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ABSTRACT This article examines some impacts of neoliberal education

policies during the current period of the intensification of neoliberal capital.

Section 1 examines the relationship between education and capital, identifying

three plans capital has in relation to education. It sets out some of the major

aspects of neoliberal policy developments in schooling and further education.

Section 2 describes, analyses and evaluates the research methodology used in

developing this article, locating the methodology within the debate between

‘methodological purists’ on the one hand, and ‘committed research’ on the

other. The research for this article, within the ‘research for social justice’

paradigm, is rationalised. Section 3 examines the impacts of neoliberalisation

on education workers’ securities – their pay/ salaries, conditions of employment,

stresses and pressures at work, and their work identity and status. It also

examines the impacts on the rights and powers of education trade unions. The

article ends, in Section 4, by briefly calling for resistance to the global neoliberal

capitalist agenda in schooling and education.

Introduction

Constant revolutionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all

social conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the

bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations ...

are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can

ossify. (Marx & Engels (1977 [1847], p. 38)

This article analyses some of the impacts of the neoliberalisation of schooling

and further education on teaching and learning in current changing times of

the intensification of neoliberal capitalism and the current revolutionisation

of production.[1]


Section 1 examines the relationship between education and capital,

identifying three plans capital has in relation to education, and sets out some

of the major aspects of neoliberal policy in schooling and further education.


Section 2 describes, analyses and evaluates the research methodology

used in developing this article, locating the methodology within the debate
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between ‘methodological purists’ on the one hand, and ‘committed research’

on the other. The research for this article, within the ‘research for social

justice’ paradigm, is rationalised.


Section 3 examines the impacts of neoliberalisation on education

workers’ securities – their pay/ salaries, conditions of employment, stresses

and pressures at work, and their work identity and status. It also examines

the impacts on the rights and powers of education trade unions. There are

other major impacts of neoliberal education policies globally. These include,

first, the increasing inequalities within and between countries, second, the

diminution and bypassing of democratic local and national control over

education, and third, the reconceptualisation of the very concept of

democracy together with the commodification of humanity.[2]


The article ends, in Section 4, by briefly calling for resistance to the

global neoliberal capitalist agenda in schooling and education.


1. Impacts of Neoliberalisation of Schooling

Neoliberal Capital, Schooling and Further Education

The fundamental principle of capitalism is the sanctification of private

(individual or corporate) profit, based on the extraction of surplus labour

(unpaid labour-time) as surplus value from the labour-power of workers. It is

a creed and practice of (racialised and gendered) class exploitation,

exploitation by the capitalist class of those who provide the profits through

their labour, the national and international working class.[3]


There have been a number of changes in capitalism in this current

period of neoliberal globalisation. One development is the growth in service,

communications and technological industries in the developed world. One

‘service industry’ is education. As the International Chamber of Commerce

(ICC) observes, ‘services are coming to dominate the economic activities of

countries at virtually every stage of development’ (ICC, 1999, p. 1). The

ICC then draws the conclusion – a contested conclusion – that this makes

‘services trade liberalization a necessity for the integration of the world

economy’ (1999, p. 1).


Another development is the declining profitability of capital – the crisis

of capital accumulation. This crisis has resulted in intensification of

competition between capitals, between national and between transnational

capitals and corporations. There is general agreement among Marxists that

‘the pressure on nations to liberalize services at the national level can be seen,

therefore, as a response to the declining profitability of manufacture’

(Beckmann & Cooper, 2004).


Globalisation is not a qualitatively new phenomenon but a tendency

which has always been integral to capitalism’s growth. Within the Marxist

paradigm there is growing recognition of the relevance of Marx’s account

expressed in the Communist Manifesto that globalisation is the predictable
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outcome of capitalism’s expansionary tendencies, evident since its emergence

as a viable form of society (Cole, 1998, 2005; Bromley, 1999).


This crisis of capital accumulation, as predicted by Marx & Engels

(1977 [1847]), has led to the intensification of the extraction of surplus

value, the progressing global immiseration of workers, and the intensification

of control of populations by the ideological and repressive state apparatuses

identified and analysed by Althusser (Althusser, 1971; see also Hill, 1989,

2001, 2005a).

National and Global Aspects of Neoliberalism in Education

The major aspects of neoliberal education policies include the following:

deregulation and decentralisation; the importation of ‘new public

managerialism’ into the management of schools and colleges and education

services; a fiscal regime of cuts in publicly funded schooling and further

education services; commercialisation of and within schools; the charging of

fees; outsourcing of services to privately owned companies; and the

privatisation and ownership of schools and colleges by private corporations.

National and international legal frameworks are developing to ensure

international accessibility to the privatised market in educational services.

One salient policy is employment policy: attacks on and downwards pressures

on workers’ rights and conditions, and on trade union rights.


Proponents of liberalisation claim that ‘private is better than public’,

that ‘competition improves standards’, that privatisation and other

liberalising policies and processes nationally and globally (such as free trade)

improve productivity and efficiency. To take one example of such claims, the

World Bank, one of the main global ‘levers’ for privatisation, has proclaimed:

The virtues of the private sector, especially compared to the public

system, include: (a) internal efficiency and management – almost no

waste, lean organizational chart, better decision-making flow, less

discontinuity of administration, agility in crisis solution, better

students/teacher and students/staff ratio; (b) flexibility to hire/fire

teachers, determine their salaries according to market values and cost

levels; and (c) flexibility to adapt quicker to labor market needs and thus

change curricula ... Private institutions are often accused of getting excess

profits and paying inadequate attention to quality ... although, claims the

World Bank, there has never been a systematic demonstration of their

existence. (World Bank, 1991, p. 69)[4]

Three Education Plans of Capital

Capital has a number of plans with respect to education.[5]

The capitalist plan for education. A first plan of capital is to produce and

reproduce a work force and citizenry and set of consumers fit for capital.
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This has two functions, an ideological function and a labour-training

function. These comprise socially producing labour-power for capitalist

enterprises. This is people’s capacity to labour – their skills and attitudes,

together with their ideological compliance and suitability for capital – as

workers, citizens and consumers. This is the Capitalist Plan for Education.[6]

The capitalist plan in education. A second plan of capital is to smooth the way

for direct profit-taking/profiteering from education. It is about how capital

wants to make direct profits from education.


This centres on setting business ‘free’ in education for profit-making

and profit-taking by capital, extracting profits from privately

controlled/owned schools and colleges or aspects of their functioning.

Common mechanisms are, for example, from managing, advising, controlling

and owning them. So, in some countries, ‘core’ teaching services are

privatised – the school/college itself becomes privately owned. Or its

‘peripheral services’ are privatised both within institutions (services such as

catering, security, reprographics) and nationally. Examples are student fees

or loans for staying on at school in England, or for attending community

colleges in the United States, being run by private corporations rather than

by the local or national state.


Privatisation of schools, the growth of the private sector in schooling

and further education, and the setting up of nationally-owned or foreignowned

or franchised chains of schools is happening in a number of countries.

The growth of this private sector is occurring in developed states. It is

occurring on a larger scale in developing and less-developed states, forced on

often unwilling governments by the ‘restructuring’ demands made by

multinational banking and finance agencies, such as the World Bank and the

International Finance Corporation.

