EDUCATION NOTES
The Conservative party believe in selective grammar schools: the 11+ system. It is their contention that this system is meritocratic. The brightest children, regardless of wealth of background, would get an academic education and this was a gateway to good universities and top jobs. Other pupils would receive an appropriate education to equip them for other work in the job market (e.g emphasis on apprenticeships – have said they will deliver 3m by 2020). The current Conservative govt. has a focus on vocational education, just like the Conservative govt. of 1979, to meet the needs of industry and get more people in work.
It is regularly pointed by socialist educationalists, that despite the apparent meritocracy in the system, the grammar schools were overwhelmingly the preserve of the middle class. Secondary modern schools were even more overwhelmingly the preserve of working-class pupils, as the better of middle-class pupils would normally have an option in the independent sector should they fail their 11+.
· There is no true measure of intelligence: The test at 11 was meant to decide who had an ‘academic’ intelligence, who had a ‘technical’ intelligence and who had a ‘practical’ intelligence, and from that, determine which schools they should attend. This was always viewed by pupils as being more a test to decide whether pupils were intelligent or not. ‘Academic’ intelligence was always seen as superior to others. Success in the maths and writing tests was not necessarily a measure of intelligence, but rather a measure of quality of previous education (including home education). Therefore, highly-educated parents were at a clear advantage (and this was obviously more common among middle-class pupils than working-class pupils). There’s a wide range of reasons why working-class pupils might fall behind than middle-class peers at primary school, ranging from space, time, and resources at home, to labelling, sub-cultures and language codes at school. Also, pupils whose families have the means to pay for coaching and access to old test papers etc. have a much better chance of passing. 
· Grammar schools were seen as middle class schools: While many working-class parents would be very proud of their children for passing the 11+, others might be concerned for a number of reasons. Back in 1944, the norm was to leave secondary school at 14, whereas grammar school children tend to stay until at least 16 and probably beyond. Families that were counting on extra income in a few years’ time could see success at 11 as a negative thing, rather than a positive one.
There is a more problematic criticism from the left. This argument questions whether a truly meritocratic system would be fair, even if one could be found. Of course, not everyone can have access to the same university, courses or all jobs, regardless of ability, skills and aptitude, but should one function of education be to make society more equal, rather than to just make inequality ‘fairer’? This egalitarian approach to education sees equality in education as needing to go further than just equal opportunities. There needs to be more equal outcomes.
Tony Crosland, one of the egalitarian Labour pioneers of comprehensive education wanted ‘a grammar school education for everybody’. However, while the 1944 Education Act might have presented Academic, Technical and Practical ‘intelligences’ as ‘equal but different’ that was clearly not the practical reality. An academic education opened doors to university and the professions, social mobility, and comparative wealth, while many deemed to have practical ‘intelligence’ found themselves in non-examination classes, leaving school with no qualifications, and moving into a poorly paid manual job. Very few technical schools were ever built.
Callaghan argued for a huge expansion in vocational education. The British economy needed engineers, plasterers, or welders. Critics have suggested that this has essentially re-introduced selection and also that schools have used the comparatively easy vocational level 2 courses to meet targets at the expense of educational standards. However, Nicky Morgan claims that the coalition govt. has taken out many vocational qualifications, this could make things worse as not everybody is good at taking exams and we also need young people with practical skills for economic growth. Targets and standards is another key issue in education policy. Exam results have kept getting better year on year; A* grades have had to be introduced to differentiate at the top, to show that things have kept on getting better. And yet, some argue that educational standards are slipping; that general levels of literacy and numeracy have fallen. This inevitably leads to discussions about whether exams have been ‘dumbed down’. Apparently, one fifth of school-leavers are so illiterate and innumerate, they struggle to cope with challenges of everyday life.
TUITION FEES:
In 1979, all university students got a full grant. The cost of tuition, along with the cost of maintenance was paid for through general taxation. In the long summer holidays, students were able to claim unemployment benefits and housing benefits if they did not find a summer job. There was no such thing as a student debt.
