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1 FRESH FORGES! FRESH DERBATES

In the Fifties and Sixties, the British labour movement was more or less
permanently active on the question of liquidating the grammar =chool in
favour of %he comprehensive. This is not to say of course that there was
universal antagonism in the labour movement to the grammar schools. Clearly,
the working class intake to grammar and technical schools as well as the
universities, had risen during this period, and this was reflected in
working class opinion. Nonetheless, this broad movement of opposition to
the grammar schools tock place. The postewar stabilisation of Dritish
capitalism and the asbsence of mass unemploymert, created a.siluation in
which the working class was able to make steady gains on the economic front
and achieve a gradual rise in its real standard of living. There arose a
mood of cautious optimism which spilt over into the educational question,
on which the working class movement had suffere a defeat in the Twenties.
As a result of this optimism, the working class, through a struggle in the
unions and more especially the constituency labour party organisations,
strived to bring about a situation whereby their sons and daughters could
have greater individual occupational mobility via education than they
thepselzes had ex,erienced in the past. This tactic was expres ed under the
‘slogan of 'equalily c¢f opportunity' in education. -

The more farsighted members of the ruling class were not unsympathetic to
organisational changes in secondary education through which access to higher
education toi larger numbers of working class pupils could be eased. The
technicsl schools, which were intended to meet the demand for skilled
engineers. technicians and so forth, never accounted for more than 5% of

the secondary school population at any time since they were created by the
1944 pct. The grammar schools had conspicuously failed to crcate the number
of scieance graduates required for the university expansion of the zixties,
partly owing to their failure to adjust their curriculum. To some members

of the incdustrial bourgecisie, the grammar schools were anachronisms, hang-
overs from the period in which British capitalism had been top-heavy with
financial operalious requiring thousands of clerkly employecs. The Newsom
Repori discovered nodls cf "wested ability languishing in the secondary
moderns and urgzed reform. Thus the period of posi-war economic growth came
intc conflict with the previous organisaticnal structure of secondary
educatici, ars was bourgesisie demanded a more flexible system offering
greater upward mobiliir. Juc tlie tripartite system had always been subject
to ercsion. In the Jate Forties for example, despite Ministry prohibition,
many secondary mederns were training their pupils for O Levels; in areas

of expanding populatizu the ccustructiou of segregated schools implied High
cost and uanscessary duplicaticn; and in areas which had suffered heavy
wartime damage, the opportunity to rebuild afresh coaflicted with the clumsy
tripartite blueprint of 1944, By the Sixties, the abolition of selection. at
11 years of age was under way. Today, possibly half of the school population
experience nou=-sélective secondary education.

By a lon: process therefore, the ruling class, which in the Thirties had been
opposed to children of the masses having significant access to white collar,

managerial aad technical pcsts by way of education, had coms to the view that
precisely this type of mobility was essential for British czpitalism. For its
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part, the working class believed that by way of organisational changes in
education, it had increased its occupational mobility. Wilsonism exemplified
this happy conjuncture between the classes on the question of education.

The 'white heat of technological revolution' and ‘equality of opportunity'
seemed to coincide. But the picture has changed since then. Technological
_change increases the produc*ivitly Af 1ok~ur -nd ther:zforme brings about
redundancy and the growth of a permanent pool of unemployed, Furthermore

it increases the skill content for a limited proportion of the labour

force while reducing it for the remainder (although this effect is partially
offset by 'career de-escalation'). British capital therefore feels content
at the moment to retard the rate at which selection in secondary education
is abolished. The university expansion is falling off and rationalisation

of higher education (e.g. James Report) is unc - way. Finally of course,

the electoral strength of the present Conservative Government has to be
maintained if it is to do its job on the trade unions, and this implies
certain concessions to the rump of its social base, who also happen to be
staunch defenders of the grammar schools.

From the point of view of the working class also, conditinns now look
rather different to those of the mid-Sixties. The idea that equality of
educational opportunity leads to better occupational opportunities for
individual members of their class, is only credible when conditions on

the general economic front appear favourable to social advance. when
significant unemployment berins to appear in areas like Coventry for the
first time since the War, optimisu “-~ds o wane. This situation plays
havoc with social expectations just as it docs with the planning operations
of Ministry departments. To some extent, il ~~ainl Asmanwatic ideology of
the working class means they attribute unemployment to the Tory administr-
ation rather than to the structural crisis of British capitcl. With the
return of the Lebour administration, this explanation will wear thin.

But even now the propsects on the economic front can no longer generate
the previous optimism and this implies a falling away of hopes concerning
education. The constituency labour parties no longer hum with debate about
comprehensives, although.the trade unions are now passing resolutions
about cuts in school provisions. The chief preoccupations of the working
class at present sre with the independence of the unions from the state,
wage battles, prices, retundencics and the effects of the EEC. Reflecting
this turn, thc Labour Party no longer mekes mersistent noises on the need
for educaticnal recform, slihoush the completion of the comprchensive reform
remains in its programe.

This generalisation about the working class and its changed relation to the
education question remains true despite episodic local battles on cuts im
social expenditure in this or that school or om a Thatcher prohibition etc.
British secondary education is chaotically uneven. In some areas, the debate
4s about the horrific practices of sex-educationalists, the significance of
common course studies etc. In others, it is still about 'protecting standards'
or the inborn character of 'intelligence'; in yet others l46cal attention is
focused on the physiczl condition of slum schools. But, with the exception

of straightforward cuts in items 1like school provisions, these debates do

not have deep impact on the organisations in which the mass of the workers
are at present struggling - by and large the trade unions. Yet simultaneously
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with this decline in working class activism on the question of education,
teachers themselves are becoming more preoccupied with a1l these various
jtems. This is clear from both NUT conferences and the rapid growth of
Rank & File itself. Many more teachers are now prepared to struggle, often
in one school or one borough, on a whole range of issues from expenditure,
conditions, reorganisation, to the victimisation of radical teachers by
the LEAs. Symptomatic of this changed relationship is the fact that very
often in these intense local battles, the forces most easily mobilised in
support of the teachers are the pupils, rather than the organisations of
the labour movement.

This is very important. In the Fifties teachers seldom stuck their necks

out in this way. The most politically conscious teachers were active in

the constituency organisations. Seldom were struggles conducted directly
within the schools themselves, although no doubt cases of this can be

found. This issue in the constituencies was how to bring about comprehensives
and this required a change in the government. To do this it was not necessary
to struggle in the schools at all but merely to mobilise support via the
constituency organisations and the trade unions for the educational part

of the electoral programme of the Labour Party. Among the best represent-
atives of this layer of teachers were the many Communist Party and Labour
Party members who entered the teaching profession via the imergency Training
Scheme during the Forties, and who today occupy many leading positions in

the NUT. As an organisation, the NUT played a supporting role in this
struggle to change the govermment. But in regard to teachers as employees,
and therefore to the great mass of teachers, the NUT was a weak trade union
and was unable to pursue the economic struggle of teachers with much vigour.
Only very recently, following a severe defeat on the economic front in the
early Sixties, has the NUT waged a big fight which involved the mass of
teachers. The strike of 1970, subscquent affiliation to the TUC and the
growth in NUT membership, are signs of a new economic militancy.

The decline of working clas™ involvement, the lifelessness of the constit-
uency labour parties, and the worsening of teachers' living standards and
working conditions ~ all these long-Term processes have served to regroup
the political vanguard of the teaching profession algonside the mass of
teachers for a struggle within and through the NUT and in the schools
themselves, in three main areas: reorganisaticnal questions, expenditure,
and their own wages and conditions.

The previous passivity of the mass of teachers flowed from the relative
security they enjoyed in the Thirties, along with other white-collar state -
employees, during the years of mass unemployment. But the post-war period
has seen their wage: levels well overtsken by millions of manual workers,
and teachers no longer constitute a 'priveleged' group. The present rate
of inflation brings their accumulated grievances to the surface. This
occurs at a time when there is a permanent crisis of social expenditure

in British society. In order to struggle effectively therefore it is
necessary for teachers to break from the notion that their ideals of
public service imply an identity of interests between themselves and the
state. Indeed, the state's actions in dismantling certain features of the
social services, makes this difference of interest apparent. This conflict
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between the ideals of public service and the material reality of decaying
capitalism is not of course specific to teachers. Local government workers
for example, find themselves enforcing an end to state subsidised housing
for many working class families by being forced to implement 'fair' rents,
rather than serving the 'public' by increasing this subsidisation in line
with the ideology of welfare capitalism. Other .xamplss could be found.
But the new militancy, and the accompanying ideological crisis among

state employees, is peculiarly deep among teachers, partly because the
teaching profession has been heavily reinforced in recent years by a :
fresh generation of teachers from the universities and training colleges.
‘These fresh forces are not burdened down by the defeats of the past, and
experience the gap between the ideal and the real much more sharply than
the older vanguard elements in the NUT, For these young teachers there is
no question that teachers suffer from low pay and that welfare capitalism
is in essence hypocrisy.

But the radicalisation among younger teachers brought about by these
general processes, are further deepened by the fact that we are now at

the end of a period of structural reform in primary and secondary education
and entering a period of rationalisation. iven among the old guard itself,
there has been a reappraisal. They see that the coming of comprehensives
has not necessarily increased the economic prospects of the working class.
Of course, many of them will continue to campaign for comprehensives, and
the return of the Labour Party to government is seen as the next step on
the road. But at the same time, many of them now see that 'equality of
opportunity' is not necessarily achieved by reorganisation or the ending
of selection at 11 years of age. This explains the popularity of theorists
like Bernstein who have c¢volved other explanations as to why equality of
opportunity is not a reality ('language codes' and so on). Bernstein
himself is symptomatic of the marked growth of liberal critiques over the
last few years., Many among the old guard have moved on from urging simply
changes in organisational form to changes in teaching technique and gener-
ally humanising the pupil-teacher relationship. But this resurrection of
liberalism still remains within the general problematic of 'equality of
opportunity' i.e. how can we end disciimination against children of the
working class so that they can all have the chance of getting into hi gher
education and from there into white-collar occupations.

This shift of emphasis within the general debate about education, from
organisational form to changing the pupil-teacher relationship and teaching
technique in general, is encouraged by many of the younger teachers coming
into the profession from the colleges. Many of them have never been in the
organisations of the labour movement and are not so deeply influenced by
the old slogans. They easily break out of the problematic of ‘equality of
oppartunity' and have a .different conception of their role in education to
that of the older generation of militants. They see reforms in teaching
technique as a means of launching an assault on the "values" of society

as a whole. This is the result of a confluence between its generalised
anti-authoritarian and anti-bureaucratic ideology and the various material
changes in the schools conseguent upon comprehensive reorganisation. It

is this which has given Rank & File its dynamic. What are these material

changes? .
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" The transition from the tripartite system of secondary education to the
comprehensive, has very important effects on the consciousness of those
involved. The three-tier system tried to create a broad one-to-one corr-

- espondence betwden type of school, type of curriculum, and type of occup-
ation. But the comprehensive school breaks down this correspondence in
its quest for greater flexibility and upward mobility. But the concentr-
ation of many social destinies, several curriculums and several layers
of teachers, under the one roof - this creates an immediate pedagogic
(not to say administrative) crisis. This pedagogical crisis is important,
for it lays the material foundation for the type of conceptions expressed

< in Rank & File. To take an example of this crisis. If the selection at
llyears of age is dbolished in a certain area, the type of teaching methods
and curriculum, the grading and streaming practices etc, relative to the
9-11 age group of the primary school, are made redundant. The solution
adopted is to concentrate grading, streaming and even course differentiation
further up the age range of the school. In some areas therefore, we discover
all-through comprehensives which stream, grade and differentiate their
pupils only in the last three years or so of their schooling. The distinction
between primary and secondary itself breaks down. A plethora of experiments
at the level of teaching technique have arisen as a result. One of the
most significant developments has been the initiation of common-courses
and the break-up of the trnditional curriculum in many regions of the school.

Of course, the break-up of traditiomal curricula does not flow solely from

~ the crisis of reorganisation. The rapidly changing body of knowledge in
capitalist society makes flexibility and adaptability among certain layers
of workers,of key importance, since investment in too narrowly specialised
categories of labour can be a liability. There has also been the necd for
specific types of labour which involve complex decision making (social
workers for example). Finally, within the secondary moderns, experimentation
along precisely the same lines has been motivated by rather different
considerations: how to keep the proverbial 'D¥ streams preoccupied with
activities which, although having no value on the labour market, at least
prevent the pupils from tearing the school apart. The need for this sort
of 'social engineering' by no means disappears in the comprehensive, where
the ex-patriates from grammar and secondary modern sit side by side under
the one roof.

But for those teachers most concerned with extending this type of reform,
a material contradiction opens up. While it is clearly possible to eliminate
grading, streaming and course differentiation from certain regions of the
school as a result of reorganisation, it is equally apparent that these
phenomena cannot be removed altogether. Indeed, they are pushed further
up the school into a more intense concentration, The relaticnship between
education and occupation therefore comes into question for these teachers
in a way not experienced by the older political elements in the profession.
On the one hand, it appears as though it would be possible to sever the
~link between education and occupation in this or that region of the
. school, while on the other hand this link is simultaneously strengthened.
- .Those areas of teaching practice immediately fre: from occupational consid-
 erations become a 'symbol' for a new educational principle, ome which is
- opposed to the "rat race'” of the competitive education system. The reason
these conclusions are drawn is because the material contradiction facing
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these teachers is refracted through the prism of political ideologles
which are outside of social-democracy, although they are pariial and
confused. The old radical-tradition of the university has therefore by
a curtous process migrated to the secondary school. Education, it is
re-asserted, should be a 'value in itself", not a functional requirement
of occu, ation. Between exploratory learning and expository teaching, a
debate about educational 'tedhnique with political overtones has arisen.