Capital’s global plan for education corporations. This is the third plan of capital,

and is a series of national capitalist plans for domestically based national or

multinational corporations globally. It is a plan for edubusinesses and

corporations based in Britain, the United States, Australia and New Zealand,

as well as those based locally (e.g. in particular states such as Brazil in Latin

America) to profit from international privatising, franchising and marketing

activities.[7] With a worldwide education industry valued at $2 trillion

annually (UNESCO, 2000, p.16), ‘it is not surprising that many investors

and “edupreneurs” are anxious to seize the opportunities to access this

untapped gold mine’ (Shugarensky & Davidson-Harden, 2003, p. 323).


It is not just national edubusinesses that are involved – it is large multiactivity national and global capitalist companies (Mahoney et al, 2003;

Rikowski, 2005).

With respect to the United Kingdom, Richard Hatcher comments that

as the export value of manufacturing, farming and some service industries

declines, the government’s policy is that Britain should become a market
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leader in exporting a new international business: privatised services. Hatcher

suggests that the British government’s intention may be to foster and

promote the private education industry until it is strong enough to compete

internationally. He further suggests that the attempt to develop ‘a world class

education system’ is not for the benefit of our children but to maintain

businesses in the future (Hatcher, 2001).

Relationship between these Three Plans of Capital

What are the primary aims of capital regarding education – to make direct

profits, whether nationally or globally, or to secure an ‘appropriate’

workforce’? In Hatcher’s view, ‘the education business sector, even though it

is growing, is a tiny part of the British, or any other, economy’. He suggests

that currently ‘the overriding interest of the vast majority of employers,

including the big bourgeoisie, is in the production of human capital, not the

profitability of the edubusiness sector. He comments:

The crucial question is do they rely on the state to deliver that future

workforce itself, directly, through the public school system (suitably

advised and pressured by the business lobby, of course, and with a

healthy dose of input by for-profit companies), or have they lost

confidence in the state’s ability to deliver, to the point where they want to

see public education handed over to the private sector to run (with all the

very risky political as well as technical problems that would raise)? In my

view there is no evidence to support this latter view whereas there is

plenty to support the former. (Hatcher, 2005b; see also Hatcher, 2005a)

However, it would appear from an examination of existing trends globally

that the relative importance of direct profit-taking by capital could well

become of far more significance than currently. Current worldwide spending

in education is’ estimated at around 2,000 billion dollars ... more than global

automotive sales’ (Santos, 2004, p. 17). According to Santos, ‘capital growth

in education has been exponential, showing one of the highest earning rates

of the market: £1000 invested in 1996 generated £3405 four years later’

(Santos, 2004, pp. 17-18, cited in Delgado-Ramos and Saxe-Fernandez,

2005). Santos continues, ‘that is an increased value of 240%, while the

London Stock Exchange valorization rate accounted on the same period for

65%. Other 2004 data indicate that, current commercialised education,

incomplete as it is, already generates around $365 billion in profits

worldwide’ (2004, pp. 17-18).

Neoliberalisation of Education: global similarities, national variations

Whichever aim, and policy, become salient, or increase in importance and

impact, varies to from country to country. There are global similarities in

liberalising education policy. There are, however, local variations in the type

and extent of the various policies. These relate to different historical
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conditions and balance of forces – the relative strengths of the trade union

movement, workers’ trade union and political organisations on the one hand

(with their varying strengths of resistance to neoliberal policies), and those of

local or transnational capital on the other. We are not in an era of the

unimpeded march to neoliberal capitalism. A comparison of three North

American states (Canada, the United States and Mexico), for example,

shows some similarities and some differences in context and policy.


Pardíñaz-Solís (1997) points out the impact of the different histories of

the three states of North America – in particular the corporatist history of the

state and education policy in Mexico, which, unlike the USA, has statemandated

textbooks and a national curriculum (with some variation between

the regions of Mexico). However, he also draws attention to the similarities

between policies in the three states, and suggests that, despite very different

histories and state ideologies in the past, neoliberal trends in policy are

continuing apace in Mexico. Hursh (2005) similarly examines differences

and similarities between the neoliberal education agenda in England and

Wales and the United States.

Privatisation. Privatisation takes many forms, different forms sometimes in

different countries. In Britain, the Centre for Public Services’s booklet of

2003, Mortgaging Our Children’s Future (Hall, 2003), analyses the various

policies and initiatives under way in secondary schools in England and Wales

(see also Rikowski, 2005; Hill, 2006c). Hall discusses making markets, city

academies and specialist schools, school companies, the ‘Excellence in Cities’

programme, privatising local education authorities, the Private Finance

Initiative (PFI), outsourcing/restructuring of school meals and the Education

Action Zones policy.


These are seen by Rikowski as means of ‘softening up’ the education

service to business control and various forms of profit-making by capital.

Rikowski goes further, and suggests that any degree of privatisation and

private involvement acts as a ‘profit virus’ – that once a public service such as

education is infected (‘virused’) by private company involvement, then it will

inevitably become liable to the regulations of the General Agreement for

Trade in Services (GATS), and open up to free trade in services by national

and by multinational and foreign capital (Rikowski, 2003, 2005; see also Hill,

2005b).


In Britain there is currently what may be seen as the ‘hidden’ preprivatisation of state schools in England by enabling schools to function as

‘little businesses’ through increased autonomies and business-like

managements and corporate aspects, and the ability, within the 2002

Education Act and the October 2005 White Paper, Higher Standards, Better

Schools for All: more choice for parents and pupils (Her Majesty’s Government,

2005) for schools to act as capitalist enterprises in terms of their ability to

merge and engage in takeovers of other schools (Rikowski, 2005a,b). Schools
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can enter into deals with private-sector outfits. They can also sell educational

services to other schools.


In a number of states, such as Pakistan, governments simply request

private companies to fill the gap of non-provision publicly built and

staffed/equipped schooling. Private schools have mushroomed at all levels,

from pre-school to postgraduate studies. There are an estimated 56,000

private institutions currently operating in Pakistan, providing education to

about 6 million students (Government of Pakistan, 2004). The government

has resolved to increase private-school enrolment from 15% to 40% by 2010

under the Education Sector Reforms project, which is being funded by all

major donors, including the World Bank (Government of Pakistan, 2002,

p. 34). In other countries, such as Haiti, public provision is of such poor

quality that the effect is the same – effective schooling is left to private

companies – some not-for-profit (such as some religious schools), others very

much ‘for profit’. Increasingly, for example in Latin America, the profits

from ‘for-profit’ schools flow not only to ‘national’ corporations, but also to

United States chains and brands of schools.

Commercialism and marketisation. One aspect of profit-taking in education is

commercialisation of education – both in ideology/awareness/ acceptance and

in concrete terms. Direct commercial penetration is evident in the increasing

use of commercially sponsored materials in the classroom and around the

school. Whitty (2000) notes that the growing influence of commercial

organisations as consultants in public provision can itself contribute to a

change in the ethos of the sector. He comments:

while they might strictly be regarded as elements of marketization, they

could also be considered a prelude to privatization in the fuller sense of

the privately funded and privately provided education Many critics of

devices like devolved budgeting, internal markets, cost-centres and selfgoverning

state schools competing in the marketplace, have been seen as

examples of ‘creeping privatization’. (Whitty, 2000)

Whitty suggests that some aspects of marketisation contribute to privatisation

in an ideological if not a strictly economic sense, even where quasi-markets

are confined to public-sector providers. Aspects of ideological privatisation

include fostering the belief that the private-sector approach is superior to that

traditionally adopted in the public sector; requiring public-sector institutions

to operate more like those in the private sector; and encouraging private

(individual/family) decision-making in place of political and professional

judgements. The increasing emphasis on competition and choice has also

brought with it what Whitty calls a ‘hidden curriculum’ of marketisation.