In September 1998, New Labour introduced tuition fees of up to £1,000. By the 2005 general election, these had risen to 2005. In govt. the Lib Dems who had pledged to abolish tuition fees (which had earned them considerable support in student areas), went along with the Conservatives rise to £9,000 a year. This led to decreasing support for them, as was evident in the 2015 general election, where they only managed to win 8 seats.
THE 1944 EDUCATION ACT:
The 1944 Education Act introduced free secondary school education for everybody and, as such, is seen as being part of the raft of laws that made up the creation of the Welfare State in the 1940s. However, a key difference is that the Education Act was introduced by a Conservative-led wartime coalition govt. and by a Conservative education secretary: Rab Butler.
Although the 1944 Education Act introduced free secondary education for all, it did not envisage everybody attending the same schools. A central plank of the Act was the introduction of the Tripartite System. 
GRAMMAR SCHOOL:
This school was aimed at academic pupils (demonstrated through performance in the 11+ test). These schools would provide an academic education, like that provided in grammar schools and public schools prior to the 1944 Act. Pupils from these schools would be likely to go on to study A levels, and most likely continue in education and work in the professions.
TECHNICAL SCHOOL:
This school was aimed at pupils considered to have technical intelligence – skills and aptitude that would be of particular value in technical occupations. This aptitude would again be demonstrated through the 11+ test. These schools would seek to equip pupils with the technical skills that would be required to work in many skilled occupations, and the schools would have technical resources to assist with this process. In actual fact, relatively few of these schools were built and in most parts of the country there was a two-tier system, rather than a tripartite system.

SECONDARY MODERN SCHOOL:
The secondary modern school was presented as being for those with a ‘practical intelligence’ but actually meant ‘everybody else’. The vast majority of school pupils attended secondary modern schools when the tripartite system was the dominant system. Those who call for a return of grammar schools rarely mention these schools but they are, of course, two sides of the same coin. Of course, some secondary modern schools were excellent. 
COMPREHENSIVE EDUCATION:
Comprehensive education was not introduced by a single piece of legislation, nor is it associated with one party or secretary of state. Labour and Conservative governments introduced comprehensive schools to the UK and fewer and fewer areas kept the 11+ selective system. The education and skills needed for economic growth were not being provided by the tripartite system. Nor was the equality of educational opportunity which the 1944 Act looked forward to. The comprehensive system offered a possible solution – there would be a single form of state secondary education for all, regardless of backgrounds and ability who would be offered the same opportunities to obtain qualifications of training. (links to liberalism and socialism – equality of opportunity)
Thatcher was in favour of comprehenvisation because under the previous system. Critics of comprehensive schools felt that they did not stretch the brightest and also failed the weakest, by keeping them in classes they had no interest in and would get no value from. It was argued that the only way to get around this was to stream or set the pupils by ability, which still marked pupils out as ‘failures’. These criticisms suggested that the schools failed the ‘meritocratic’ test – the best pupils did not reach the heights they might have done at grammar school – and failed the ‘egalitarian’ test – the weakest pupils were still failed by the system. However, supporters of comprehensive education would point to the bright comprehensive pupils achieving outstanding results and would argue that it was the elitism at top universities and top professions that held back comprehensive pupils, not their comprehensive education itself. They would further point to the decrease in pupils leaving school without qualifications.
Some would argue that one of the problems with comprehensive schools is the vast inequalities between the schools, depending on their catchment area and competition from neighbouring schools. From this perspective there is a ‘postcode lottery’ as to whether pupils get a good education in the comprehensive system. They would point to the fact that middle-class parents have learnt how to ‘play the system’ and get pupils into the ‘best’ comprehensive schools, meaning that the social inequalities that prevailed in the tripartite system were not fully eradicated by comprehenvisation.
However, there was no major Education Reform Act changing the structures of secondary education in the UK as a whole until 1988. The 1988 Act, brought in by secretary of state Kenneth Baker (while Thatcher was in power) was a radical reform by a New Right government.