It is interesting to note another side to this transition. One of the
cardinal features of the education system in Britain has been the
exclusion of contemporary social life from the school curriculum. In
those countries where bourgeois jolitical parties need to do everything
;ossible to broaden their social and political base, perty-political
rituals are introduced into the schools. In Britain this has not been

the case, although big battles were once fought by the labour movement
over the principle of church-control of education. Neither political
ritual, nor contemporary social life in the schools: this has been a
silent social pact between e classes in Britain. But the new "exploratory
learning’’ techniques and a topic-orientated curriculum, have resulted in
a big intrusion of the contemporary world into the schools. All manner
of social, sexual, racizl and political questions now form the subject-
matter of tojics and projects. For traditional liberalism, the world is
simply material on which the teeth of 'reason' are cut and over which
reason arbitrates in non-partisan fashion. But this neutrality is impossihle
to sustain in the school. The fact that many young teachers are Hreed

in practice to take up partisan positions on a whole range of social
questions, is a sign of a very dangerous process for the ruling class,
especially in the present period of intensified class struggle in British
society. ;

Of course, these processes drive only a small minority to take radical
positions, and this minorty is by and large drawn from the new members

of the rofession. Vast masses of teachers however do not show any dramatic
political signs of having been affected by these changes, although many
older teachers ex;érience insecurities of status as a result of them.
Coupled with the administrative problems of large comprehensives, this
creates a situation in which there’is often no consensus in the school
staff room on any issue whatsoever, and a breakdown of administration

is common in many schools. " :

The effects of reorganisation on the pupils is equally important. Jlthough
there was some change in the Twenties and Thirties, the structure of
secondary education was essentially simple in this period. The fee-paying
grammar schools taught what was then called 'secondary' education (referring
to a ty.e of education rather than an age group) to children of many :
ages from those social backgrounds which enabled parents to finance them
privately. On the other hand, the state provided universal 'elementary'
education for the children of the broad masses up to 13 or 14 years of
age. The classical curriculum gs well as the internal regime of the
grammar school, were functionally related to the requirements of state

and company administration, bureaucratic josts of one kind or another.

The ‘clementary® schools on the other hand taught an clementary curriculum

R
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of literacy, numeracy and sometimes simple technical skills. and the
regime in these schools was extremely severe, arising from both the
‘general conditions of mass education carried out with low expenditure
and the fact that in the last quarter of the nineteenth century the
board school teacher was paid on the basis of how maeny half-starved
pupils attended school and were passed as literate and numerate by the
travelling Inspectors.

The socialist movement before the First World war had fought for the
'common school' in which all jupils would have equal education regardless
of social background, and the labour aristocracy in particular had fought
for the extension of technical education in the board schools and freelence
institutes which sprang up in areas such as the Midlands. The depression
years put an end to the first of these hopes, and the bi-partite system
remained intact. Nonetheless, the bourgeoisie at the same time decided
“to allow a small number of working class pupils into the grammar schools
while technical education more or less stagnated. If the working class
wanted 'secondary' education let them fight among themselves for a few
miserable scholarship places in the grammar schools. Precise admipistrative
‘measures (the scholarship system) were installed for this purpose, and
the resulting competition between pupils in the upper reaches of the
elementary school gave rise to extensive theorising about the imborn
character of intelligence, notions which were to receive considerable
amylificatlon following the $econd World War. The economic growth which
began once again in the later Thirties and continued to the late Sixties,
brought about the introduction of selectiorn at 11, the birth of a new
‘school known as 'technical', and brought the grammer schools into the
"‘overall state system. The increasing need for certain categories of
skilled labour in which the distinction between mamual and intellectual
competence was no longer clearly drawn, lead to the installation of a
formidable system of mobility channels both between schools and within
each category of school. The comprehensive school represents a rational-
isation and consolidation of entire education system into one ascending
competitive ladder.

From a historical and theoretical point of view there is little difference
in principle between an education system organised around the idéa..

of strict segration and one organised around the idea of segregation
through competition. But there is a distinctive difference as far as

the consciousness of the pupils is concerned. For the pu,ils of the old
elementary school, the school was simply a prison, and one's experience
in school had little bearing on social destiny. But the appearance of

the single ascending competitive ladder, making it appear possible for
all pupils to travel from one type of school to another (and to different
levels within the one school) - this process creates an important feature
of the pupils' consciousness. Indeed, it could even be said to structure
it. On the one hand, the state system announces to the pupils the possib-
ility of all pupils acquiring a full and rounded education and an ‘open'
socizl destiny; yet on the other hand, the compétitive system has been
designed to ensure precisely the opposite effect - a division between
intellectual and manual training and success-failure differentiation

both between these categories and within these categories as well; This
contradiction has come to increasingly govern the way in which pupils
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relate to their educational circumstances and indeed through them to the
world in general. From the point of view of the ruling class, who are
res;onsible for financing education, grading, streaming and examinations
provide a more or less efficient complex of selection mechanisms through
which it is possible to achieve the correct'spread'of social expenditure.
sfter all, tke creation of a scicntist =n? the creation of a manual
worker require different magnitudes of capital expenditure from the
ruling class. They are prepared to invest no more and no less than is
strictly necessary for the reproduction of these different labour powers,
and therefore the right number of pupils have to be nominated to redeive
these different levels of expenditure. Competition within the entire -
school population is the best means of achieving this, given that it

is impossible today for the ruling class to provide sufficient numbers
of intellectual workers from its own ranks- (of course this competition
will never be perfect competition for a whole variety of reasons from
the continued cxistence of the private sector to language codes etc.)
But from the point of view of the pupils, things look very different.
211 circumstances now insist that social destiny is not determined

by objective social processes, but by the quantum of brain matter, or
the "type' of brain matter, they bring to school - some pupils seeming
to be more fortunate in this respect than othérs. The natural theory

of intelligence is not only one of the components of working class
ideology but it also forms the fundamental premise of bourgeois educat-
ional theory.

It is this contradiction between what the education system announces
and proclaims and what its material reality insists, which generates

the tremendous anger and frustration of the working class youth in the
schools. Post-war working class youth has not besn able to find an
expression for this by joining the traditional organisations of the
working class - either the social-democracy or the burcaucratised

trade unions. The gang culture of urban youth has to be seen agesinst
this background (although not reduced to it). But all the processes

of change going on in the schools which we have just noted, provide

a framework in which this revolt can find an orgenised expression within
the schools themselves. The breakdown in administration, the rise of
new pedagogic principles which are incompatible with rigid authority,

and the lack of any clearly defined ethos within the comprehensive, all a
‘create a framework in which organisation and expression can take place
more easily. The beginnings of organisation among school pupils have
been made by the SiAU and the NUSS. Struggles against discipline, political
repression, school uniform and so on, have emerged. This developuent
takes place, it should be remembered, against a background of big

social battles going on between theunions and government, in which

the parents of many pupils are obviously involved. The recent pupil
strikes, in which pupils from grammar, secondary modern and comprehensive
schools, participated, illustrate the influence of the student movement
on the one hand (transmitted via the sixth-forms) and the imprint of

the worhers movement on the other. Equal important are those scattered
struggles undertaken by pupils in support of victimised teachers. These
movements have laid the material foundations for future struggles by
both teachers and pupils ageinst the authorities, and even solidarity
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between the school population and workers, This becomes even more likely
when it is remembered that the high rate of youth unemployment has effects
within the schools. The impossibility of school-leavers finding work
further undermines the credibility of the official ideology concerning

the nature of the schools. The raising of the school leaving age by the
present government in order to evade the problem of youth unemployment
finapcially, is a cynically obvious move,which at the same time ensures
that this explosive material explodes in the school and not the labour
exchange. :




There are very favourable circumstances for the growth of Rank & File

in the National Union of Teachers. On the wages front the NUT has been
through a period of weeskness while the most conscious and politicised
elements conducted the bulk of their activity in the constituency parties.
These twin factors created a low level of rank and file activity in the
union. The present turn in the situation - the decline of constituency
organisation as the centre of political activity for the working class,
the growth of economic militancy among state employees, and the changing
social composition of the membership - all this has meant a rebirth of
renk and file activity. Rank & File therefore cxipresses the spontaneous
needs of the most active teachers in the union and creates the necessary
precondition for struggle against a leadership which has been free from
rank and file pressure for a whole period. Many of the best elements in
the profession today are organised in Rank & File.

Like all movements among teachers, R&F expresses the dual charactdr of
teachers both as employees and educators. It takes up positions, like
NUT itsclf, on issues relating to wages and condi?ions as well as gencral
educational issues. The rationale for Rank & File s existence must be

to change the policies and leadership of the NUT in both these respects.
The question is however what sort of programme and policies should the
NUT have? This can only be answered by asking ourselves another question:
what role should teachers play in the struggle for socialism in the
present political and economic circumstances?

The present perspectives of R&F actually give several different answers

to this question, answers which tend to tug and pull in different
directions. Bach of them represent different social forces and different
politicsl ideologies, and each of them aspire to give the NUT a dominant
strategic line. But in our view none of them provide a correct answer

to the question or seriously deal with the problems involved in doing

so. Bach of them seizes on some partial aspect of the relationship between
teachers and society as a whole and yresent this in a confused and distorted
form. The way in which each of them seeks to become dominant threatens

to disintegrate R&F in the long run and renders it blind in the meantime
to the real political meaning which its activities have in this or that
set of political circumstances. What are these answers and political
ideologies underlying them?

l The first answer to the question is provided by the 'trade unionist' wing.
' The working class is orgenised in trade unions, teachers are organised in
trade unions. Therefore, more nilitant trade unionism among teachers on
wages and conditions will win teachers to the working class movement by
creating a sense of solidarity in parallel struggle. Of course, even were

this view definitively correct (after all, the trade union struggle of

the manual workers can just as well be experienced by teachers as a threat
because they are unable to keep up with manual workers and the inflation
they appear to cause), this is hardly an adequate answer to a political
gaestion, since it reduces the working class to one of its organisations

of struggle. "Working class struggle" comes to denote ''trade union struggle',
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This line is inadcquate as an answer to the question. It simply leaves out
of account the dual character of teachers as both educators a d employees.
It forgets that teachers relate to the working class movement just as much
through their struggles on educational issues and their ideological outlook
on these matters, as they do when struggling on- the sort ofr-things which the

working class happens to be preocaupicd with at® the present time. This

tendency thinks of an ta1liance' between teachers and- the working class

*_ terms of physical masses marching side by side, and not in political

terms. The fact is that there is elready a political alliance between

the most active secticn of teachers and the working class. But it is based

on social-democratic ideas, objectives and methods of ‘struggle. The problem
therefore is to change the political character of this alliance. Of course,
additional links with the trade unions, mutual solidarity and parallel economic
struggle are extremely important, perhaps even the dominant element at the

- present time given the pay freeze, the Industrial Relations .ct,etc. But'

this in no way constitutes a strategy for Rank & File. This line also has’
certain dangers for R&F because some individuals in the 'trade unionist'.
wing clearly experience a certain hostility to the debate about educational

“questions going on in R&F, secing this as a tdiversion' from the main

business of getting on with the ‘struggle" (in the union ).

On the other extreme, there is the libertarian answer to our central problem. |
The libertarian element situates itself very firmly within the debate about
the educational issues. For them, the conditioning factor if not the actual
cause of problems in education,are the relations of authority within the
schools, specifically the relationship between the Headmaster and the staff,
and the staff and pupils. in authoritarian relationship between pupil and
teacher, a 'dictatorial' Head, school discipline, regimentation of pupils,
repression of spontaneity - this complex of observations about the schools
serves as an explanation of the educational malsise under capitalism. These
authority relationships are interpréted as 'the power structure', and the
specific 'power structure' of the schools is parallel to and extension of
the "power structure™ of society as a whole which is characterised as bur-
eaucratic or authoritarian. This trend of thought is not peculiar to the
tenching field. It tends to see 2ll jndustrial sccicties as automatically
and imevitably bur:aucratic, and this reflects the historical impasse of

the working class movement, caught between monopoly capitalism on the one
hand and the stalinist degeneration of the workers states on the other. It
also expresses quite directly the disorientation and proletarianisation of
white-collar workers in the vast bureaucracies of capitalist state and firm.
It also emerges in the student milieu and has done so in an organised form.
Once having taken a position on the educational issues, the libertarian wing
of Rank & File proposes a strategic line for ‘teachers which corresponds to
its own political outlook and objectives. It does not think in terms of the
struggle for socialism, rather the struggle for what is called 'democracy in
society" (Democracy.in Schools - see below). is part of this struggle it
wishes to introduce ‘'democracy" into the schools and bring about a new
involvement of the “community at large" in democratically reformed institutions
in general. It is the burcaucratic mismanagement of institutions which is
the central problem in modern society. The strategic line flowing from this
type of analysis is dominant in R&F at the moment.
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This wing does not draw an implicit relationship between the fight in the
schools and the struggle of the working class. Nonetheless, various answers

to our question ha¥e been generalised out of the libertarian strategy. This
has been done by members of the International Socialism group who have
considerable influence in R&F. These answers are very curious, and this is
bound to be the case given the way in which IS have adapted themselves to

this political current - but more of this later on. In the pamphlet, Democracy
in Schools, a number of remarks are made for example to the effect that if
schools could be turned imto '"democratic communities'’, this would give the
future generation of workers a more anti-burcaucratic consciousness. This
would conflict with the realities of capitalist society and generate a
revolutionary struggle. This view is put forward in the context of a discussion
in that pamphlet about a speech of Mr Short which sounded remarkably like

the sort of things which the authors of the pamphlet were saying about having
a more democratic society; the authors protest that 'real' democracy in
schools would result in the parliamentary system to which Mr Short is so
attached being swept away! Underlying this there is a certain analysis of

the character of education. The various features of the school are explained
in terms of an alleged 'meed' of the ca,italists fo have "docile" workers

who don't cause much trouble to the bosses. The schools are therefore
institutions which discipline the workers before they go into the factories.