Schoolhouse commercialism in the United States. Possibly the most consistent and thorough analysis of ‘schoolhouse commercialism’ is that by Alex Molnarin the United States (e.g. Molnar, 2001; Molnar et al, 2004). For example,

his latest (sixth) No Student Left Unsold (annual report on schoolhouse
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commercialism trends) examines eight types of schoolhouse commercialism,

with most showing a year-on-year increase (Molnar et al, 2004).


These types of ‘schoolhouse commercialism’ (measured on an annual

basis by Molnar et al) are corporate sponsorship of school programmes and

activities; exclusive agreements – agreements giving marketers exclusive

rights to sell a product or a service on school or district grounds; incentive

programs – the use of commercial products or services as rewards for

achieving an academic goal; appropriation of space – the selling of naming

rights or advertising space on school premises or property; corporately

sponsored educational materials; through to actual privatisation – the private

ownership of publicly funded schools, private management of publicly

funded schools, public charter schools, and, finally, private, for-profit school

involvement in voucher programmes.

Global Levers for Neoliberalisation[8]

Globally, the GATS of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) represents a

broad and ambitious strategy of the ‘free market’ capitalist global economy to

increase trade liberalisation/neoliberalisation in the ‘services’ industry. The

two big ‘service industries’ not yet widely privatised throughout the globe are

those of health and education.


Grieshaber-Otto & Sanger (2002) argue that the discourse of the GATS

serves as a major potential force in essentially enshrining or entrenching

neoliberal educational policies. It sets out supranational and binding legal

mechanisms and serves to act as an enforcer for the ‘corporate rights’ of

private education providers. As Shugurensky & Davidson-Harden (2003,

p. 322) point out, ‘these agreements represent an intensified stage of the

neoliberal agenda for education, as it plays out in the global arena in forms of

regional and local policy and practice’.


Rikowski (2001) and others demonstrate how the WTO [9] and other

‘global clubs for the mega-capitalists’ are setting up this agenda in education

across the globe. Promoting the cause of ‘free trade’ are national and

international business/capitalist organisations such as the International

Chamber of Commerce, the Confederation of British Industry (CBI) and the

Institute of Directors in Britain, multinational employers’/capitalist

organisations such as the European Round Table (ERT) and mixed public/

private/state/employer/multinational organisations such as the Partnership for

Educational Revitalisation in the Americas (PREAL), which, in its own

words, ‘is a partnership of public and private organizations’ (PREAL, 2004).


It is not only the WTO and its GATS that are levers for liberalisation of

trade in services. The World Bank, international monetary credit rating

agencies and the Organisation for Economic and Cultural Development

(OECD) are also significant bodies. In addition, there are hemispheric/

regional free-trade agreements such as the North American Free Trade

Agreement (NAFTA), the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), the
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Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR) and the European Union

(EU). There are/have been, however, many similar regional and bilateral

measures and mechanisms.


Sometimes, as noted by Shugurensky & Davidson-Harden (2003) and

Davidson-Harden below, ‘the going gets tough’ for those promulgating free

trade in services. There is opposition, from trade unions, social movements,

political parties and other organisations and groups – including some

governments. One plan was the so-called Bolkestein Directive, the EU’s draft

services directive seeking to open up trade in services. The draft directive

sought to expose almost all services to market-based competition. Though

public-education services were specifically excluded, the draft directive would

have applied to ‘peripheral’ services supplied to schools and, like the GATS,

it was unclear where the line between public and private services would be

drawn.


Under the ‘country of origin’ principle, a company providing services

would follow the rules and laws of the country in which it was based or

‘established’, rather than the country in which the service was provided. An

education multinational from the United States could, for example,

‘establish’ itself in Latvia, simply by registering its presence there. It would

then be able to trade in the rest of the EU, such as Britain, whilst conforming

only to Latvian law on matters such as health and safety, employees’ rights or

environmental protection. Latvia, not the country where the service was

provided, would be expected to send inspectors to ensure compliance with its

laws.


Critics say the draft directive would encourage ‘social dumping’ since

companies would have an incentive to opt for establishment in the least

regulated EU member requiring the lowest standards. The directive ‘would

have been quite a blow to national level regulation, as it would tend to make

services available in the least regulated way, rather than bringing all services

operators up to best standards’ (Malins, 2005). However, the current EU

Internal Market Commissioner, Charlie McCreevy, says he is committed to

re-introducing the directive in some form during his five-year term, which

ends in 2009. With 70% of economic activity in Europe being in services,

‘you don’t have to have a degree in economics to know that if you can open

up the services market you’re going to have an impact on economic activity

and we need increased economic activity in the EU’ (McCreevy, cited in

McLauchlin, 2005).


2. Methodology

The Context: the ILO report on workers’ socio-economic securities

This article develops from research that I conducted in 2004-2005 for the

International Labour Organisation (ILO), investigating the impacts of the

neoliberalisation of education on what the ILO terms ‘workers’ socioeconomic

securities’.[10] The focus of the ILO report on workers’ socio
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economic securities was on ‘What kinds of control are being imposed on

workers in social services, and on the populations needing services?’ My

particular responsibility was the contributory report on schooling and further

education. Other parallel contributory reports focus on: higher education; the

prison service; pensions; public employment services; labour market training;

health services (including mental health services and nursing home

provision); criminal care services (particularly prisons); and care work

services. Various contributory reports for the ILO report examined these

impacts worldwide, each commissioning and drawing on a number of

country case studies, as is common with ILO reports and reports of other

international organisations such as the World Bank and the WTO.

The Research Methodology for this Article

And that is what I did. For the schooling and further education report as a

whole, I sought and commissioned eleven country case studies (or, in one

case, Latin America, a continental case study), whose authors included

academics and also trade union-elected officials or appointed officials. (Trade

union writers collaborated in the England and Wales, Canada and Spain case

studies.)


The methodologies of the eleven case studies commissioned for the

schooling report included literature searches and, in some cases, interviews

with trade union researchers and officials. In addition, I also interviewed two

national trade union officials from Spain and two from England and Wales,

and leading officials from organisations that speak/act on behalf of trade

unions and workers’ rights – the ILO, Education International, and the

Public Services International.


Some of the literature search data come from trade union sources, both

national and international, some from official government reports, some from

contemporary reports (such as newspaper reports and Hansard, the official

report of the House of Commons debates in the United Kingdom), and

some, also, from pro-neoliberal world organisations such as the World Bank

and the WTO.


There are good reasons for using these sources in addition to the

normal academic journal articles and books cited in academic journal articles.


The first reason is that the information is not available from books and

academic journal articles. The ILO requested, and is working on, collecting

and establishing a strictly up-to-date, state-of-the-art report on what is

happening to workers’ securities, a report that is more contemporary than

what is commonly the one or two years’ out-of-datedness associated with

book and journal articles. The ILO is gathering state-of-the-art information

about the impacts of neoliberal policy on workers’ rights, pay and conditions.

That is why it has commissioned the various sectoral case studies.
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The second reason for using this data, in particular data derived from

trade union and trade union-friendly sources, is a recognition that research is

not neutral. I will elaborate upon this in more detail.

