities, prisons, employmeimt all state institutions and in society. That is
incontrovertible. | am not denying racism and its perniciousness and pervasiveness. The
election successes of the BWPrecent years, culminating in the June 2009 election of two

BNP Fascist/ Racist MEPs , together with the racistlataimic rioting engineered during the
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summerandautumm f 2009 in Luton and other t@anwns by
its Welshand Scottish variantgnd its BNP cohorts, are deeply disturbi().

Theoretical Analyses

These data are important. They feed into and inform theoretical analyses concerning
the impact of “raced and of cl| asasggunemsaad ucat i
theoretical analyses concerning the severityhefimpact of race and class discrimination,
oppression in society. Hence to the legitimacy of on the one hand Mamxdsbn the other
hand Critical Race Theory analyses of society.

Thus sucltheories, based on statistical data, inform, or can inform, government and
local education authority and school policy in the sense of either focusing primarily on
combating race discrimination, or alternatively, on combating poverty and social and
econom ¢ i nequality (regardless of ethnicityl/

Theoreticallyl argue(Kelsh and Hill, 2006Hill (2008, b, ¢f or a noti on of
and gendered class, in which some (but not all) minority ethnic groups are racialised-or xeno
racialised They suffer a ‘race penaltyd in, for exampl e
treatment by agencies of the state, such as the police, housing, judiciary, health services and
in employment.

In this paper | therefore seekadd to a Marxist critique of Crititd&RaceTheory)(7)

- from a statistical perspective.

Gillborn (e.g. 2008) gives specific recognition to the analysis that social class is
"racedd and gendered ( e. ginfapt.veryd@bytantiallyless gi v e
explicit (othertean i mpl i cit) recognition Whlahiswork aced |
is not silent on social class disadvantage and social class based oppression, his treatment of
social class analysis is dismissive and his treatment of social class undera@meun
education and society, extraordinarily subdued.

Other CRT theorists (such as John Preston, e.g. 2007a2080%ee the dangers of

grouping all whites togethel hus, Preston notes,

Whiteness is not monolithic (except in very bad exampleSRT) and it would not
necessarily surprise me if the white working class do not perform as well as other
groups (and it probably is to do not only with class but also with tikedialisation as
‘chavs' etc).In terms of the argument about the white king class | would say that
they are being Reacialised to the margins of ‘respectalbiteness to the position
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they were in at the beginning of the 19th Centttgnce the white working class are
becoming visible as a group in terms of their educati@naler) performancg8)

As Grant Banfield (2009 notes (with respect to Presonods

The endless categorisations. What the Rac
6raced is a soci al che matdrial wocld: scienge hadlang has n
revealed to us that there is biological b
constructed category. It refers to real, historical, material relations. The social

mechanisms that give rise to the various histoc a | expressions of o6r
class relations

Political Strategies

The statistics used or misused by academics can impact on the foci of political action
street action, propaganda, and programmes of progressive and egalitarian poliieslapalt
groups.

Theories of oppression and of exploitatiavith their statistical underpinnings and
justifications, also impact on progressive political actidihis is exampledn the recent
European Parliament election campaigmd current political don and developments in
Britain.

The question for progressives, egalitarians, socialists and Marxists is the balance
between focusing on antacist campaigngnd clasased campaigns. The major current
examples of antiacism based campaigns aidope rot Haté and Unite Against Fascism
(UAF). During the June 2009 European election campalggy, both called on voters tgote
anyone b u.tOnthbh etheBhdrel,6sonecialist/ Marxist/ Communist campaigns
such as the NO2EWYestoDemocracy and the BLcampaigns prioritise(d) class based
campaignsof antiracism, antisexism, but also of working class unitg. strategic terms this
is the difference between a Popular Front anghited Front(9)

Thus, o alternative political strategies were evideanthe 2009 European election
campaign in Britain. The first strategyhat of Unite Against FascismJAF- and the "Hope
Not Hated campaign, and the tactical voting
Salma Yaqub and the NoriWest region of RESECT) was that the most important issue of
all in the European election campaign wlas antiracistissuet o ~ St op t he BNPO.