A variant of the argument is that the content of education itself is some-
thing called 'bourgeois ideology', and the education system little more than
a means by which 'middle-class ideas" are pushed down the throats of '"working
class" pupils. The general idea underlying this whole mode of argumentation
is that the working class can be made more militant, even revolutionary, as

a result of change in the relations of euthority within the schools. s

We will have to deal with these ideas in more detail later on because although
they represent a refreshing break from social-democratic sterilities about
occupation, they are incorrect. is a strategic line for R&F they treat only
one side of the picture - teachers' role as educators. But as far as their
economic struggle is concerned, it says very little. Indeed, the scheme for
our democratic community in the school put forward in the pamphlet actually
compromises these struggles as we will show. But even in relation to the
educational questions which it considers to be its propecty, the libertarian
current often takes up a position of childish leftism. In so far as it takes
on an overtly political colouration, the only ideas reaflily available are
those which regard education as 'really' "middle-class" or 'really' 'ideology''.
This lesds it to reject the historical geins made by the labour movement

in education, and can even lead to the attitude that teachers are 'really’
tagents of the ruling class" (this is actually put forward in an IS document
written by Chanie Rosenberg for the Birmingham R&F conference in the Spring
of 1972). These ideas of course simply rcinforce the prejudices of the
nfreei'~schoolers and induce a guilty paralysis in those teachers remaining

in the state system. Of course, the NUT should defend those free schools

which exist in so far as they are subject to repression by the state, but

it should not put forward theidea of ‘'free' schools, since this amounts in
practice to an evasion of the problems facing the vast majority of theschool
population. "Free" schools do not constitute a strategic line for the NUT, much
less give =n answer to the problems we have posed, '

e e — o o g R
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The debate about '"free' schools illustrates the weaknesses of libertarian
methodology. Its central flaw lies in reducing the entire system of social
relationships in the education system to one of its aspects: the rclations

of authority between Head, teachers and pupils. The ideal conditions under
which generous educational ideals can be put into practice can therefore

only be created by destroying these relations of authority. From this position
several paths of development are possible. The one which is dominant in R&F
at the moment is the view that by ''democratising'' the authority relationships
some sort of improvement in education will take place. The flip side of this
coin is the view that this is not possible and 'humanised" conditions for
"educational activity can only be created outside the state system - the
"free! schools. Both of these views are incorrect. We shall examine the

first in detail in a moment. is far as "free'" schools are concerned however,
it must surely be clear that the general social conditions under which
education takes place outside the state system are not radically different
from those within the state system. The significance of the educational
process for the pupils is not governed by whether it occurs under "humanised'
conditions or not, but the fact that it is bound up with social destiny.
Clearly the social destiny of those educated within the free schools is

just as much the key factor determining their world outlook (and,therefure
the way they relate to their education) as it is in the state school. In

other words these pupils and teachers cannot escape the generalised social
~relations of capitalism, even though they may escape some of their authoritarlnn
featuras. : : i

In eduitlon to these twa currents in Rank & File, it is p0551bketo find a
sprinkling of those who believe in the need to reform education but who
protest that this has nothing to do with polities at all. They see increases
in expenditure, end of selection at 11 years of age, new teaching techniques
and so on, as simply 'good things' in themselves. Having no conscious relation
to politics, educztional liberals. do not propose any strategy for implementing
these things other than changing (bourgeois) "publkc opinion" - the opinions
of teachers, Heads, psychologists etc. Many of the new ideas they propose and
advocate are of course extremely valuable in themselves. The '"mew mathematics!
for example offers a much easier way of teaching mathematics, by utilising
the physical sensec of relationships between objects rather than the memorisation
of formulae. However it is impossible to teach the entire school population
equally and effectively for reasons which are precisely to do with politics.

Finally, there is a distinct social-democrati¢ current in Rank & File which
represents the sort of political alliance between teachers and the working
class which has been dominant in the past. The social-democratic tactic of
reforming education in order to increase the occupational prospects of individual
members of the working class, has a contradictory political meaning. It comes
to the surface among teachers because it corresponds to the actual practice

of the working class movement in relation to education during those historical
periods when it has been strongly organised - from the late 1890's to the
early 1920's, and from the end of Wworld War Two to the late Sixties, The
struggle of the great mass of the working class for a unified system of free
comprehensive education (the common school as it was once called), was in

one sense, an extension the principles governing struggle on the economic
front. This struggle hss been conducted sector by sector, trade by trade and
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region by region. The mass of workers saw the fight in education in similar
terms, particularly since the War: in order that their individual offspring
could get into those trades, sectors or regions which had better cornditions
for the sale of labour power than their own. fZquality of educational opport-
unity meant the opportunity for individuals to travel up the occupational
scale. The social-democratic vanguard of the working class was therefore
fighting for something which was a contradiction in terms from a formal
point of view. Nonetheless, these struggles are contradictory because the
corollary of a unified education system is the abolition of those priveleged
and private sectors of education which were (and are) the exclusive preserve
of the ruling classes. This fight therefore took on the character of an
overt struggle dgainst some of the rights which the ruling class reserved
for itself, such as the right to educate its children in the lavish way

it does without reference to the state or to society in general. This fight
in education therefore toock on a very overt class meaning and to this
extent  a unifying agent on the working class. This struggle has at times
taken on even revolutionary overtones for it represents an attack on the
priveleges of the ruling class and therefore its structural position in
society in a way that the trade union struggle seldom does. This overall
conflict between the classes on the educztional terrain provides the material
basis for the millenarian vision of education under socialism which the
intellectuals of the labour movement(prior to the Firs: World wWar especially)
have held. In so far as teachers have allied themselves with the working
class movement in the past therefore, they have retained these visions (in

a more shadowy form) despite the ups and downs in the involvement and
interest of the working class in the educational question.

it the present time however, the social-democratic current is suffering a
crisis of forces for the reasons outlined in Chapter One. The old objectives
remain: 'a vast increase in educational expenditure'!, '"abolition of all
priveleged sectors and the creation of compulsory comprehensive education
for all'(from the "immediate aims" of the present programme of Rank & File)
It has no social forces of sufficient weight to achieve this visior,once

the working class, who adopted these aims for their own reasons, diverts

its attention to other fronts. This current can ther¢fore propose no
strategy for- reglising these "immediate aims'. Their millenarian content
has been inherited by the libertarian wing of the teaching profession.

The shell of the social-democr.tic forces among teachers can propose little
more at the present time than the return of a +“abour administration pledged
to fulfil the old dreams. In so far as these social forces exist, and in

so far as they are replenished by the anti-Tory campaigns of organisations
like International 3ocialism, the spontanupus stratery which they adopt holds
considerable dangers for Rank & File. For example, the return of a Labour
administration may well make it easier to push forward z few more steps

in the direction of completing the comprehensive revolution, improving
school buildings etec. On the other hand, one of the first moves of a new
Labour administration will be to try to get a.voluntary incomes policy.

with the trade unions. Since this social-democrztic current has no mass
base for its struggle in education, it inevitably ties itself to the.

labour bureaucracies. The return of Labour may mean a temporary paralysis
of the militants in the uniocns, cowed by the argument that to push forward
with wage claims and defy the voluntary policy would bring down the govern-
ment and result in the return of the dreaded Tories. In the NUT, this debate
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could teke a specific form: to push ahead with salary increcases when the
new Labour governem is kind enough to throw a few sops of educstional
reform, would be treachery, the right wing will argue. Of course from the
point of view of the class struggle there is no necessary contradiction
betwsen these things. The confusion might arise however from the fact that
for socials@emocratic ideology, the key precondition for social advance of
any kind is to change the government. Having changed the government, the
superiority of the "political® struggle (for comprehensives) over the
"economic' struggle (in the unions) becomes an argument for tying the
organisations of the working class closely to the government and therefore
to the bourgeois state. Oneof the tasks of Rank & File in the coming period
is therefore to recast its arguments in favour of comprehensives and
educational reform on a non-social-democratic basis: that is on grounds

of the class stgggg;eg n t rou that this will lead to changes
in occupati oppo 3g2£§§ Hgggégirggggﬁ to resolve this question in

the final chapter of the pamphlet.

The absence of any correct overall framework in which all the various
struggles of teachers (and pupils) can be placed, leaves Rank & File victim
to the constant strugsle between these various currents. .t the present
time, the libertarian wing is dominant, znd the. existing programme of

Rank & File shows a marked tendency to motivatg};ta various demands for
education reform in educational terms rather than from an overall conception
of the class struggle. As a consequence, the number one demand is for
"control of the school to be in the hands of staff, pupils, parents,

local community erganisations and the Local Education iuthority". We must
now see where this would lead Rank & File. :




2 DEMOCRACY’

The libertarian current announces itself very clearly in the operming lines
of the pamphlet:

True democracy means the real involvement of all the members of a
commnity in all the decisions that affedt that community, /ind by
real involvement we do not simply mean the right to vote but the
right to participate in an informed way during all stages of disc-
ussion and to have the absolute certainty that once a decision is
made it will be carried out promptly and efficiently by those
entrusted by the community with this responsibility.

This pamphlet is concerned with preciscly this altermative in one
area of society - in our schools. ilthough we are aware that such
a change cannot be considered in isolation from changes in sodiety
as a whole, we believe that our demands and changes in attitude
that will arise from the struggle to impleméent them, will form a
part of the struggle for democracy in society... : ;

This current is fighting for "democracy in society", and proposing preeise
means for implmenting it in our schools as part of their struggle. well
let us see where this takes us. - s

_ The pemphlet locates the immediate if not the main enemy in the education
system as the Headmaster in the school. The pamphlet notes, correctly, that
be has very extensive powers over teachers, pupils and other workers in the
school: powers to fire teachers, exclude pupils from the school, determine
curriculum, carry out punishment, dictate this or that teaching method and
80 on. These powers are described as '"dictatorial' and the Head the 'last
vestiges of the idea of sbsolute monarchy', The pamphlet then goes on to
sugzest he be deposed. But this immediately raises the problem of what

we are going to put into his place. The authors propose that the vacuum

be filled by a new reformed governing body, to which the Head will be
electorally resnonsible,

True to their promise to mzke '"detailed organisetional proposals for our
schools', the authors construct the following scheme. In broad outline,

it seems that parents, pupils, teachers and the Local EZducation Luthorities
are each to have their own representatives (in the first three cases elected
from Councils) on the governing body. The Governing Body is to be renovated
8o that each of the three councils, '"bssic electoral bodies of the school",
are represented alongisde the Lii. In order to make this four-party
govermment ''democratic'i: :

We recommend therefore that the three associations and representatives
of the LEA shall have numerically equal representation on the Governing
Body.

If we understand the writers correctiy, each of these bodies is to have 25%
representation on the Governing Body, and therefore presumably 25% of the
vote. The Headmaster has been deprived of all legislative rights and these

plig
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passed to the r:formed Governing Body:

There can be no half-way house on policy-making; either it is the
responsibility of the Head, as at present, or it is transferred to
Constituent . ssociations of the Governing body, of which the Staff
Council is one. ;

The job of the various Councils is to make ‘irecommendations’ to the
Govarning Body whose representctives then collectively make the final
decisions. Quite obviously then, not only the Head, but also the LE. can

no longer be the legislative body in the schouls, since the Head has no :
power at all 2nd the Lul have only 25% of the power in each of the schools
in their area under this arrangement. sut then a curious thing happens in
the argument:

The essential ingredient for democratic control is that the major
recommendations of staff concerning organisation, curriculum and 1
finance should be taken by the staff as a whole, within the framework :
laid down by the Govéining Body, the L., and national educational ol
policy. (p.11)

This is a bit puzzling. On the one heand, the Ldéh have 25% of the votes,

yet they retain the right to lay down the iframework’ within which all
decisions and recommendations must be made! Furthermore, a fifth party

has entéred in to the picture rather unobtrusively, and this party does

not seem to have any representatives at all on the democratic Governing

Body: 'mational educational policy'. dut who determines this? Why, the
Government of course. what is actually being  roposed therefore is that
parents, teachers and pupils shouid elect represent=tives who will collect-
ively implement the nationsl educational policy lazid down by the Govermment

and the Li.., a2 policy ovar. which teachers have no ‘democratic control’ at 5!
all. Well, certainly we could change the Government every five years by

voting it out., But the authors don't regard this as lidemocracy' at all.