Research for Social Justice

This research is clearly engaged or committed research, described by Sikes (in

Griffiths, 1998, p. x) as ‘research for social justice’. This research is ‘about

taking sides and getting change in education through educational research’

(Griffiths, 1998, p. 3). I am aware of the ideological impetus that led the ILO

to conduct this research, and for me to participate in it. Hence I would hope

to make this article, and the data collection and its interpretation, as

‘fireproof’, as ‘objective’ as possible. As Connolly notes:

There is little point in producing research reports that are clearly

regarded as biased and/or partisan. If the effectiveness of ... research is in

its ability to convince others of the significance of the issues raised, then

there is a need to provide research evidence that is generally acceptable

among academics, policy-makers and practitioners. (Connolly, 2001,

p. 167)

I agree with Phillips that

what is crucial for the objectivity of any inquiry – whether it is qualitative

or quantitative – is the critical spirit in which it has been carried out ...

Objectivity is the label – the ‘stamp of approval’ – that is used for

inquiries that are at one end of the continuum; they are inquiries that are

prized because of the great care and responsiveness to criticism with

which they have been carried out. (Phillips, 1993, p. 71)

Hence, for this article I have welcomed some of the reviewers’ comments,

those guided by an impetus to secure greater objectivity.[11]


I have therefore attempted to follow the procedural objectivity – that is,

examining extant data – reports, books, journal and press articles – not only

from organisations and writers that would commonly be described as ‘proworker/

pro-trade union rights’, but also those from organisations and

individuals for whom the primary foci are ‘efficiency’, ‘neoliberalisation’

and/or ‘profit’. Hence I have attempted procedural objectivity. For Eisner

(1993) this is distinguished by ‘using a method that eliminates, or aspires to

eliminate, the scope for personal judgement. One of the most common

examples of such a method is the objectively scored achievement test’

(Eisner, 1993, pp. 50-51).


Clearly such a test is not possible in this case or type of study, which is,

primarily a review of available up-to-date data. But examining, and reporting

data deriving from, and exhibiting, a variety of ideological perspectives would

seem to be procedurally objective.


This procedure does not, however, assume the possibility of ontological

objectivity through which to obtain ‘an undistorted view of reality’, a ‘pristine

unmediated grasp of the world as it is’ (Eisner, 1993, pp. 50, 52). I am happy
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to settle, in this article, for as much procedural objectivity as possible,

recognising that, in the ‘clash of ideas’, with the ‘culture wars’ over past,

current, and desired future social and educational systems and regimes of

workers’ rights and powers, oppositional socialist and Marxist analyses, such

as my own, do not command much space within either the press or highstatus

academic educational journals.


This research is not only ‘committed’ research; it has a particular

commitment – to social justice, and, within the context of the ILO study and

this article, to workers’ rights. In ‘the continuing and often raging debate

about bias, objectivity, positivism and the production of useful knowledge’

(Griffiths, 1998, p. 7), my ‘pre-eminent commitment’ is ‘to the fundamental

principles of social justice, equality and participatory democracy’ (Troyna &

Carrington, 1989, p. 208). It is within the tradition of emancipatory or

critical research (see, for example, Hood et al, 1999; Connolly, 2001, p. 166;

Rose & Grosvenor, 2001).


This research can be located within discussions about the desirability

and possibility of ‘neutral’ research. On the one hand, there are the selfstyled

‘methodological purists’ [12] who claim that facts can be value-free,

and they question the objectivity of committed research. Hammersley

maintains that the politicisation of social research is not only misguided, but

inherently dangerous (cited in Connolly, 2001, pp. 164-165), erasing ‘the

distinction between political struggle and academic discussion ... it turns

sociology into a political morality play’ (Hammersley, 2000, p. 149).


Criticising the ‘methodological purists’, Griffiths (1998, pp. 44-64) and

Connolly (2001, pp. 166-167) summarise and comment on these

debates.[13] In summary, their comments are threefold.


First, both Connolly and Griffiths note that all research is political – the

very choice of research question or problem is a political choice, as is the

selection of whose voices and interests are expressed or likely to be expressed.


Second, they both suggest that the likely political effects of research

have to be considered, for example, the impact on groups that are

discriminated against, oppressed and exploited. Will it, or is it likely to,

entrench the existing relations of social/economic/political domination and

subordination?


Third, Griffiths goes on to argue, against the methodological purists,

that the value-laden nature of all facts and information is ‘not helpfully

described as “bias”, since the term “bias” depends on the possibility of there

being a neutral view ... [hence] “perspective” is a better description than

“bias” since knowledge of human beings gets its meaning from the value

system of the knowers’ (Griffiths, 1998, p. 46).


Griffiths then (1998) proceeds to argue the merits of postmodernist and

poststructuralist approaches to social research. However, my own research

position is not poststructuralist or postmodernist. I adhere to and attempt to

develop the structuralist neo-Marxist analysis and theory (for example in

Hill, 1989, 2001, 2005a, c, 2006d). Griffith’s first two points span the
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breadth of critical and social justice research perspectives, from

poststructuralist to Marxist. However, in relation to her third point, my own

research would insist on locating the ‘value systems of the knowers’ within

their ‘positions of domination and subordination that characterise social

relations’ (Connolly, 1992, p. 137).


This is my justification for using, inter alia, documents produced by

trade unions and national and international organisations and individuals

sympathetic to maintaining and extending labour rights, and

interviews/discussions with national trade union officials and representatives

from a number of countries and with global headquarters officials from

various international organisations sympathetic to ‘the cause(s) of labour’.


To repeat, I have interrogated their responses in the light of official

publications from neoliberalising governments and international

organisations. But I do not suffer from the delusion of ontological objectivity.


3: Impacts of Neoliberalisation of Schooling


on Workers’ Pay, Conditions and Securities

In this section of the article it is suggested that neoliberalisation of education

has a major effect in many countries on the pay, rights and conditions of

education and education support workers. The labour of academic and

academic support staff is becoming both more proletarianised and more

subservient to the interests of capital.

Workers’ Rights and Conditions

Job security is defined by the International Labour Organisation as: ‘A niche

designated as an occupation or “career”, the opportunity to develop a sense

of occupation’ (ILO, 2002). Case studies of schooling and further education

throughout the globe indicate some effects on the securities of education

service workers.


Globally, where neoliberalism has triumphed in education, common

results have been increased casualisation of academic labour, increased

proletarianisation, increased pay and conditions differentials within education

sectors, pay cuts, increased intensification of labour, with larger classes, and

decreased autonomy for school and college teachers over curriculum and

pedagogy, accompanying increases in levels of surveillance, monitoring and

report-writing, and accompanying increased levels of stress. There is also the

curtailment of trade union rights and the suppression of critical thinking

(Hill, 2001, 2004b).[14]


Radical change, or restructuring, of an education institution commonly

means either fewer and/or different teachers, professional staff, and support

workers. This means lay-offs, forced early retirements, or major retraining

and reassignment, as in the closure of institutions deemed ineffective or

failing; and the radical alteration of the mission and production function of
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education institutions. This means radically altering who the teachers are,

how they behave, the way they are organised, and the way they work and are

compensated (Johnstone et al, 1998).