The 1988 Education Reform Act – brought in a number of key reforms which, as a package, could be seen as the marketization of secondary education.
When Thatcher entered Downing Street in 1979, the governance of education was largely unchanged since the First World War. For schools, there was no national curriculum, no parental choice, no systematic means of monitoring performance, no publication of examination results beyond what schools themselves chose to reveal. Local authorities drew up catchment areas, deciding which children went to which schools, and distributed funds, specifying what should be spent on teachers' salaries, repairs, books and other items. The education department had little more than back-stop powers, allowing it to veto school closures or changes in character.
The Act brought in:
· The National Curriculum – much greater control of what was taught and when; pupils in different schools and in different parts of the country to learn the same things at the same time
· SAT Tests – tests were introduced at 7,11 and 14 (together with GCSEs at 16) that would measure pupils’ attainment in relation to the National Curriculum
· League Tables – lists of schools would be published, showing their relative positions in terms of the results of the aforementioned tests
· Schools funding ‘per head’ – funding for schools would be based on the number of pupils they had, therefore full schools would be well-funded (and would push for expansion) while less popular schools would get less funding
· More choice of secondary school for parents – parents were given more choice over which state secondary school they wanted their child to attend
· Local management of schools – Head teachers were given more control over their budgets, as opposed to education authorities
The Act also introduced GCSEs, OFSTED, and compulsory staff training days. One of the main impacts of the Act was to remove powers and responsibilities from local education authorities and place them partly with the schools (the head teachers and governing bodies) and partly with central government (e.g setting the curriculum and OFSTED).
They did all of this in a hope to achieve marketisation. One clear intention of the 1988 Education Act was to introduce a market in education. By attaching money to pupils, making it easier for pupils to move between schools and easier to compare performance between schools (through the National Curriculum) and giving parents information about the relative position of schools on the league tables, a market was introduced. Because schools inevitably had a limited number of places, it was never a free market, but the intention was that successful schools would be rewarded and unpopular schools would have a choice – to improve or die. There was a clear incentive to improve – if they could move up the league tables they could attract more parents, and with them, more funds. However, there was not necessarily a clear ability to improve, especially if their budgets were cut. The system did not take into account individual reasons why some schools might be lower down the league tables than others. (It was much later that ‘value added’ league tables were introduced, which showed how well the school did with the pupils it had). This gave buyers a trustworthy price signal – in the form of league tables – to measure the quality of education delivered by sellers. Thatcher wanted us to see ourselves as consumers.
Some have argued that the 1988 Education Act also sought to take power away from local authorities and teachers, who the Conservative govt. considered to be too ‘liberal’, left wing and occasionally ‘extremist’. Of course the neo-liberal element of New Right politics would want to see power taken away from the state, but the neo-conservative element would want to be sure that children were taught the right things at school. 


Examples:
· Gove’s Academies Act 2010, which enabled an expansion of academies and free schools, is founded on the idea that encouraging competition amongst schools will lead to more efficient delivery of higher quality education. Unlike most existing state schools, which are under the jurisdiction of local education authorities, academies and free schools are funded directly by the Department of Education. The abolition of the barrier to entry for suppliers to deliver education has led to charities, religious organisations and businesses setting up their own state-funded schools. The operators of these schools have greater freedom, such as the ability to change the length of the school day, and to set work conditions and pay. Within the schools, these policies enable increased labour flexibility, forcing workers to constantly adapt to new demands or risk losing their pay. This ability for sellers (schools) to vary elements of the marketing mix ostensibly provides more choice to consumers (students and their parents) and hence encourages quality and efficiency through competition.