.s they say, they want i'mot simply the right to vote, but the right to
participate in an informed way during all stages of discussioni'. This could |
hardly describe the reclationship between the DES and the Cabinet in bourgecis ' |
society. Clearly, there' is something phoney about this scheme. :

The authors have made a big mistake here. Possibly their error flows from
laying so much stress on the -Head's activities being arbitagﬁ. Of course

if one makes facetious, though colourful, parallels betwecen Heads and
Monarchs, this notion could easily result. But in fact the fead is no more ‘
than an extension of the state bureaucracy. He is directly responsible to

it. He may appear to be arbitary in his actions, but this is perhaps detailedi
policy is not laid down for every aspect of -school life by the DES or |
because the administrslive chzos of the school is so intense. But he is

no less an extension of the state bureaucrscy for that. Therefore, eliminating
the Head in no way alters the functionc wvhich th: H- -4 wroviously discharged.
iny new body which took his place wou.d carry out the same functions and

have the same responsibilities. Any new body would in fact be responsible to
the same state burcaucracy. Our authors implictly admit this when they talk
about recommendations being within national educational policy. The collecctive
which is to replace the Head would therefore differ in no essential way from
the Head himself, since they would occupy the same social relationship to the
state.
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The notion that the Lifi could ever donsent to having s mere 25% of the
power by sitting on cur reformed Governing body is in curious contradictlon
with whet our authors say about the iLils:

is we have sgid, schools are a rcflection (?) of society. The LEL
is the ggency which trznslates this reflection into polieies. s
selection and examination are necessary in our prescent society, to
sift out thos¢ few who will 'make it', this is reflected through the
policies of the LE.. /.= society's prioritics are so distorted as to
place defence on 2 par with ecdueztion, and.jrofit above nwed, this
too must be roflected, and is, in the shoestring budgeting forced on
LE.s. .s society'ds hierarchicel, the Lul will 2lmost always uphold
the hierarchy in schools, in 51aing with the Head teacher zgainst
\those who fight for democracy.

The authors have hit & snag. It is c¢asy to eliminate Headmasters, in theory
at least, and replace him with a élique of represent tives. But this new
body is still faced with the problem of its relationship to the LE.. Initially
the suthors tried to reassure us on this by implying the LA only had 25%
of the votes. But when the authors talke a closer look at it, it is perfectly
clear to them thst the L., is an agent of ‘'society's priorities’’, and it

is within these priorities that our recommendations must be made. This is

a bit disappointing since we had been led to believe that we were pctually
going to get some _.ower by reforming the Governing Body., Not only is the
Head an instrument of the L., the LE/ itself is the instrument of farther
and farther removed levels of the state burcaucrecy. Whzt is more, in this
light the Head's decisions arc no more arbitsry than those of the Lui, end:
the LE. no more ‘‘dictatorial’ then the nead, Rather their decisions flow
from national policy which is besed on the priorities of bourgeois society,
which these reforms do nothing to change. This is all very disappointing so
our authors try to reassure us in another way: '

. more democratic society would have Luis that reflected very different

policies. In our fight for democracy we must therefore understznd the
limitations imposcd on us by the system and work to change that as ‘
well.

i

th! If we fight for more democracy in society, i.e. struggle elsewhere, then
the policy priorities of the state bureauerscy will change. Presumably once
Liis heve had their policies changed by the Fdemocrztie'' refreshment of
soeiety, all will be well. This is a very convenient argument. Becouse

then you see, it wouldn't metter if the LZ. had more power than everybody
¢lse on the Governing Body, because thoir pollc1bs and ours will correspond
anyway! Yith logic like this we wust look a bit more carefully at what our
authars are ofiering us with their ‘'democrzcy’’. While the azuthors are busy’
in the 'elsewhere'! introducing more democracy in society, anc thereby through
some unexplained process changing the jolicies of the LE., let us see what
happens in the meantime to our teachers sitting on the new Governing Body.

Our friends ere proposing that we take dorgorate legal res onsibility’it -
(it must be 211 ornothing) for the schoils, bu. neverthecless within the
framework laid dowa by the Government and the Li’. .e src now to administer’
the prevailing policies of the government. but what happens if we disagree
with any given policy? e could ‘recommend’ of course¢ that this or that jolicy

R T
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not be implemented, Hut this would be out of order since we have accepted
‘ as a condition of ocur democratic scheme, to maeke recomucndations within
the national policy. Of course the authors could droy this little provisp
from their text, but this would alter nothigg of substance since the resl
% problem would still remain. Regardless of whother or not our new represent-
3% ntives swore an oath to abide by national policy, they would occupy the same
cosition as the Head. It would then be our very own represent:tives
who implement nationel jolicy. It is we who have to implement the cuts in
school milk, justify the Governuent's decisions on local reorganisation ¥
schemes etc. The only recommendations we cou:d mske would be to recommend
on which heads = given burden should fall. Of course, looked at in this
way, it is perfectly clear under what conditicns the Li. would agree to
have 25% of the votes. These would be that teschers had been stupid enough
to fall for all this talk about ‘democracy® and zgrecd to help the Lk
implement unpopular policies, thus shifting thc onus of responsibility \
away from the L.. to the teachers. 25% would not re resent their real ower |
in any case since they lay down the iframeworkit. !

Now, except for Labour iiPs and union burcaucr:zts, it is logically impossiblie

both to implement snd oppose a policy. This'mcans thet our democratic '

—ower structure could only survive when we were obeying state policy, but

we would have to sbandon it altogether when we wented to op.ose thst policy.

Ur to put it another way, we can only have our democratic schodl, as defined

by our authors, on condition that we agree po state policies. Put more bluntly
: still, this mcans we cen only have our scheme if we agree to be the lackeys
g of the state and government. The minute we are asked to tske responsibility

: for coatroversisl, i.c. significant, decisions, we weuld have to egbendon

the whole business and organise seperately, ;ossibly building alliances of

teachers, pupils, perents end workers gzainst the L., Ministry of iducation

and the Government. :

In practice this schen: would mcan thet if we wanted to oppose national policy 4
we could only 8o this outside the schools thomselves. It would be entirely Wy
“undemocr-tic'! to cell 2 strike in the school for ex:mple in oppositionto 1/'
the Govermment or the LE/. Having fought to introduce more ‘idemocracy ‘i /
into the schools, we now find that we can only exercise our 'democr-ti¢ ’
right' to oppose the government outside the school, «nd the more forces,

such as pupils, parents and others whose representitives became legally and
sorporately responsible alongside us, the fewer and fewer forces ‘there would
be to mobilse for struggle. :

This is the logic of any psrticipation scheme under ¢a_it-lism, whether in
factory or séhool, it always results in a situetion where the represent-tives
of the mzsses ilplement and window cress the -olicies cf the employers and

the state under the hypocrtitical mask of iidenocracy’’, the ‘common interests of
the community’ and so on. -

o o el o
Not ‘sabisficd with heving  climinztéd ouf right to fight the state in the
gehools, the suthors then go on to emasculate the trade unions. On _age 21:

Je do not see in our yroposals any sug estion of = diminution of the

role of the NUT within schools. There will be a continuing and increasing
necd for struggle to Jdefend and improve the working conditions of teachers
and ehildren.

-_—“.
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Nor do we sce the Union abdjcating ifs role in determining national
and 15¢sl concitizns of employment - indeed we believe this role should
be extended, It must alsc be prepared to su,port mewbers in schools

. where staff Councils tzke Jecisions contrary to union poliey (c.g.

| compulsory dinner duty).

The authors secm to be saying that if the otaff Council tokes decisions

about working conditions with which we don't agree, we must take it to the
Union. But who is iwe'i in this context? If 'Vwe’ are the minority on a certain
issue, an issue already decided by the majority of the otaff Council, then
the only role the Union plays herc is in fighting on behalf of minorities
agninst the majority wishes of its wembershi. which have becn ex ressed on
the democr-tic staeff council., The union is therefore fighting agzinst the
decisions its. own memb rs tske. 'nd how could this be otherwise once you
szerifice the rinciple of the indejendence of any section of workers from
the state upon which an effective trade union uractice is based? To take

it to its final absurd conclusion, to whom does the Union a peal on behalf of
its ginekity? why, to the L&L., The uni n would then have to e€all on the LE.

| to reverse deeisions which the majority of its own members were asking the

i Li, to help implemunt! Maybe this is not unlike the present situctiom. Sut

to move on.

The disastrous eharzetsr o»f this seheme could be endlessly docusented. for
example, if it is national educ-tional _olicy to sack militznts, sex educct-
icnelists and eommuniits from the schools, and if - horro - local parents
decided this was the correct policy, the “demogr.tic’ Goveraning body would
have to e¢ndorsz this policy. Little further comment is negessary at this
point, But 2n even more ;ernicious idea is ut forward by the writers. In the
section on the staff Council we are told th t nun-teaching workers in the
schools should have their ownisub-gommittees' of the staff Council, ‘because
their work situation is vitally affected by educational and organisational
decisions of the staff council'’s The hours and conditiuns of non-tcaehing

workers are not to be decided by a mana _cment (we are now 25 our own mznagers)

bpt by the decisicns of the Staff Council tsken in accordonce with edueational
eriteria. In othcr words, teamchers arc now going to dictote to nonsteaching

workers in accordsnce with their own, edugationsl and rofessional, conveniences. .
This is not the best wey to make xank & Hle populs. in the trade union move- ;
ment. The concept of cless strugsle and class solxn_rlty has disappeared
sltogether. Finally, the scheme is not at 2ll unfavourzble to the Govornment,
especially at the _resent time. Teachors could be made to ap.ear . usggnslble

for the worsening concitionb of the sehools, they could savb the government

money by administering the schools for litile or no extra ecost, and deprive

us of the right to strug:le in the schools, le¢eving only the lobbies of
Parlisment open to us where of course all pelitics is supposed to occur in
bourgeois soeizty. Cne of the grest dengers sf the democracy schome in the

present circumst nces is that with the return of Lebour, there will be an

cxtension of this type of c:llabBersticn, and.senk & File will finc itself
sroclaiming it “Yproressivells Lt I '

vhat reascns ¢o the auth rs give for advoezsting the scheme? 'hat analysis of
education underlics their projosals? Tais is not spelt out in ‘thu pebiphlet.

Indecd there is litile seri-us analysis of anything at all, but the authors
do hint at varicus grievances they think their scheme might resolve and they
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couch these grievences in terms which suggest an implicit analysis. For example:

Many teachers arrive at school accepting that they'will not be

ex.ected to play a part in the running of the school; they fuel

no involvement and cventually de not even (op.arzntly) wish to

take part, especially if they feel that anything they have to say

will have nc impact enyway.

In an educsticnal eommunity where the emphasis should be on positive
co-operation, such a situation is disastrous...

.+.and the heavy weight of szuthority which daily cramps our educeticnal
idesls and violstes our sensibilities, encouragu rebellion ageinst our
undemocr tic environment.

This may be & good description of the subjective experience of a certain
layer of teachers. Sut the imnlicit essumpticns in these passages are totally
inadequate to the tesk ofdeveloying a strategy. For example, is it the
authcrity’ of the Head which cramps the educeti nal ideals of teachucrs?

This might 2p esr to be the case, but is it reslly true? Furthermore, the
character of these ‘ideals'’ is simply taken fur grented without any analysis
of the ,remises on which these ideals are based. The massive reorgenisstion
of secondary educ: ticn over the last few years does of course creste a crisis
at the level of teaching technique which we have already sketched. For many
teachers the task of chanzing these techniques is seen a2s a meens of fulfilling
their (often ill-defined) ideals. ¥From ancth:ir point of ¥iew of course, this
strugrle amounts to little more than clearing up the anomolies and resolving
the irregularities left behind by bourgeois reorg-nisation. The material
practice of resclving thes anomolies does f course give rise to the noticn
that it is possible to remove grading, stresming, andé traditionel curricula
#ltogether from the schosls. But it is simultancously apparent that this

does not:tzke place, r:zther the same essentials reappear in a more concen-
trated form in other regions of the school. who is responsible? (s a result
of this contradiction, varicus spouataneous confusions tske place in order

to find a way cut. The most readily available confusion is that made between
the entire complex of socizl rclationships of the schosl and the few
individuals in suthority who are their agents. It is the iidictatorial’ Head
who is responsible for the evils of the educction system, the failure to
eliminate greding, streaming and so forth from the school. Only by destroying
these relations of suthority will it be pessible to put into effect an
educational technique freed from occugaticnzl considerations. Such are the
conclusions flowing from this line of thought.