There is also the trend to individualisation of workers’ pay, with

performance-related pay (PRP) bonuses for some – for example, for teachers

in England and Wales. Globally, the World Bank insists on PRP in some

cases, as a condition for loans. In Brazil it insisted on the introduction of an

additional remuneration for federal higher institution teaching personnel

based on individual performance (Siqueira, 2005). As will be seen below, this

has implications for trade union rights and powers.


The common neoliberal diagnosis of education identifies teachers and

their traditional protections as the obstacle to market-based efficiencies. In its

future scenario, education would become less dependent upon teachers’

skills.

Casualisation, Temporary Contracts and the Trend to a Part-time Workforce

One way that teachers as workers are kept in line is through job insecurity.

Staff on fixed-term contracts have the least job security in the sector, and

often have inferior terms and conditions to their permanent colleagues.

Fixed-term contracts: leave many staff feeling very exposed and undervalued;

lead to staff having difficulty finding things such as loans, mortgages and

other financial benefits; lead to significant recruitment and retention

problems in the sector; are discriminatory (as their use disproportionately

affects women, black and other minority groups of workers); destroy the

possibility of career progression as individuals find themselves stuck on the

lowest pay grades on a succession of short-term, poorly funded projects

which offer no room for staff development; and mean staff coming to the end

of contracts must inevitably spend time applying for funding or other posts

(AUT, 2004).


Part-time staff members’ employment arrangements usually do not

allow them to spend time on research or the administration of the campus or

the department. Finally, most part-time workers are hourly paid rather than

on permanent fractional contracts and hence have no job security other than

a commonly agreed contract for the year ahead. Private institutions are in the

vanguard of the trends examined here. They tend to provide less employment

security, particularly in low-ranking institutions and in countries where

tenure is regulated through civil-service rules.


The increasing competition between public/not-for-profit and for-profit

institutions risks enhancing this trend to the detriment of the labour

conditions of the teaching and support staff. In addition, the status/rank of an

institution seems to be related to its number of part-time faculty members.

According to a survey carried out by the United States Department of

Education, the percentage of part-time work within all faculty at American
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community colleges rose from 22 percent in 1970 to 60 percent in 2001

(Longmate & Cosco, 2002, p. B14).


The increase in part-time teaching has been accompanied by a clear

trend towards a ‘feminisation’ of part-time work. In the United States,

whereas the proportion of women among all full-time faculty members (in

further/community education and in higher education) had reached 36

percent in 1998, the proportion they made up of all part-time instructors

was, at 47.9 percent, significantly higher (see Wilson 2001, p. A14).


The increase in the proportion of part-time and, especially hourly paid,

staff means that more and more of the administrative workload (such as

course leadership, module leadership, membership of faculty and of

university committees and the increasingly onerous writing up of annual

reports, such as the increasingly monitored annual course reviews, and the

myriad of other documents that course leaders need to respond to and write)

is falling on fewer and fewer shoulders. This is a real intensification of the

work of the full-time workers.

Unqualified Teachers

In a number of states, there is a growth in the numbers of uncertified

teachers. McLaren et al (2004, p. 1) comment that ‘In California more than

47,000 uncertified teachers are teaching in its public schools ... in

Baltimore… over one third of the school district’s teachers do not hold full

teaching credentials’. Substitutability is one of the defining characteristics of

deprofessionalisation, or proletarianisation.


Not only is there a growth in uncertified teachers, there is also an

acceptance that school head teachers/principals do not need teaching

experience. In September 2002, in England and Wales, David Miliband

(then Schools Minister) indicated that business leaders running school

federations did not need teaching qualifications (Kelly, 2002).

Pay and Conditions

A key element of capital’s plans for education is to cut its labour costs. For

this, a deregulated labour market is essential – with schools and colleges able

to set their own pay scales and sets of conditions – busting national trade

union agreements and weakening union powers to protect their workforces.


In England and Wales, under the 2002 Education Act around 1000

schools are to be given the freedom to vary the curriculum and change

teachers’ pay and conditions. Furthermore, in the new and rapidly growing

‘academies’ sector of secondary schools in England and Wales (publicly

funded independent schools with voluntary or private-sector sponsors and

control), statutory pay and conditions arrangements do not apply. The

government intends to have at least 200 academies established or in the

pipeline by 2010 (Her Majesty’s Government, 2005, Chapter 2, Summary).
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These schools can set their own pay rates and conditions of service for

teachers, a considerable breach of national pay and conditions. These ideas

have been relaunched and extended in New Labour’s Education White Paper

of October 2005 (Her Majesty’s Government, 2005) (see Rikowski, 2005b,

for an analysis). Para 2.16 of the White Paper states that the proposed ‘Selfgoverning Trust schools’ could have the power and ‘freedoms over pay and

conditions, where the Trust can demonstrate that these will raise standards’.

These policy developments could, potentially, destroy national paybargaining

in England.


With respect to income security, the experience in England and Wales

following the widespread contracting out of school meals, school cleaning

and other services to schools and colleges in the 1980s led to severe

deterioration of pay and conditions for thousands of low-paid, mainly

women, workers. This can be seen in the stark differences within the ‘twotier

workforce’. The pay (and rights and conditions) of those workers (such

as cleaning and catering workers) who remain on public sector pay and

conditions is, as the British trade union UNISON established, considerably

superior to those of workers doing the same jobs who are on contracted-out,

non-public sector pay and conditions.[15] The Thatcher Government paved

the way for contracting out in 1983 by denouncing ILO Convention No. 94

and repealing the Fair Wages Resolution, in place since 1891. It was thought

that in labour-intensive public services, access to a cut-price workforce would

be essential to attracting private bids. A downward spiral of pay and

conditions followed for staff, mainly women, who were already the lowest

paid in schools (Wing, 2003).


Compulsory competitive tendering forced local authorities to compete

on the basis of cost. Contracts were often retained in house, but with worse

pay and conditions. A survey for the Department of the Environment

reported that 15% of authorities had withdrawn bonus schemes, 7% had cut

wages, 18% had changed sick-pay arrangements and 12% had cut holiday

entitlements. Workforce reduction and rearranged hours were the most

common response to competition, with manual staff bearing the brunt of

changes in working methods, pay and conditions (Walsh & Davis, 1993).

Research by the UNISON public-services trade union indicated that

privatisation resulted in lower pay and that protection for staff transferring

from the public sector contrasted with the inferior pay and conditions for

recruits. Wing (2003, p. 4) suggests that gender had re-emerged as an issue,

and that there had been no policy appraisal of the gender impact of the

various policies that had led to the contracting out of thousands of jobs held

by women.


UNISON established a Best Value Intelligence Unit and surveyed 190

private contracts in 2001. Comparisons were difficult as new staff in whitecollar

jobs were often on personal contracts, but the findings suggest that

basic pay in 62% of contracts had worsened, mainly affecting ancillary staff.

For school meals contracts, in Nottinghamshire, for example, pay for new
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staff was £4.60 an hour for 34 weeks as opposed to £4.80 an hour for 38

weeks paid to transferred staff. Conditions of service had also worsened for

new starters: 73% had less leave, 58% had worse sick pay arrangements, 51%

had inferior pensions, 44% had lost unsocial hours’ payments and 44%

reported less job security (UNISON, 2002, p. 6).