Overseas examples:
· The Swedish friskolor (‘free schools’), which served as a model for Gove’s reforms, is founded on the idea that market competition delivers efficiency and quality. However, there has been an increase in racial and social division in these schools and educational standards have fallen (could emphasise the conservative’s view that multiculturalism does not work, thus explaining why they want more free schools)
· Over the Atlantic, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), introduced by George Bush to bipartisan support, introduced annual standardised testing to all public schools in the US. Echoing Baker’s Education Reform Act 1988, the standardised test results made possible by the piece of legislation give a reliable signal to sellers and consumers about the quality of education being delivered. If the product is inadequate, then parents can send their child to another school; if it is still unsatisfactory, then the school will be turned into a charter school, the American equivalent of academies and free schools.
· Charter schools survey in 16 states showed that 37% of them were actually worse than their public school counterparts.

LABOUR EDUCATIONAL POLICY, 1997-2007 
In 1997, Tony Blair, Leader of the Labour Party, announced that his priorities were ‘Education, Education, Education’. Labour education reforms sought to introduce much more diversity in schools. The Blair government saw educational diversity and parental choice as key. Labour’s educational policy was influenced by social democratic and neoliberal/New Right perspectives.
Labour continued the Conservative policy of specialist schools. They rejected the idea of the ‘bog-standard’, ‘one-size fits all’ comprehensive. Rather than a single type of school for everyone, schools should specialise in particular subject areas (e.g specialist sports schools, or science schools). This would provide diversity and choice within the educational market-place, it would increase competition and it would raise standards. Aside from this they also introduced academies (designed to replace ‘failing comprehensive schools, which helped because it injected much-needed new funds into the schools as well as bringing in new leadership) to achieve the same goal, and faith schools (controversial with some Labour activists who thought state education should all be secular).
Other things they did:
· Introduced EMA (a weekly cash allowance payable to 16-19 year olds from low income families) this would hopefully increase the number and proportion of working-class students in FE and HE (they’d set a target of getting 50% of school leavers to attend university).
· Capped class sizes at 30 for ages seven or under. Before the election, Miliband had pledged that Labour would revive the central pledge at the heart of Tony Blair’s landslide election victory in 1997, to ensure that education acts as a ‘passport to a good life’.
· Also, at primary level, New Labour decided to put a much greater emphasis on the key skills of literacy and numeracy, designed to improve the number of pupils leaving primary school with acceptable standards of these skills (partly responding to concerns about educational standards). Nicky Morgan is also planning to do the same.
· Sure start – programme targeted at under 4’s and their families living in the most deprived areas of England. Aimed to improve health, education and employment prospects. Could be seen as a progressive liberal move - government intervention in order to provide individuals with the means to prosper and flourish as individuals in society.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Vocational education – Labour rebranded GNVQs in 2001 as vocational GCSEs and vocational A levels in an attempt to raise their status so that they would be seen as the equivalent to academic qualifications. This shows how Labour’s policy was partly driven by neoliberal/New Right ideas which see the main role of education as providing the skills and knowledge required by the workforce in an increasingly competitive global society.
Michael Gove’s reforms were based on going back to a 1950s style of teaching based on rote learning (learning through repetition and memorising), formal education. Sees people as machines which have a purpose for society and the economy, giving education an instrumental value rather than an intrinsic one. Gove attempted to pull us back in time, when in actual fact, the system should be moving with the times, especially as children starting school this year will retire in the 2080s.
Gove also based his arguments for educational reform on the performance of other countries, however, China is moving towards creativity, South Korea emphasises character and collaboration (progressive teaching methods rather than the formal ones Gove promotes), Singapore moving away from rote knowledge, and 10.7% of Japanese middle school students suffer from depression. He argued we need more rigour in education, Kevin Brennan (former Shadow Labour Education minister) argued that rigour is achieved through engaging, imaginative, high-quality teaching (progressive teaching methods). Some critics argue that focusing purely on knowledge will undermine children’s capacity to move forward (reforms again, seen as too instrumental). Only 5% of teachers feel that the previous coalition government had a positive impact on education. 
Ministers tend to change policy to make their political mark and gain political capital at the expense of the children in this country.
Under Gove: a curriculum of facts and lists, less creativity, no right to a qualified, more profit-driven schools, more inequality.