But of course, this view flatly dcntridicts‘experience., In some schools,
Heads are the most progressive figures in matters relating to educational
methods, and they may often have to conduct a fight ag inst 'backward!
teachers. This is implictly recognised by our authors:

In spheres eri heral to the power structure and unlikely by themselves
to rock it, such as teaching wethod, occesivnelly curriculum ccatent,
or (powerless) school ccunci;s, a progressive Head might endeavour to
practice ideals he held as a teecher and will consult with the staff.
But in matters directly affecting the power mtructure, heads almost
withcut excejtics approach any murmur of discontent from below with
fear and extreme caution.
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In this pes.age the authors inadvertently meke 2 distinction between the
vositicn f the Head as an extension of the state buresucracy, thetgucrdian
of ‘the ".ower structure’, =2nd his relationship tc the debate abovt.éducation
to which it seems his attitude can vory. sut of ccurse, once this distinction
is made the previous srgument of the cathors falls apart. For it secems that
it is not necessary st all to change ''the power structurs* in order for the
‘orogressive' teachers to win the debate about how teaching should be carried
| out. It slsc follows from this therefore, thot it is not at 21l necessary
to change the ‘legal positiocn of the nead’ and introduce ‘democracy’ in order
to win a battle which hes general social dimensions. ' Even a suctessful. fight
over the power structure would still leave the task of implementing new
teaching technicues unresolved. Teachers would still have to convince Lzds,
parents, government departments etc. of their ideas.

The relationships cf authority are thercfore nct the key to this problem of
new tcaching technique. Furthermore, even the applicaticn of ‘progressive ideas®
is no guarantee that the ‘cducationel ideels' of teachers will be fulfilled.
The "educational epethy” of the puvils, upon which our suthors touch in the .
pemphlet, is not primerily the result of 'bad'teaching mecthods. Such an
explenation leaves cut of =¢-.ount the way in which the rupils relate to d
the cducational process. This sort of cxplsnation is an answer to a question
the teacher ssks of his activity, 2 quostion which hes an ideological basis:
shy is it thet despite my efforts, these pupils will not learn, or not
lecrn ecually?¥ For some, the amswer is resdy-mede : sowe pupils ere ‘moturally®
more competent than others. For other teachers(tihe ' rogressive!' wing of this
serticular debste) the answer lies in humanising the teacher-puril relationship
or in evolving mutual-learning techniques. .dthough this is _referable to
the reactionary explanati ns, it is not adequate. It forgets that for the
pupils, educational activity has 2 social meaning. Their individual social
destinies are refracted through it. This relati-nshi, is made vxplicit for
the pupils via a hizhly structured system of grades, streams, <xams ete.

\1For the ruling class, these are administrative measures through which the

| necesserily unsqual -amounts of social enpital are distributed in the ccrrect
proportions, just sufficient to roduce the vorious 1labour-powers which they
recuire. For the pupils, however, this competitive rocess to which they

are subjected, manifests thé contradictory (hypocrtical) character of the

educ-tion system, as we described in the first chapter. Hence, while it dis

not impossible to limit the impact of this on the puzils experience, it is

not possible to remove it becsuse it constitutes the bedrock of their =
experience and structures the way in which they relate to the schools. How

could it be otherwise? Under copitclism, iobour is a commodity. The labourers

wege represents his value, the cost &f reproducing him. So it is with the

capit.l spent on creating:his skills. The general =nd specific characteristics

of 1sbour power ore thercfore re.roduced under the constraints of the law of

value. The law of velue is the governing principle of social development under
capit-lism znd therefore =lsc of the educztion system. The law of value can

only be destroyed on thebasis of a workers state.

——

How should Renk & File deazl with this problem? Formally speaking, sank & File
is committed to socialism., But this commitment will remain purcly formal, if
Rank & File is led by forces who believe th:t it is posuible to alter the

| fundamentsl cherscter of educstion under copitilism - to bring about o chenge

| 4in the neture of our schools’ as the pamphlet has it. Ofiscoprse, if°the nature
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of the schools continues to be interpreted im terms of the authority relations
within them, then o strategy for changing the nature of education under
capitalism is possible. But a strategy based on this confusion does not
necessarily and automatically lead in the dirscctisn of socialism. On the
contrery, it reinforces de-schooling on the cne hand and leads Rank & File

in the directin of collpboration with the capit. list state on the othur.

.t the present, this is only an incipient tendency. The finzl destiny of

Rank & File in the class struggle is by mo means decided. But strategies
based on this particular cunfusion do not lesd to an increasse in the class
conscious forces in society, but swell the ranks of those forces of 'radieal',
but nonethless, bourgcois professionalism. Of course, every member of Rank

& File should seize every opportunity to strugile a_ainst grading, streaming,
competitive exams etc. But this is not the real point. The dividing line is
drawn between those who argue for these things on the basis that they bring
about some fundamental change or 'improvement'! and those who sce the value

of these struggles in the fact that they are potentially capable of strengthening \
the comsciousness and organisation of those involved. In an organisation

like Rank & File this dividing line can never be drawn absolutely. But the
question remsins: can Renk & File carry out an educztion of those forces
thrown up by 211 the changes we have described, can it carry out the cryst-
allisation of class-conscivus vanguard for the NUT, or will its general A
tendency be in the direction of bourgeois professionalism and reformism? !
It is this to which we must return later on..

To retumn once again to the pamphlet. There are a couple of other ressons

the authors give for justifying an assault on ¥the power structure'™ in the

name of democracy. The first is thaot the®yresent authoritarian system™ is
responsible for the ‘'wastage of pupils and teachers aspirations. This is
simply the argument, already implicit in the first motiv:otion, made explicit.
when they talk gbo.t the jresent system being ‘wasteful’ and "ineffieicntt,
they use the same language as mamgta~government repcrt on the ‘'pools of

wasted ability’ in the secondary moderns. This is simply an argument in !
favour of liber=zlising the schccls to creste more upward mobility. This view
takes us intoc the camp of the ruling class, the only 'roblem being erhaps

that the bourgeoisie are mo longer so interesbed in upward mobility as they
were in the Sixties. Indeed, 2 generzl feature cf the pamphlet is the feilure
to situate arguments within the fromework of sny cless analysis - we are always
referred to the ‘lcommunity' or to everybody’ or to ‘fparents" etc.

snother argument is that the cuestion @f sclaries is '‘closely linked® to

the “structure of zuthority inside the school®. This is a reference to the
salary scales which teachiers have to endure, The nature of this link is not
mede explicit: "Side by side with our demends for democracy in schools, we

must demend a salary structure which reflects this democrztic sontrol®, In

what does this 'side by side* ocmeist? The implication is that we can - «. --
Pesolvs the'iproblem.of the . .sglary seplesimioreredsily ¥f we. fdemberntise®

the structurc ofiguth rity. Over the years, povermuenta have. persanded teachers
to accept positions of administrative resjonsibility in the schools by offering
bonuses, in the form of scales, over and above their basie, and then abolishing
the basic rate altoguther. The NUT has been wrong herce. It has allowed the

the government to undormine union solidarity by crecting = conserv-tive stratum
of teachers who identify their intorests with those of the zAminieir tion.

It has allcwed menagement to tie arguments in favour of higher wages to the
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amount of work donme, and not based it on the imperatives of the &tandard of
living. This has allowed a considerable problem of low-pay among teachers to
arise. tut to argue that we can get around 211 this by telling all teachers
to become part of the administration (the new ‘'democratic administration’)
is extremely dangerous. This is sup osed to disarm the government in its
attempts to extend the scales, but in reality it falls intc the government's
hands. The asuthors should be clarifying this question for Rank & File, not
confusing it further. Thé only principled way to deal with the salary iscsue
is to argue from the point of view of a struggle which tackles the real
problem While preserving the unity of the NUT in struggle. .rguing for a
single selary scale now dces not produce unity bec:use the higher paid are
being asked to struggle along side others without any benefit acrruing to
themselves. The problem must be confrunted as one of low pay. ..cross the
board increases should be the principle governing salary policy. Increcses
of this sort would reduce real differentials without impairing the unity

of the membership in strug le. This would not exclude the possibility of
2bolishing the scales in the long term, but this is dependent on the level
of class consciousness among the membership, and the best way of raising
this is to fight against the political problem of low pay. sut to link
opposition to the scales with the idea of turning all teachcrs into
administrotors is suicidal since it completely accepts the government's
frame of reference. :

It is important to clear up a couple of objections here. .re we in favour
of the Head having se much power? No, obviously not. But +hgt is the form
and content of struggles involving opposition to the Head? we should be
opposed to the Head mzkin: changes in teaching methods, curriculum or the
yeneral divisbon of labour among the teaching steff without consultation.

If we disagree with his policies then we should also stress the necd to
organise in the school - .ossibly some form of cross-union staff associati n
in the school - t¢ fight for specific demands. Such a development may or
may not revise his legal position, His structural position of course will
remain as it is. Success in achieving specific demends is not achieved of
course by eliminating him or stepping intc his shoes. In so far as the

Head tokes decisions to bap pupils or teachers from the school, we should
oppose such decisicns not because the Head is “dictaterial or because we
are opposed tc the ‘vestigzes of monarchy”, but because we object to any

part of the stcte bureaucrocy victimising either teacher or pupil as a result
of the conflicts arising from the social relations of ca itelism. These
positisns are simple and obvious and do net require homilies to “democracy’
to fight for them.

In practice therefore, our authors. scheme fails to solve anybody's .roblems,
and at worst actually emasculates the very instruments which we are still
able et Dresent to use in fighting for our demands. OQur authors are blind
to this. oven more dangerously, they seem unaware of the fact that-:their
jdeas are not unaccept:ble tu some local admimistrators. Some members of
Luis for example, arcin favour of softening the cwers of Headmasters, if
not removing them altogether, either because he is incapabie of resolving
the many problems arising in large urban schools or because he actually
makes them worse by provoking unnecessary strife. zven some Tory MPs sec

the need for this, as our suthors actually admit. This emerges in a section
of the pamphlet where it is explained that the present (authoritziian) system
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is breaking down ond pcnerzting conflicts in the schocls. For this resson
they are certzin thet nobody will riise any objections to the practicability
or desiresbility of their scheme. The only oppositicn, we are told, is
likely to come from''groups within socicty whos- opposition to the idea

goes far beyond doubts zs the ; rcctlcﬂblllty of such demesnds...(they) are
implacably opposcd to any fcrm of democracy’. Yet on the very same page,

it is the rejres:nt tives of these resctionary elements, like ilmothy Raison
MP, who are pro.osing to c¢liminate our Hezdmaster and implem :nt a “managoerial g
revolution’ in our scho:ls! This is no more than a ‘'clever and subtle scheme'
an example of “pseudo-domocratic reform' intended te divert us from our

true aim. Timothy maison nc doubt must be one of those really right-wing
reactionaries who sre opucsed to any form of democrzcy (even parlismentary
democ:acy?). Yet here he is embmzcin. the ultimzte in mod:rnism - the
'managerisl revoluti n'. But,needless to say, modérnism is only the new
clothes of the same old reacction. The way we should deal with this threat,
sug.est the suth rs, is that the new team of wanagers must be :lected! This
makes all the difference! It does not occur to the writers that their

ro osals could be fundement 1lly in line with the more farsighted meabers

of the state who are c ncerned withthe crisis in the schools. The only
difference is no doubt a regl difference for the auth;rs, but of course

the manegerial team of the schocl, whether elected or not, would not be
resyonsible to the teachers, but responsible to the bureaucracy of the state
and instruments of its policies. In order to mzke this clearer, we must nocw
make a few rmmarks about ‘‘democracy” as it is cleerly 211 things to all men.

Many of the problems in the pamphlet flow from a false political asnalysis
of Cayltallst society. Returning to the quotation at thebeginning of the
chapter and adding a third, we can see that what at first sight could be
dismissed as louse formulation, adds up to a theoretical model of society:

This is pot the wsy our sccicty is run (a partici atory democracy)
gt best curs is a partial demoeracy. wsennamic and therefore political
power is still effectively du clic hewds of & sweil clite. fo, in
spite of some mezsure of democratic control over the purely legislative
instituti.ns, the majority of the people have little opportunity. to
participate in vital decisions which affect their everyday lives.
This is most tz~2 in our Hlazes of work. is Bertrsnd Russell wrote
in 'Political Ideals! : 'Cur administrstion is still purely bureau-
cratic and our ec.ncmic orzanisations are monarchisl or oligarchic'.
These words were written in 1917 but they remain an accurate descrip-
tion of the soc. . urder. Mussell went on to sugiest an:alternative
'There can be no real freedom or democracy until the men who do the
work in a business also control its menagement!.

It is from this theoreticel NOCul of society that the confusions over the
meaning of the word ‘democr:cy’ flow. This passage sounds very radical, like
much of the printed mctbrx 1 distributsd in the name of Renk & File, but it

is very difficult inde.d to resist joirting out the context in which the
acclaimed words of nertr nd Russell were written. Far from being an accurate
descripticn of the social order, Russell's conceptiocns of 1917 wére a res.onse
to the threst to cagitalist society which was ;Jscd by the efiect of the
Russisn Revolution of thst year on the durogean working class. Russell was
sayir: fhat after sending millions of workers to slaughter one another in
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the trenches of surope, the urgpncan bourgecisic had better make the

social order more responsive to their demands if socialist revolution

was to be averted., In line with this, many particjpaticn schemes were

put forward in industry, side by side of course with counter-revoluticnary
repression, so that the 1abour movement (more accurately its buresucracy)
could “participate in vitol decisions which affect their everyday lives'.
bondism in .ngland was B exsmple of this muvemeny by the ruling class.