In the United States [16] a survey of 500 school districts found average

teacher salary had declined by nearly 2% over the past ten years (Gewertz,

2004). Anijar & Gabbard also report on charter schools. These are statefunded

schools that have been handed over to private control, typically to an

‘edubusiness’ corporation, such as Edison Schools. Edison Schools describes

charter schools as

independently operated public schools that must meet the same academic

requirements as traditional public schools but are free from most of the

bureaucratic and regulatory constraints of their traditional counterparts.

The charter establishing each such school is a performance contract

detailing the school’s mission, program, goals, students served, and ways

to measure success. A charter school is accountable to its sponsor –

usually a university, state board, or local board. (Edison Schools, 2005)

Anijar & Gabbard (2004) report that they pay teachers less. According to the

1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey in the United States (SASS), 41% of

charter-school teachers had total yearly earnings under $30,000 (compared

with 20% in regular public schools). Research suggests that teachers choose

charter schools for reasons such as working with like-minded colleagues in

innovative educational settings, but it is difficult to create this environment

when teacher turnover exceeds 35% (compared with about 15% in regular

public schools; Nelson et al, 2003, p. 9).


In Pakistan [17], the workforce employed in private schools and

colleges faces a ‘corporate’ rather than a ‘social’ employer. The profit-seeking

private schools overwhelmingly ignore workers’ rights, and private-sector

employment in Pakistan lacks the international benchmarks of workers’

socio-economic security. Private schools offer 35-80% less salary while job

security and career prospectus are the missing elements in mostly shortterm/

temporary assignments. Pensions, medical and other facilities and group

insurance, and so on are not taken care of by most of the schools in the

private sector.


The primary-school teacher in public sector gets on average 4000

rupees per month while secondary-school teachers’ average pay is 8000

rupees (Mukhtar, 2004, 2006). The private sector has worsened teaching

standards by offering sub-standard salaries which are, on average, 2500

rupees for primary- and 5000 rupees for secondary-school teachers (Haq,

2004). About 16% of the private-school teachers are part-time workers.
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Low-Income Countries

Education International, the international organisation of education trade

unions, notes and decries the fact that teacher salary levels in low-income

countries are being determined by international aid agencies (Education

International, 2003). The Fast Track Initiative (FTI), adopted in April 2002

by the World Bank and other agencies, included conditions attached to extra

financial support. The World Bank (2005) states that ‘the FTI is open to all

low-income countries demonstrating serious intent toward achieving

universal primary completion. As of June 2005 ... fifteen countries have had

their education plans endorsed, and are receiving support’. The low-income

countries [18] receive aid to help them achieve ‘education for all’, salient

features of which are the achievement of universal primary schooling by

2015, and have moved towards gender parity. One condition is that teachers’

pay will not be higher than 3.5 times the country’s GNP per capita.


This condition undermines core labour standards, such as the right to

collective bargaining. This rate might be considered quite high in

industrialised countries: in Denmark for example, the GNP per capita is

$27,950. This means that teachers’ average salary would be $97,825! In

reality, teachers’ average salary in Denmark is struggling to reach 1.2 times

GNP per capita. However, this is not the case in developing countries. In

Niger, the GNP per capita reaches $170 and a teacher’s average annual

salary $1,630, representing 9.6 times the GNP per capita. In order to take

advantage of the Fast Track financing initiative from the World Bank,

Niger’s government would have to reduce, in theory, teachers’ salaries by

63%. In the view of Education International, this is both unrealistic and

unacceptable (Education International, 2003, p. 2).

Casualised Labour

With respect to further education colleges, prior to 1993, they were under the

control of local government. Lecturers’ pay and conditions were bargained

nationally. Incorporation, laid down in the Further and Higher Education

Act 1992, established colleges as publicly funded independent bodies. In

England and Wales since 1993 there has been a growth in part-time staff, a

reduction in teaching hours for students and an increased use of temporary

and agency staff. In 1995-1996, the funding council estimated that 55% of

all college staff and 39% of teaching staff worked part-time. This compares

with a National Association of Teachers in Further and Higher Education

(NATFHE) estimate of 15% part-time working prior to incorporation.


As well as more part-time employment the post-incorporation college

sector has made greater use of temporary staff. Using the census returns to

the funding council 1994-95, NATFHE estimated that 42% of staff

employed for more than 15 hours per week had temporary contracts. This

compared with a national average across all sectors of 9% (House of

Commons, 1998, p. 287). It was suggested that the use of agency staff

GLOBALISATION AND ITS EDUCATIONAL DISCONTENTS

275

avoided contractual obligations. NATFHE cited an example where a number

of colleges had dismissed their part-time lecturers and re-employed them

through a third-party provider. Many were on lower pay, self-employed and

responsible for their own professional indemnity (House of Commons, 1998,

p. 293). Skill-reproduction security refers to the existence of opportunities to

gain and retain skills, through innovative means as well as apprenticeships

and employment training. This refers to the opportunity to go on training

courses to develop new skills.


As commented above in connection with the decline in employment

securities, workers on fixed-term temporary contracts and those on hourly

paid contracts have their career progression damaged. Managements,

whether public or private, are less willing to pay for in-service training for

staff they may not re-employ. As Lewis (2004a) puts it, ‘It’s kind of obvious

that casualisation will lead to a training deficit. From the support staff point

of view and looking at say, the school meals service, contracting out (or

rather the competitive process) has led to demanning and deskilling’. She

continues, ‘most catering assistants work 10-15 hours a week and employers

will not invest in them. They are just seen as units of labour’.


In England and Wales, Christine Lewis (2004b) points out that the

increased use of casual staff in further education colleges impacts on the

quality of the service as ‘casual staff are disconnected from wider college

matters, curriculum issues, student welfare and extra-curricula activities’.

Lewis cites the government body, the Further Education Development

Agency (FEDA), which expressed concern that not all colleges took the

opportunity to apply the full range of development opportunities to part-time

staff (House of Commons, 1999, p. 291). FEDA continued,

Clearly, this can threaten the quality of contribution that part-time staff

can make. FEDA stated that ‘the evidence [of part-time staff] shows that

not all colleges are taking the opportunity to apply, for example, the full

range of staff development opportunities, induction arrangements,

briefing arrangements, that would be necessary to confirm that the

quality of the input was as high as it could be. (House of Commons,

1999, p. 291)

Similar concerns are expressed in different countries. In Australia, for

example, Federal Technical and Further Education (TAFE) President Pat

Forward also comments on the fact that casual teachers ‘have no capacity to

plan their futures. They have reduced access to professional development,

reduced capacity to form collegial relationships with their fellow teachers and

little if no opportunity to participate in the community life of their workplace’

(New South Wales Teachers Federation, 2004; see also Hester, 1998).

Temporary and agency staff are likely to be even more disadvantaged.


In privatised schools, managements and owners tend to be less likely to

bear the costs of in-service training (or, indeed, of other benefits) than in the

publicly run schools. In Pakistan, for example, Mukhtar (2004, 2006)

comments that ‘there is no concept of on the job-training and retirement
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benefits in private schools’ (Haq, 1994, cited in Mukhtar, 2004, 2006).

Mukhtar continues by asserting that ‘private schools as employers do not pay

attention to job security, on the job training, better working conditions and

long term growth options etc. since they are not sure of the tenure of such

their employees’.

Teachers’ Work: intensification, surveillance and stress

The common trend towards casualisation of the labor conditions of higher

education staff and the increased enrolment and class sizes has led to an

intensification of work. This is justified through campaigns of vilification.