cal l by the abovementioned sections of RESPE
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This particular view would seem todbretically align with the view of Critical Race
Theorists that therkeyform®of saructiral discinmination aad oppression
in Britainandinthe USA.Davi d Gil |l bornos i nsi stence, ik
theorists of the 1935, and like the various incarnations of black separatists and nationalists in
various countries, seeks to blame all whites, and serves to divide the working class, black
from white. At the political level this was paralleled by the various groups witkisdcialist
and Marxist Left seeking to prioritise amticism who were furious with NO2EU for

“splitting the antr a ¢ i s during the 2860® European election campaign

Aclasshbased Mar xi st analysis is thatduét was
to its abandonment of working class interests in the interests of neolibertdegndepressed
the voting turnout, enabling the BNP to get electBais was despitthe BNP gainedewer
votes than in the previous European electi@ud they got elged because of the collapse in
the Labour vote.

Gill bornés prioritising of the “rwhoebd i s:¢
took a class perspectivavho prioritised the class issue. Such a class perspective was
advanced within, for example the NO2EUYestoDemocracy campaign (supported
principally by the RMT trade union, the Socialist Party and the Communist Party of Britain
with its Morning Stardaily newspaper, anfiltimately) the view of Socialist Resistance, (to

which | belong).

During that campaign, as a lead regional candidate for NOXeStoDemocracy
(10), at various venues, from doorstep campaigning, to addressing the Trades Union
Congress national conference of Trades Councils (local TUCSs), to conversations with Greens
at the RegionaElection count, Iwas one of those whadvancedhe view that antracism
wasand isa key policy/ focusbut that there are others, such as resisting/ opposing/ stopping
privatisation of public services, ospghasi ng t
the health services Directive and the Postal Services Directive (which demand of member
states the marketisation of Health and Postal Services), renationalising formerly public
services such as the Railways; stopping/ reversing the Posted Woorkelbsi r ect i ve wlt
along the principles of the Bolkestein Directive, allows groups of workers to be imported by
employers into member states and paid at the wages of the originating member state, thereby

undercutting trade union national agreements.
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Thef i nal aim of much of the NO2EU campaign
backed by trade unions, as a socialist party, defending working class interestsrk@fs of
all colours and creeds) occupying the space to the left of Lalgbiy.

The political focusmade by socialists and Marxists in Britain during the period of the
May-June 2009 European parliamentary election campaign was between two positions.

The first was prioritising the 6Donot Vot
Party, the &rgest of the Marxist parties in Britain, with around 5,000 members, took the
perspective highlighting race.

The second position, held by other parties (such as NO2EU and its constituent/
supporting organisations, and the Socialist Labour Party) tookldlse perspective. (Respect
was split over the issue). This class perspective (at least that held by the Socialist Party
constituent part of NO2EU) was about developing/ setting up a new Workers Party on the
other, one that would unite various socialistitpral parties, groups, individuals, with trade
unions. That is, to prioritise working class
working class. This view, that | am advancing here, idight the class struggle for all
workers, black, whe, brown, or, to echo the atftiscist slogan of the 1970s, "black and
white unite and fight, smash the National Front. To echo an international slogan of working
class revolutionaries and Marxists across different countreegovo unido jamaos sera
verci dodbthe workers united wild/ never be def es

This is not to deny the existence of " wh
privilege because of the colour of their/ our skiBsit the poor white English, Portuguese,

African Caribbean, Black Afcan, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi or Chinese have imnore
commonin terms of the material conditions of their daily existence than they do with sons
and daughters of the millionaire white English, Indian, Pakistani, African Caribbean or

Chinese millionae. As Bob Crow, leader of NO2EyestoDemocracy, and of the RMT says,

T have got more in common with a Chinese | a
multimillionaireex” bossd of the Royal Bank of Scotl and
Conclusion

Dawud Gillborn has a long and highly honourable and admirable history in writing
against racism. He is arguably the leading academic writer exposing racism within the
education system in England and Wales. His books over the past two decades have been,
quiterightly, very influential on students of education and (as much as any academic books

are, on teachers practice and on some aspects of government policy.
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