It served to confuse the 1abour .movement. Instoad of 'workers control!

- reteining the original mesning ¢iven it by Lenin for cxample, that is

the control by one clas: over ancther class in matters rel:ting to the
distribution and acc.unting of goods, it aequired the opposite implicetion:
. workers participaiing with mznagement in Bhoir own e«ploitation. The view

' f society presented in the quotation is jn fact a systematic falsification
of Marxism while employing radieal sounding phrases, the better to confuse
Farxism in the workers movement at the tiwme. '

The secret of the technique lies in eliminating from the anslysis the concept
of a specific mode of vroducti n, ¢.@ capitalism, by seeming to tzke it for
granted in the descriptive rhetoric, but the existence of a mode of prod-
ucticn sutcm-ticelly implies the soeial dictatorship of a certzin class

in this case the cepitalist elass. Oy or_etting this, by leaving it out of
th: mnalysis, it becgmes pos=ible to talk about the ‘decision making
processes' of society, th-t is the character of the stzte, in isolation

from the gquesticp of which class pogsesses and exercises the social dict-
atoeoniy by means of the state. Coneepts related to the problem of politieal
power, such as idemocreeyi’, are then emptied of all meaning, and given a
purely administrative meaning. Our suthors define it as a ‘set of rules®

st one point in their text. but for the workers movement there is no sich
thing as pure democrecy. 1t is always a question of democracy for which class.
On the basis of their social dicta orship, the Lourjgeoisie frequently desl
with the important questions concerning their class interests in a parl-
ismentary arena, an arena open 1o those forces in the workers movement who
accept the capitalist order and who wish to form parties (c¢.g. the Lebour
party) which oper:tes within this framework and ex licitly accept the
legitacy of thc_state's monopoly of violence. The evolution of perlismentery
democracy in no way threatens the dict-torship of the bourgeoisie; on the
contrary it strengthensit. This in no way means thot the masses have any
democratic control’ over the ruling class by means of its state - on the
contrary as Lenin expresses it, therc is a diaphram between the masses

and politics. when we refer to the perlismentory stote we must therefore
refer to it not as ‘democraey", but as bourjeois democracy. If, on the

other hend, it becomes Biaceceary to ‘violently incresse the rate of economic
exploitation of the working class, as in the ease of Germany in the early
Thirties for exemple, then the bourgeoisic have to dispense with these
trappings, conduct all their business in private as it were, deny all rights
of organisation to the working elass, anc thereby brihg kbout a change in

the form of the stote = e.g. fascism. Of eourse, from the point of view of
revolutionary strategy, the difference between a bourjecis democrutic state
and a fascist state is of some importance. But both these forms of state
nonethdless ex;ress the social dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. both express
this dictatorship by preventing the class antagonisms in society from fulfilling
their tendency toc destroy the social order, To. tz1k about ‘'decisiorsmeking .
processes’ in isolation from these facts is to finish up in the trap of social-
democracy. : :
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Having ¢liminated the notiun of a mode of .roduction, and the accompanying
idea of the social dictatorship cf a class, from the analy51s, it then
becomes pos-ible to collapse one's thecretical model of SOCIEty into a-
number of institutions, or ‘Yareas' which cen:thcn be lined up’ side by
sicde for a compar=ztive anzlysis to see whether they contain any pure
idemocracyi, th-t is equitzsble .'sets of rules'’a On the basis of this
method, the aimthors concluce th:t parliament is subject to a 'measure of
smocrztic .controlii(wise cauticn here), but the administr-tion (i.e. the
state apparatus) and -our’ economic orbanlsathns, are not. These various
institutions are Jdescribed as being in thé"hands, not of =a class, but of
elites’s Control of the jopulation through these institutions is no. longer
understood as being exerciscd in 2 more or less co-ordinated fashicg by a
class, but appesrs as the entirely fortuitous activitics of sepercte elites || |
within esch of these institutions. From this positicn it then becomes /- '
(logically) possible to subject these variius elites to the control of |
a new set of rules within p‘ch institution, thereby elimineting the : ‘
elite-mass.dichotomy until ‘authoriterianism® disappears altogoether from . |
society. Uverything is much more civilised and entlemanly.once we change I
the "rules'. For the awthors, history has becn kind enough to give us a |
|

‘democratic’’ parliswent - that venerable institution - and so the most F3 &
Jucid posoible déscri tion of Izitish Imperislism ond all its totems that

our authors can make is that it-is still only ''a partial dgmocracy". If we ||
give another turn to-the wheel of good fortune, surcly we ‘can gct a I
Hfull participatory “amocr‘cyq.‘hll that is-fiecessary is to pour the ]
democrrtic wine into each of the bottles. It is yrecisely on this basis
that the authors give us our democr.tic alternative in schools, as part i |
of their historic struggle for..‘democracy in society’. Lets hope thtt when
all the bottles are finally full, some of the good cheer will spill over,
on to the Irish people or our 'under-developed brothcrs' in' the colonlal‘
end semi-colonizl eénclaves of Oritish imperialism. . 3 g '

|

.re we in favour of democracy in thu schocls? Yes. iut what does this mean?
Democracy is not a set of rules, but one of the forms of state, -specificslly
the proletarian state. ue should be opposed to a cligue of 'representatives’
running; the schools on behalf of the existing state apparatus, because ws (
should be opposed to ‘the centire bureauratic apparatus of the bourgeois state. ¥
4 are in favour of dirszct democracy, but this must be understood as a form

of stote, in other words another,.{ifferent state, running the schools.

Direct democracy can only mean the mgjority class of society organised as the |
state estzblishing its own dictatorship over the rempents of the minority '
class, the bourpgeois... 5Such a thing involves the destruction and bresk up

of the bourgecis state apparatus, which is neces arily bureaucratic in

form beczuse it expresses the dictatorship of o minority class. The demand :
for "democracy in schools’ is therefore highly smbijuous. It can mean at )
least three quite distinct things. It can mean th-t pupils and teachers wish
to fight to place limite. on the rule of bourgeois right in the schools through
their cstrug les. It con mean a clique of represent:tives helping the bourgeois (

=" "[.‘ _—

=

st te to run the schools more effeciively and :éxercise its rirh*- mora wffic-
iently. Or it can measn 7lacing the school under the control . a state which
is democrotic in form - the jroletarian state. )

The fight to place liaits on bourgeois right in the schools can form z part
of the strug:le of the proletariat. Under specific conditions, which cannot
always be jredicted, the struggle of the pupils, teschsrs and students to limit
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the rights of the bourgeois state over them, preventing the state carrying
out victimisations and so on, czn e¢ven become an importam§ contributory
factor in bringing sbout the possibility of duzl power, e.y. in Frunce 68.

' The genersl strike opened up the possibility of dual power coming into being

and this in turn had importzant effects on content of the struggle to limit
bourgeois right in hhe schools. Our authors' scheme has nothing in common
with this of course, but since they try to use May 68 and its .restige to
zive credibility to their own scheme, we must lovk at this briefly:

Here pupils and progressive teachers formed a living slliance,
Pupils tock the initiestive in sterting the sit-in of schools, were
backed by left-wing teachers in large numbers, and together they
discussed everything thet affected their lives: curriculum content,
teaching methods, discipline, school instituticns for democratic
il and teacaer expressions, down t. the dimner menus end broader
issues such as vendalism and delincquency.

Exactly so. But in so fazr as they did this before May 68, .hey did it in
order to formulate things te demand from the education authorties. The

. authorities in turn were busy suppressing such Jdiscussions and alliances.

In so far as this occured on a mass sezle, this was possible because a

- peneral strike had temporarily perigised'thé stote mochiné. The discussions
then Eesan to tske on different meanings for differ:nt forces invelved.

For some, the general strike provided the opportunity to thrash out a fuller

yrogramme of demonds which they conccived as being implemented once cayitelism

returned to'normal'., Zossibly, there was even a strand in this which
considered it possibre to participate in the zdministration of the schools
with the return of the government. fut for another current, the frame of
reforence was different. . general strike implieltly .laces the qu stion
of socialism or capitalism on the agenda. The content was not how to have
better schools within capitalism, but how to reconstruct educ tion in 2
workers stzte. The material logic of the generzl strike situation gave rise

to this question. Throughout this entire period, the population in the

schools was exercising proletarian democracy - indeed to such a level that
the possibility of proletsrian democrzcy growing over into a proX,iarian
state arose. /11 this has absolutely nothing in common with what the authors
of the yamphlet propose. e
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The present rogrsmme of Rank & File mekes it explicit that educstion is
linked to, and determined by, the mocde of production, ie capitalism. It
constantly reiterates this:

e are under no illusicns thot the fundamentsl changes in cduc:tion
which we seck can be achicved without a total change of soclety as
a whole. :

Rank & File does not regard these things as eccidental or 'ithe way
things go'. Je believe thet they erise from the very nature of the
nresent educxtibn systefile.. '

any strug le to change education must be seen as 2 small part of
the strug le to change suciety...

But what is the connection between these strug:les in education and the
socialist revolution? whst dces it mean to say that the strugle to change
education ‘must be seen as a small partcf the strug le of change society?
These questions remain unanswered in the yrogromme., The working class itself
is barely mentioned. No sug;estion is given as to why a struggle on the
various fe-tures of the education system should make the workigg class see
its historical tisks more cldarly. Instead, a series of "imuediate aims'

is put forward. This includes, as the number one demand, the sort of
democracy in the schools we have just exemined, Other demands inciude

iia vast increase in eduCatienal'expenditure“,'“immediate implementoticon

of a progrsmme of new builcing to replace all out of date schools™; a
i“ispeedy and substantial reduction dn' the size of classes; ‘‘the abolition

of all priveleged sectors of education and the creation of a unified system
of free and compulsory comprehensive education'. These demands are not
politically motivated in any way. sincé the o.ening paragraphs of -the . . -
programme describe a whole range of gricvances orising out of teachers
working conditions and their general, objections to authority, competition
end exanminations etc., it seems as if these demands are put forward as

a programme of im; rovnments, first steps in the genersl uleVatlon of
education. what we woulid co after these had been achigved is not spelt

out. Presumably another programme of improvements would be posed. The -
result of this yrocedure is that the socizlist' revelution recedes into

the _istant future and the working class dlsaphngrs altogether from the
pleture, meking their eppecrance merely as our brothers ocut there in the
trade unions. The programme therefore cuts in two directions., On the one 1
hand it says thet these demands are (a) unachievable (?), and (b) would - j/|: -
make no difference anyway - yet on the other hand it insists on the nced ||
for a total chhnge in society. How erec thesc two things tied together? "
The fact is that they must be .ticd together or clse Rznk & File would simply
finish up being a movement for educational reform and not an organisation. l
for fightlng theruling class in-education. The trend from the one position

to the other is clearly apparent:in the whole ceuvre -of Rank & File over

the past : eriod, but as yet no definitive jucgement can be. gassﬁd en.this.
The situation is.not irretrevable.. In the meantime, thgse forces in.Rank & Flle
trying to tie the struggle in education to the s%rugble for the socialist-
revolution are by enl large the Intern=tlonﬂl uoblallﬁm grouy:. e must now:
look at the way they do it. :
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Broadly speaking the way the IS resolve the probiem is to pretend that
struggles for vari us roforms in education are really revolutionary if taken
to a certain extreme. The various “immediate aims' are actually revoluticnary
demands. They are blows e_ainst the system, they undermine the structure

of capitalist society., There are uefinite treces of this in the programme:

ve belicve that thé educstion system perpetuates the class divisions
in socicty: e few arc peepared for positjons of privelege and power
while the many arc taught not to criticise their circumstances. it
sroves no escape for the working class child - ber a handful - beczuse
the eccnomic realities of society demand that the greest majority do

a boring and badly .aid job on someone'else s orlers. The power and
the profits lie elsewhere.