Siqueira (2005) reports that in Brazil, the Cardoso government of the mid-

1990s launched, using the media, a renewed and stronger campaign against

civil servants, unions and retired public employees.


Some of the usual terms used by his government to refer to these

groups were: sluggish, negligent, agitators, old-fashioned, unpatriotic, selfish

and lazy. This is part of the global neoliberal critique of public-service

workers for being expensive self-interested workers who have ‘captured’ the

professions with their restrictive and expensive practices. In Britain, Stephen

Ball (1990, p. 22) has called this denigration ‘a discourse of derision’. In

some right-wing newspapers, such as the Daily Mail in Britain, it is more like

a ‘discourse of hate’.


This ‘new culture’ of ‘New Public Managerialism’ entails a

complementary and increasing governance of management bodies on the

basis of mistrust targeted at both students and staff, resulting in an overkill of

bureaucratic regimes of control and regulation. Formal assessment exercises

require teachers to produce explicit ‘learning aims and outcomes’. Students

have become more subject to accountancy versions of educational values.

With regard to the conception of ‘entrepreneurial management’, Alexiadou

argues this ‘tougher’ managerial discourse has direct implications for the

work of educators: ‘There is no attempt here to balance issues of professional

autonomy with issues of control. “Trust” in teachers’ professionalism is

totally displaced by performativity’ (Alexiadou, 2001, p. 429).


Soon after the abolition of the national negotiating machinery, the

Education Reform Act of 1988 introduced local management of schools

(LMS). Between 1994 and 2000, primary-school teachers’ hours increased

by 8% and secondary teachers’ hours by 5%. Stress is now the main health

and safety concern in schools; 82% of school safety representatives cite it as a

cause for concern in their school (TUC, 2000). Teachers are the most

stressed occupational group, with over 40% of teachers reporting high stress

levels (Health and Safety Executive, 2000).


Education workers face increasing surveillance, whilst both their

workload and its meaninglessness increase:
The consequences in terms of lowered morale of schoolteachers and

university lecturers between 1992 and today are clearly measurable. In
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1992 only 10 per cent of teachers and lecturers thought that they had to

‘work at high speed all or most of the time’, compared with 18 per cent

for other occupations. By the end of the decade this position was reversed

(33 per cent vs. 25 per cent), with teachers and lecturers experiencing a

hefty rise in stress. Over the same period, the proportion of teachers who

were ‘dissatisfied with their job’ more than doubled from 6 to 13 per

cent. (Green, 2002, 16, cited in Beckman & Cooper, 2004)

There have been fewer resources for student-teacher contact, and thus

greater pressure to standardise curricula and assessment criteria.[19] This is

a form of loss of autonomy, one of the aspects of proletarianisation of higher

education work forces.


In sum, there has been increased managerialisation of schooling and

intensification of teachers’ work, with ‘teachers ... driven to burnout’

(Whitty, 1997, p.305), and the proletarianisation of teachers in schools and

in further, higher and teacher education (Allen, 1999).

Trade Union Rights

Protection of the collective voice in the labour market, through independent

trade unions and employer associations and other bodies able to represent

the interests of workers and working communities, is one of the job securities

identified by the ILO (2002).


This is under attack in some states through a number of means. Three

of these are: the growth in individually negotiated/awarded performancerelated

pay (PRP), the removal of trade union pay negotiating rights, and

decentralisation/deregulation.


PRP is being introduced in various states, undermining the collective

bargaining function of trade unions. The current trend to introduce PRP in

higher education, a trend that can be observed all over the world, is

challenging the established structure of collective bargaining. This is a form

of individual pay bargaining.


This is part of the deregulation agenda of neoliberal capital, to

undermine nationally agreed pay and conditions, and to replace them with

locally negotiated agreements. Furthermore, the decentralisation of control

and the autonomy of higher education institutions weaken the ability of

unions to act.


Torres et al (2004, pp. 3-4) note that decentralisation erodes the

bargaining power of teachers’ unions. The transfer of negotiations from the

national to the provincial or local level, such as, in England and Wales,

school level or university level, can lead to different pay scales. Unions

oppose this because ‘it strikes at the heart of professional equity, under which

teachers having similar qualifications can expect the same pay and conditions

at any education institution of the same level across the country’. This

weakens unions! Without strong unions, the pay and working conditions of

average teachers/lecturers will further deteriorate, except for the few who
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receive PRP enhancements or other ‘merit rewards’, or work in a high paying

‘independent state school’, a self-governing Trust school promised in the

2005 White Paper on Education (Her Majesty’s Government, 2005).


An example of the withdrawal of trade union pay negotiating rights can

be found in England and Wales. Prior to 1988, Local Education Authorities

(LEAs) in England and Wales had financial and managerial responsibility for

schools and national collective bargaining machinery determined teachers’

pay and conditions of employment. However, the Secretary of State for

Education and Skills is, under the 1991 School Teachers’ Pay and

Conditions Act, now able to determine teachers’ pay rates, the rules of the

teachers’ pay structure and provisions on conditions of service issues, such as

working time. The Secretary of State’s decisions are legally binding and set

out in the statutory school teachers’ pay and conditions document.

4. Conclusion: resistance and restraints

Neoliberal developments in education policy are widely presented as

inevitable, uncontestable and irreversible. As Roberto Leher puts it:

The structural adjustment that dismantles the precarious Social State is

done in the name of globalization, a process presented as relentless and

irresistible, against which nothing can be done, except fitting in, even

though it may result in exponential unemployment, wild privatizations,

exchange crisis, increasing taxes and destruction of labour rights. (Leher,

2004)

This article began by suggesting that the neoliberalisation of education

decreases in workers’ pay, rights and conditions. It was argued that the

reasons for education’s massive expansion since the 1960s and 1970s are

located in capital’s ongoing drive for the extraction of more and more surplus

value.


But there is resistance, there are spaces, disarticulations, and

contradictions. And there are always awakenings, sometimes minor,

sometimes major, that the material conditions of existence – for teacher

educators, teachers, students, and workers and families more widely – simply

do not match or recognise the validity of neoliberal (or other) capitalist

discourse and policy.

Restraints on Neoliberal Policy

There are three restraining forces on the activities of neoliberal capitalism –

infrastructural, consumer-related regulation, and legitimation. The first is the

need for an educational, social, transport, welfare, housing, and so forth,

infrastructure to enable workers to get to work, to be trained for different

levels of the workforce and to be relatively fit and healthy. This restraint,

though, is fairly minimal. It is a basic needs provision that says nothing, has

no implications at all for equality in society or in education.

GLOBALISATION AND ITS EDUCATIONAL DISCONTENTS

279


The second restraint is consumer dissatisfaction and consumer

protection in the form of regulations. These, and inspectors of various sorts,

are criticised as ‘red tape’ and as bureaucrats. Yet without regulation and

enforcement in Britain, BSE (‘mad cow disease’ and foot-and-mouth disease

have flourished and been exported to continental Europe. State regulation

operates against the freedom of capitalism to do as it pleases. Hence

Conservative party policy in England and Wales in 2005 on schools is to

deregulate them, to ‘set them free’, to allow them to charge what they want

and run their own affairs. New Labour’s policy in 2005 is similar though not,

as yet, so extensive. Under current New Labour plans, not all schools are to

be deregulated. (But see Rikowski, 2005.) This ‘regulatory’ model, of the

state regulating standards (e.g. through Ofsted, Oftel, Ofgas, Ofwat, the

Financial Services Commission, the Health and Safety Commission and the

Rail Regulatory Body – regulatory bodies for various services and industries

such as, respectively, education, water and sewage, electricity, finance,

employment, railways), can be weak or strong. It can demand only basic

standards (perhaps failing to inspect regularly) or it can demand strong

controls, including controls over profits. (It is interesting that some of the

most vigorously enforced standards are those in education – testimony

perhaps to the crucial nature of the state apparatus of schooling.)