If this is true, then how do we motivate the demend for comprehensives.,
Clearly com rehensives con't alter the . tructure of capitalist society
deseribed here. Or at least so you would have thought. But look at the
following extract from the paper by Chanie Rosenborg produced for the
Birmingham conference:

It is a really massive input (of funds) - the present expenditure
multiplicd a few times - that alone cen moke any ehange, sufficient

to desl not only with a great improvement in school standards, but also
with nurscries for the under-5s, adult educetion for the parents

and university education for 21l - i.e. raising the 10 ycar working
class schooling to the 20 year middle elass schooling. without this,
diserimination will continue, and the class structure reproduce itself.

| Now it is quite clear that no amount of ehange will stop ‘‘the class struccure

from reproducing itself for the simple reason that the class structure

is formed as a result of proverty relations, not educational exjerience.
This point is forgotten by comrade Rosenberg when she talks about ‘ithe

way classes reproduce themsclves in the labour market'. This is a nonsecnse.
Those who have to sell their labour power in the labour market are by
definition the prolctariat, and those who own means of productiun, distr-
ibation or exchange, are by definition the bourgeoisie, and they don't
encountér the lebour market at all. There are other curiosities in the

text like “the occu.ational ¢lass structure’ and so on. What she might
really be talking about in her paper is not elas: st all - but occugatidn.
But if she had said: “UNless X,y and z are achicved, the occupational :
structuré of the working elass will reproduce itself', this would amount

to nothing more than banal rcformism. It wouldn't c¢ven be true: university
expension has not produccd more jobs for graduates, rasther more jobs for
graduates has produced university expansion, and a f21l in their rete of
inerease has mroduced more graduate bus-conductors. Rosenberg is simply
econfusing occu ation and cless. This functions in the following way: instead
of trying to chenge the pclitical basis on whieh people strugrle for let us
say comyurehensives or increases in expenditure, it is much easier to tell
them that when they think they are inereasing the occu.atiomal prospects of
the working class they are peally undermining the classs strucpure, i.e.
changing the mode of producti.n. Their demends are ‘really'! revolutionary
after 211. In other words, reformism is given a 'left' gloss. The Lebour
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Party left has of course always confused occupation and class in order

to drum up forces for all sorts of rcforms., But this is no rcason for the -
IS group to dothe same. /[ fter.all, IS arc su;kosed te be revoluticnary ;
marxists and not soclal-uamocrata._ A

i similar mistake, flowing from the same jxrocedure, is made in relation
to the libertarian wing of Rank & File. The confusion that is made here
is over the question of ‘ideology", end thc confusions made function in
exactly the same way a5 those made over class and occupation: that: is to
avoid changing the olitical basis &én which j¢ople struggle by telling
people that they are really undermining the structure of capitalism. In
the same document, Rosenberg tells us that education in cepitalist society
hes two “aims'., The first is ‘practical?, that is giving the work force
@ifferent leveds of numeracy and literacy etd. Incidentally, in relastion
tc the first “aim’ the document shows a rcluctance to indicste that the
children of the workins class have in fact enjoyed increased access. to
higher education over the last couple of decades. The descri tion of the
system she gives is cne of the tripartite system. Whe com rchensive revol-
ution im not'discussed, yet the japer was written in 1972. The reason for
this of cosurse is that if you wish to spur [cople on to believe that -
comprheneisves will abolish the ‘class structurd it is necessary to
studionaly avoid any discussicn of those .com_rehensives which actually
exist., But the sccond ‘aim® for sosenberg is what she calls 'ideclogicalli:

"

to maintain class rule by instilling the prevailing culture and -
the attitudes which prop it up inter thé young. The prevailing culture
and attitudes'are those in which the rulinm class calls the tune. y

Thgre is an element of cons iracy in education. she goes on to discuss

how exams and selecti n are ‘insidious methods for instilling the required
class attitudesi’. liow quite clearly the fact! that all pupile have to go
through the compétitive system does produce an'ifleclogical effect on those
involved, and this ideology may or may not function as a barrier to the
working class seving its historical tasks. Zut ¢sn these various henomena
be seen as deliberately instelled for this purjose. Is this reslly an
“aim" of the ruling class? ¥e have already explsined 'that these phenomena
arise from the fact that labour under ca italism 4@ a commodity and that
its reproduction takes place according to the law of value. Thereforv these
various phenomena are in fact administrative measures which are necessary
for the ruling class. But no inogctrlnation ur ;ses can be read into them.
Rosenberg goes on: ;

the ground is now fertile (aftcr the examinations and streaming) for -
instilling attitudes cf submissiveness snd obedience to oy ressive
suthority, anc belief that their inferiority is due to a lack in
thems=1ves which justifies their subordinaticn and exploitation.

Unfortunately, the questicon of ideology is not so simple for marxists.
Take the question of exploitztion which she mentions., Marx s cnds a great
deal of time explaining in Capital for examyle, how the wage form obscures
the character of exploitatisn of labour under ez italism. He explains that
the worker is paid let us say for 8 hours of his labour time, and therafore
it appears (the torm belongs to Marx) as though he is remuncrated for the
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full value of the uroduct he roduces curing thet 8 hour period. Marx

then explsins that this is not so, and that only 2 proportisn of his

labour time is nedessary to [roduce the value reyresented in his wage.
ix;loitation 1s thereby concealed. Profit appears (Marx) as an addition

made by the capitzlist to the price of the _roduct, the resulting marbinal
difference being his reward. For the working class, the exploitative

nature as a socizl system, bascd on the extraction of surplus velue, is

not at all obvisus. The word itself denotes for the worker 'excessive!
gdditions to the price of the product or 'excessively! low wages cted

On the basis of the way the world appears, the working class spontaneously
conclude that it is indivicdual capitalists who deviate fyrom some 'norm!

who are the xploiters. Un the basis of this, theicesire of the working.
elass to increase its stendard of living tends to teke the form of asking
how the gross social product can be incressed, thereby incressing the
absolute volume of goods which its shere of the national income represents.
For Rosenberg however, the working class is spontaneously awere thzat it

is exploited, but it has somchow Lecome convinced otherwise hy some process
or other, That process is the education system, and teachers are described
as ‘'the agents of the ruling $less®. Linked to this general idea in
Rosenberg's mind, i# another: thet in additicn to being ideologically
mystified in the education system by the ruling clasc, they are discijplined
as well. They zre teught ‘submission” because of ecourse if they weren't

then the working eclass would throw off its intimidation and throw the

bossés ¢f the factories into the river. /hat Rosenberg is actually doing
heve therefore is telling those who sec¢ everything fn terms of the authority
relati mshi.s in the schools, that cheir struggle toc is really revolutionary
because it h&lpa create workers who ere 'more  reiared to stand uj; to
authority' 2s it were. This is the origin of thet curiosity in the Democracy
ramphlet we mentioned earlier, that a more cemocratie school would produce
workers who would no longer tolerate the institutions of bourgeois democracy.

.8 a result of this general lince of argument, we get some really backwerd
arguments in the dSirmingham peper. Rosenberg describes in detail some very
druel attacks by certain pupils on teachers., These little anecdotes are
then acclaimed by kosehberg as examples of the class struggle. She finds
them analogous to the strug.le of workers in a factory who attack the
foremen and the bosses, and announces with some profundity that both the
trade union struggle and the struggle to persecwiy teachers both ‘Lush the
struggle against the system forward and bring ncarer the day of its downfalli®l
This flows quite logically from her analysis: “in the scho.l we are used
as the sgents of the ruling class for the trensmission of their sims's 4ll
this is the jrocuet of the she.rest opjortunism towards thc libertarians,
adapting thoir world view to her own (or at lcast the one she procYaims).
.8 a result she fzils to sec the escential point that the conflicts going
on in the school betwecn pupils ancd teachers are conflicts within the
forces of the proleteriat as a whole (perfectly posiible you know); they
are not a class struggle. These confliets are the expressions of the way
in which teachers and pu.ils attemi.t to solve their mutual pronlems at each
others expense, and this is yremised on their failure to econduct a struggle
against their rcsl enemy, the ruling elass.,

Rosenberg's ideas rest on the notion that ideology is something which one
clasz does to another, not as something which arises from the way the world
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#ppears. The working clgss spontaneously sees its historic mission, but

is inhibited from carrying this out by virtuc of its being confused by

the ruling class propaganda machine. Revolutionary consci.usness is some

sort of “cssence'’ in the, masses, .n increase in the level of physical
struggle, on no matter what basis, will bring this out. In the meantime

it is unnecessary to progeg:te any scientific understanding among the

masses of their predicament. .fter all, Rosenberg forgets that in so far

as the working class aspires toward socialism, in 50 far as this objective

is implented in its consciousness, it is not at all some spontaneous essence
but the result of tke patient-work of socialists over decades who have taught
the working class to generalise from their exjcrience on the basis of science.

Zducation cannot meaningfully be described as ‘ideological" in intenticn.

This simply leads to rejecting the historical geins made by the working class.
Certainlyi'bourgeois ideology’ can be found in education - whether in religiocus
ascembly with all its bigoted national chauvinism and drum banging or inscribed
into the content of the history lesson. But it would be rash to reduce this
to some plot by the ruling ¢lass. Ideology is not so simple. Ideology is not
“"hourgecis ideology’ because it is supposedly produced in the heads of the
ruling class and grafted on to the heads of the workcrs. .ll manner of ideas
are produced by the social form.ticn as a whole, which can be characterised

as i'bourgeois' beceuse they explain or desciibe the world on the premise that
bourgeois society is natural or cannot be historiczlly surpussed. The working
class is therefore as much a procucer of bourgeois ideology as the bourgeoisie,
ané how can it Le otherwise since it does nct have some inborn revolutionary
consciousness? Furthermore, ideology circulates throughout the entire social
formation and there is no special institution for transmitting it. In so far
as a highly srticdlated body of ideas about history or social life are

taught in the history class which h: vt bourgecis-ideological concepts at

its roots, this cannot be construed as a plct. Of course it is perfectly
possible to car y out a strug le against bourge: is ideology in any area of
society, the scho:ls included. Butb,it does not involve at all the conclusion
that educaticn, or any oth:r institution, has the transmission of ideology

as its aim.

The function =f all this ccnfusion is to give a 'revoluticnary' gloss to

the various currents in Xank & File who have grown ujp outside of sccial-
democracy. The way IS hpfe ogerated in relation to both these olitical
currents however reveals an underlying similarity, and their method flows
from a particuler theory of the revolutionary process and thercfore of

the party. There is not space here to teoke this up in a comprechensive
manner. Possibly that debete will follow the jublicztion of this pamphlet.
Nonetheless, its koernel can be illustrated by the above examyles. The idea
secms to be that it is simyly a question of increasing the level of physical
struggle. The eesult of this will be to unleash the physical force of the
masses in a way which automatically brings them face to face with 'reality!
and the result of this in turn will be thet the mas.cs will draw revolutiocnary
conclusions anc throw off the ideology impcsed on it by the ruling class.

In the meantime it is not necessary for thé party to do anything morc than
co-ordinste the various strugiles and increase their intensity. It is not
necessary for the sarty to explein for example that it is impos ible to
change the social relations of education without a workcrs state and thereby
change the way people se¢ and understesnd their struggles. Once people learn
that cepitzlism won't give them what they demand, they draw the conclusion
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that it is capitolism which must go. In fact of course they more often

than not draw the conclusion that they are simply not strong enough to

win their demands at the present time. Furthermore those who believe for -
example that a strug le at the level of teaching technique or to eliminate
‘grading, streaming end so on, is an asszult on the ‘'values'" of society or

the values of educ:ztion in some sense, do not draw revolutimnary conclusions
when they find the same phenomena arising in some other regi-n of the school.
Rather, they make a confusion betwecn the social relations and these who
are their agents, or conclude that education can only take place outside

of the state system altogether, in order to find a way -ut of the dilemma.

It is no use repeating that these struggles are revoluticnary if only taken
a little further. These forces arrive at the conclusion that it is necdssary
to evade the state rather than to smesh it! They remain trapped within
educational reformism, so what othsr conclusion tan they draw? The *~

purpose of the intervention of revolutionary marxists is precisely to

break those forces who are throw into struggle By social jrocesses out

of the ideological problematic in which they are traped. This does not
occur as the result of a pbysicel struggle betwecn these elements and

the authorities in any spontaneous fashion; it occurs only as the result

of the political struggle conducted with these elements by the revolutionaries.

The consecuences of opportunism for the revolutionsry group are equally
severe. Ste.ping intc other ~eople's ideological clothes on the grounds
that this cases ascceptance by the mase movements and currents around it,
simply leads to confusion with the organisetion itself. The party comes
to adopt the ideologic:zl premises ~»f those surrounding it and confuses
them with its own scientific premises. The end result is that such an
organis:zti-n degener:tes intc.a left-demagogic fzemation.




WHICH WAY?

4 rank anc file orgunisatl n exists tu change the leadership snd icg
policies of the NUT. Why is this nccessary? tecause the exxsi;ng leadership
accepts the c ntinued existence of bourgeois class pcwer as the framework
in which it operctes. The result is a failure to lead any effective strug.le
at all on wages and conditi ns or on educ:cticnal questiuns, and a consequent
bureaucratisation cf the unicn. The basis for a rs-k end file group should
not thercfore be simple oppesiti .n to the executive. It must scek to commit

the union, not just to a harder or more consistent struggle, but to b e

premised on =’ fforent politicnl basis. There are of course only two auch
orgenising rinciples aveilable: a strugile on the besis of and within
bourgesis class power znd struggle o _the ‘basis.of contesting this power.

We have studied Rank & File, {"ssecting the vari us currents within it,
not for the sake of anatomy, but to try end show that in fact Rank & File
is a united front of different Loliticel and sueial forces. This question

is therefure on what basis these forces come together., Clearly this has
nothing to dowith wheother we are 21l in favour of this or that reform.

It is perfcetly possible to get unity for this cr that roform with all
manner of sccial forces - even parties of the bourgeoisie in some cases.
What makes Renk & File a principled or am un,.rincipled united front is
whetheryiin )3 b stPv~mlaendd-thdoh 44 narticipates, it defines the
enemy corr:ctly: bour G is clgss power. lhis not only has immense consequences
for the effectlvenesg§of gﬁy ngun strug:le, it alsc determines whether r
not that organisation finishes up in the camp of the ruling class or in
“the camp of the :roletariat.