The third restraint is that capital (and the political parties they fund and

influence) needs to persuade the people that neoliberalism – competition,

privatisation, poorer standards of public services, greater inequalities between

rich and poor – are legitimate. If not, there is a delegitimation crisis and

government and the existing system are seen through as grossly unfair and

inhumane. And people demonstrate. And/or elect alternatives. And/or revolt.


To stop this delegitimation happening, to ensure that the majority of

the population consider that the government and the economic system of

private monopoly ownership are legitimate, the state uses the ideological state

apparatuses such as schools and colleges (see Althusser, 1971; Hill, 2001) to

‘naturalise’ capitalism – to make the existing status quo seem ‘only natural’.


Increasingly, across Britain and more widely (currently most

spectacularly in Venezuela [20]), neoliberal policy on education (and in other

sectors) is being challenged – intellectually, electorally, organisationally – and

in the streets.
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Notes

[1] This is explained and developed in the methodology section of this article.

[2] These are beyond the remit of this article, but are addressed, inter alia, in Hill, 2004a, b,

2005, 2006a, b; Hill et al, 2005.

[3] This is taken from Hill, 2004a, para 4. It is, of course, a common Marxist analysis.

[4] There are very many apologia for neoliberalisation, both by academics (such as Tooley,

1999, 2000, 2001) and by the organisations of international capital themselves. See, for

example, International Chamber of Commerce, 1999; International Finance

Corporation, 2001; World Trade Organisation, 2003a, b, c; World Bank Group, 2004.

[5] For a fuller analysis, see Hatcher, 2003, 2005a; Hill, 2003, 2004a, b, 2006a.

[6] These functions are well established in Marxist analysis. For example, see Althusser,

1971; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Harris, 1982; Hill, 1989,

2001, 2005b, Rikowski, 2002a.

[7] Hatcher first developed this analysis of this tripartite plan of capital. In 2001 he wrote of

an agenda for that growing sector of the economy which sees the school system

itself as a new market for profit. Business is driven to seek new potential

markets, and the public sector, including education, is seen as one of the few

major areas still left to colonise. So we can identify three related agendas – a

business agenda for what the school system should produce, an agenda for how

it should do it, and an agenda for what business itself should do within the

school system. (Hatcher, 2001)

See also Rikowski, 2001, 2002 b, c; Shugarensky & Davidson-Harden, 2003, for

evidence of this third plan of capital.

[8] I develop this further in Hill, 2005 and Hill et al, 2005.

[9] See, for example, Coates, 2001; Delgado-Ramos & Saxe-Fernandez, 2005; Halimi,

2004; Hirtt, 2004; Pilger, 2002; Puiggros, 2002; Robertson et al, 2002; Robertson and

Dale, 2003. For an explanation of the GATS and its powers and articles, see Devidal,

2004; Hill, 2005; Grieshaber-Otto, 2002; Rikowski, 2003; Shugurensky & Davidson-

Harden, 2003.

[10] This research is due to be published as Rosskam, 2005. More specifically, the project is

exploring the following questions:

1. What are the mechanisms leveraging the liberalisation of social services?

What roles are the international financial agencies playing? How do foreign

firms enter the market for provision of services? What is the impact of GATS

on these services?

2. What is the impact on clients receiving services? Is equity improved or

worsened as a result of liberalisation?

3. What is the impact of liberalisation on the quality of services?

How are existing patterns and types of investment in health care, higher
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education, employment services, pension schemes, care work, and criminal care

services influencing the seven forms of socio economic security for workers

providing those services? (ILO, 2004)

[11] As Kerlinger (1973) suggests:

Objective methods of observation are those in which anyone following the

prescribed rules will assign the same numerals to the objects and sets of objects

as anyone else. An objective procedure is one in which agreement among

observers is at a maximum. In variance terms, observer variance is at a

minimum. This means that judgemental variance, the variance due to

differences in judges’ assignment of numerals to objects, is zero. (1973, p. 491,

in Phillips, 1993, p. 70)

[12] These include Foster, Gomm and Hammersley (e.g. Foster, 1990a, b, 1991;

Hammersley, 1995, 1997, 1998, 2000; Foster et al, 1996; Foster & Hammersley, 1996;

Hammersley’s reply to his critics in Hammersley, 2001, and Patai, 2005). Critics of

Hammersley’s Taking Sides in Social Research: essays on partisanship and bias (2000),

with its demand for ‘value-free’ research, include Connolly, 2001; Delamont, 2001;

Oliver, 2001.

[13] See also Connolly, 1992; Troyna, 1994; Troyna & Carrington, 1989; Wright, 1990;

Gillborn, 1995; Griffiths & Troyna, 1995; Mirza, 1995; Oliver, 2001.

[14] These effects are regularly catalogued by Education International (http://www.ei-ie.org/)

(as well as by other organisations, such as the Public Service International, at

www.psi.org, Public World, www.publicworld.org/., the Labour Research Department,

at http://www.lrd.org.uk/default.php3?pagid=22, the Local Government Information

Unit, at http://www.lgiu.gov.uk/

[15] This was very much the stuff of trade union politics and campaigns in the 1980s in

particular. I was engaged in these campaigns, first as the Leader of the Labour Group

of Councillors on East Sussex County Council, which, like other Local Education

Authorities, was privatising school meals and school cleaning and catering services.

Second, I was involved as a regional (higher education) Chair of the lecturers’ union,

the National Association of Teachers in Further and Higher Education (NATFHE),

which was active in anti-privatisation campaigns. Third, I was Labour Parliamentary

candidate (for Brighton Pavilion constituency) in the 1979 and 1987 general elections

in Britain and active in local and national campaigns, for example, to protect and

defend the pay and conditions of low paid public service workers. Anne Gray (2004)

has examined casualisation and ‘flexploitation’ more recently in detail.

[16] This derives from Anijar & Gabbard, 2004; Anijar-Appleton & Gabbard, 2006.

[17] According to Mukhtar (2004, 2006).

[18] As of June 2005, fifteen countries have had their education plans endorsed, and are

receiving support from the FTI. They are: Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Gambia, Ghana,

Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Madagascar, Mauritania, Moldova, Mozambique,

Nicaragua, Niger, Vietnam and Yemen. The World Bank (2005) expects that ‘9 more

countries will join FTI by the end of 2005, and an additional 36 countries by the end of

2007’. More information on the EFA-Fast Track Initiative is available online at

www.worldbank.org/education/efafti. Rose (2003) also notes that in some countries,

this stipulation should mean that teacher salaries will rise.

[19] See, for example, Lipman, 2004; Hursh, 2005.
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[20] The striking success and popularity of President Hugo Chavez in Venezuela is widely

reported in the liberal and left press internationally and regular coverage in Socialist and

Marxist journals and magazines and weekly newspapers, worldwide (see also a more indepth

analysis, Gott, 2005).
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