It is not enough to be sgainst ‘icapitzliem". This is not an accurate
description of the enemy. For exemple, if Rank & File agrees that it is
necessary to struggle "7 ¢ apr-hensives because the tripartite system

is the ;roduct of ca;i1talism, this is not at all sufficient. .8 we have

. Been it is perfectly possible for certain forces to agree to this and to
agree that they are opgcsed to 'eapitslism’, yet at the same time propose
that we elect reprecsentatives to become part of the bourgeois state: in
otHer. words they seck to fighti'capitalism'by using bourgeois class power.
what are they are saying is that it is pos ible tc use the bourgeosis stata
against capitalism, im_lictly msking thu assum;ti.n that bits and _ieces

of the bourgevis state can be 'won over'. The Communist Party for example

is opposed to the Common Msrket because it is "ecapitulist', Yet it pro.oses
to fight cepitalism on this occasion by urging the defence of the Sritish
nation state: that is to fight against "capitalism' on the basis of bourgeois
power, firmly within the framework of bourgeois _clitics. The real gquesti n
for Rank & File is on the basis of what class power is change possible.

If Renk & File fudges this questiun, or .oses things in terms of this or

thzt change being against the ''system', a stey in the directicn of '“'soccialism'
some day, then inevitably it will stand between the two polltlcal cams,
ambiguonsly at flrst kot then wore and more fully -=sish -v ‘"in L dhbmy
tomp,- The f£1-°' fhiia ‘o 4= -~nlaim for thne managerial eevolution
in the schools (althougn in a ‘leit' znd 'democrctic'! form of course).
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It is therciore nov a question of a 1ight aga Jns+ ”*he systen', "capitalism"
etc, but a fight ageinst the ruling ciass on *he terrain of the educatin
system. This :,qvb,,uaj realigzment aov maa=s it xuSalJ*J to integrate all

the varigus questions preccriy Pk Lesuhers lﬂ g . rinel. ten ey s 10 illustrate
this, we uzn, 12¥ the, saue of 0u"€ﬂ19“:° le them into three categories:

‘auoatiols

B@uraeuls Reu rgapis, tion in'rr}mﬁgj.&.szn"f

There has been-a prof.onsed gerdonot fadraen caanrge in education.
There" is o) cinse-aiesidn foritheowuling class’'in this. in the cne-hand, = fou
becaise it haslneeded ¥ d-dzsdsscupwordon bilaiyihve wh the schools, it
has'*ha@ to' pive- supjort to the grodi=isbresiup sfitae wripartite system 1
of secondary odursz01. Yot on the oiher hand.-thie has arovied the 25
aspirations of laie” seetions ef the vl ahlon = pupil e, teachers and j
sections of the werling class. The et J.:le of *nu woklcing class to push
these changes Pérgedrd 490 g Yo ddv o lealiiofl dvclutionery _
upsurges even thouzh Fhovulhiiade 84 hzj some of the priveleges .
of the ruling clnaﬁ»m Th e rlght to oY anlae educutiom Jor their own':
members wlthout refureJGe 1o socieyy oe e wholey butsince for:ther great
mass of* the' wer’ ‘c1deE, the st‘vru;c i comprehorsiies: was seen 88¢
a natur=l ~Cﬂomvan1u1'"t 45 ‘a mMore! or Tess successfuls afvrmee on the: trade
union fron*, =nd because the (Amplict) fight a zinst- private education
was ccnduc“ed on the socikl=deiocratic basis of “hfﬂdlné the government,
no violén* upsurgés ook Place on the qrestion which cobld bave led tonsild
“the‘c ass powsr of the bourgeoisie belrg challenged. [ the same time,
desiite the ¢ nEainmevt of the working cless metilic Lion worch bhourgevis o
re ovbu’ GHEion enlled dhtelbang, tthe mohid § 8L siol amon, Lz~mhisrs has been
more continuous snd is now reaching a head. e hawve alisady dismiesed
in some deinil earlicr cn, the way in which new leyeis cf teachers see
the signiTiverls A oide %4 nsl’ change: for thew 1% r-& 1
chenge 1 ‘the Hyalued® of Boci &Y or-an etk chthsl
For | ufﬁls' rqg*wa Sy educatisn parficolayrly fhe ped
resul ted in : Hinve ‘Fav_urable framnewosic 1L wlich o
owrl stoupr:

L riongk
b

P o0
Ol
nce

(ﬁank GFite imis t B IR Fardur ol Ja3 smpursles apninst 12 plus, grommap ool
schoo¥s,i cr ding  stresmiag o4 wl g s i e Wl I0uky A cthagsniilont made s
in SHHPE Pes oot o W il & hATREr il o R Hse Lo 80K PR i edusationy -they:

also “@Piminate to ‘ecie . pimme- onl St idd il B forices of dthe :
worlttns ¢lnds ' InSeticouad’] sihorwine, gr;’iqy strozining and comgetitive
efdfitnatiorg ciizte Moverial LndaddIogonl diaprit o otn o the working classe. |
Ranlt & File tmst L who*cheafveu_j in f:* e o of ool s gedd oBut -at itha?

game “tifme ‘4L TSt make it abselulely cloas tha% it thad no coxnfidencesin
‘thHe ‘ebilfty 'cf the reling-clefss Lo sec “hem thrcugil, nor any confidence -
in the “premiess of ‘bourgecss poetias {sig. ‘the Dabour arty) to sece them
throdvh 4 Ec Aty dople iwinld istgpaliTitiag aow & d elecs tihem Lo jowery
nor eny CLn*Jﬂ'*ru in cther methotsof st;abble which utilise the class . .« ¢
power-uf the Blrurgecisie (Vdemocrésy’in. schoals of vihe type ‘we have: criticised).
BIEESTic steps fr. xd can chly‘bemaderen the basis of utilising the class.
poﬂer of the ;:-:.‘uletnw«’1 whic¢h can cerry these changes through aga ainst

the ruling ¢liss; TigicaXly Involviag the prcletariat in becoming the

leading cless in society by means of crexting its own state power.

The ress-ns why the bourgesisic canmot carry them through besome clear every
day. From their peiut of ¥iew, ¢ oty Sy 3 Temn swemirg tlons,
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(2nd increasingly the rotention of selecti.n in wsny sress) must be
retained in the schools (~nd Letween difierent types of school) even
though their distribution has changed for the ur ¢se of facilitating
upward socizl mobility. For them, the law of value wust continue to rule
theidavél pment. of society. This must be explained in the prosrammatic
basis of Renk & File. The alternative is th.t forces within Renk & File
draw false conclusi.ns from their ex erience. ..s we described ecrlier
they tend, 28 a way out of their dilemma, to coufuse the general sccial
releti ns .f educ tion with the relati.nshi s of suthorty (Ydemocracy"
in schools) or the general conditions under which educ.tion occurs with
educ 'tion itself (the ‘ideology'prcblematic). The mere fact thet
reorganis ‘tion has 'exposed! the links between educztion end cz italism
in no way sutomadically results in forces Leing; won to socislism. The
enemy must be correctly defined. It is not grading, streaming etc which
are the enemies in the first insteonce., If these shings are dufined as
the enemy, a blow s ainst which wezkens ''the system", then it is quite
~ossible, as we have seen, to Jdevelop strategies for attacking these
things r° the basis of bourgeuis clsss power. The only result can be
that teachers interests are compromiscd through porticipotion schemes.
The enemy in cducztion is the rulin_ class and its stote. It is perfectly
possible for the rulin; class to sec its chance to absorb those who 1i=
place confidence in their power, offering them the rospect of a few
changes in return for the emasculation of their organisaticns.

dxgenditure Cuts & Rati-neliszti n.

The clearest .xpressi.n thet the ruling class is incspable of developing
educati n is that, -nce the rate of company yrofit suffers decline, it

cuts back on its ex;en.iture in the social services and sducaticm. It is
quite clear thst the bourge isie, des ite its pfous pretentions, is

prepared to sacrifice the education of the population to rescue its own
profits., No longer can the rofessi nelism of teachers be exercised so easily
within the fremewcrk of welfsre-state ideclogy, #ince the bourgevisie is
forced to dismantle and improverish who areas of the welfare state. It is

no longer so easy for bourge is politicians to pretend that the slow
development of the secisl services is Cdue to 'aiministr tive difficulties'.
It becomes clear, unce all develoment ceases, thot other comsicerations

are afoct. The question which Rank & File must ;cse to teachers therefore

is #ntwhose hands does the future of education lie? Is it with the ruling
clas and its state, or is theirisomelother socml class capable of leading
society? This is the corrcct way to pose the questicn of socialism to
teachers - not as the finsl culminstion of a series of reforms, but with
which class does thesfuture of their .rofessionalism lie? Rank & File should
not ap.roach teachers and tell them thet they should seem themselves as
boilermekers or else they are ‘'agents of the ruling class’. The question i
is under what form of society can their jrofessi.nsl skills be best i
utilised., In other words whot rank & File wust Jo is change the political %
class meaning their professi-nzlism hee acquired. o 3

Salaries

4e have slrenly discussed how this question should be ap, roached. Thos who
argue for rcforms on the basis of bourgevis [ower woeuld have us all become
administrators in ordeér to get rid of the scales. This is disastrous. The
strug; 1» for improvements in teachers pay cen only bz carried out on the
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that there is a problem of low pay among teachers, and therefore teachers
must unite with other sections of workers to fight against this generalised
problem. To argue on the basis of their sectoral professionalism, their
ability to offer administrative services to thd state etc, is to lead
teachers into defeat. This needs to be ex lained in the programme of

Rank & File because it draws the dividing line between those who argue

in favour of higher wages on the basis of bourgeois class power and those

who do not.

Clearly, the salary question and the issue of rationalisation of expenditure
are interlinked. Clearly, if it is believed that the bourgeoisie is

capable of educing the perulation (in whatever sense this is understood),
then to strike is to damage the education of the pupils. This feeling is
widespread among teachers, and because of their implicit confidence in

‘the bourgeoisie they are easily subject to pressure from the mass media

and the government to stop fighting. But once it is understood that the
bourgeoisie is not only incapable of education the population, but actually
impoverishing their edudation, these inhibitions can be destroyed. This

too much be explained in the programme of Renk & File. The fact that

the state is pre,ared to tolerate a long strike rather than pay a wage
increase to teachars, is proof of its priorities.

Teachers face a crisis of forces for their struggles. It is quite clear
that the working class interest in education has declined, because the
political basis of its previous involvement has been eroded. Yet it is

_equally clear hhat teachers carmot win on their own. On what political

basis therefore can they involve other forces?

The working class is jealous of its previous gains in educaticn. However,
it is not organised in such a way that it becomes immediately aware that
its previous social gains in education are being eroded. This only becomes
apparent to the mass of workers when there are cuts in provisions, When
teachers (and often pupils) struggle in education however, this raises the
question for the workers as to whether these strug les also undermine

and erode its previous gains. Ajein, this is beceuse the working class

jtself has a certain confidence in the ability of the bourgeoisie to

develop its “ducational facilities. They do not automatically see teachess
as their immedizte allies. The bourgecisie are well awarcof this of course.
Its overall strategy at the present ‘time is to carry out a rationalisation

of education, but at the same time avoid the responsibility for this. It

does this by pointing to deviant teachers, ‘violent' pupils, experimental
teaching methods (which are sup,osed to result in a decline of literacy ete).
It also seises on the golden opportunity presented whenever pupils and
teachers engage in struggle. Whenever there is a strike, the press make

a good deal of the ''damage" bein,: donme to the pupils. If teachers are to

win the working class to their side therefore they must carry out a
programme of explanation to the labour movement. How does the existing
leadership of NUT explain what is going on? More often than not by accepting
the arguments put forward by the bourgeoisie! Rank & File, as an alternative
leadership for theunion, can therefore only carry out these struggzles
effectively by explaining to the working class precisely the ideas discussed
above. The working class must defend those teachers and pupils who are
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prepared to stop the bourgeoisie from solving the crisis of British
ca,ital by taking back the previous gains won by the labour movement in
the social services.

It is equally important for teachers to defend pupils organisations.
Pupils are often the most readily available forces for a struggle. This

is why Rank & File must win the NUT to defend and encourage these organ=-
isaticns. It should also fight against such things as corporal punishment
in the schools because it prevents teachers and pupils seeing their mutualk
interests (not on the grounds of being opposed to ‘'authority’ or something
of this kind). The workers should defend these organisations also. Not
only are the pu,ils often allies against the capitalists, but they are
also prepared to develop militant forms of strug:le which serve to bring
forward a new cadre for the organisations of the workers. In order to
explain such an idea, it is also of course necessary for forces in the
NUT to explain the contradictory nature of education under capitalism.
Will Johnny's "intelligence" suffer etc...? In other words it is important
that Rank & File conducts a political strug:le with the working class

in order to win forces from the labour movement for the fights which
take place in the schools. The crisis concerning education among teachers
must be spilt over into the working class. It is on these lines that

a meaningful alliance with the working class can be built. Needless to
add, of course, if teachers seek a way out by 'democratising' the

state administration, this can only result in their taking responsibility
for the polkcies of capitalism in education and compromising themselves
in the eyes of the working class, The distinction between being agzinst
Mcapitaliem" and against bourgeois class power is therefore of scme
importance to the strug.le to recunstruct the programmstic basis cof

Rank & File in a principled way.

Finally, the struggle for democracy in the union should be seen in this
context. There is no space here to give an account of the evolution of
the trade union bureaucracy. But the relationship betwe:n the leadership
and the membership of a trade union is governed by its politics, Admini=-
strative problems flpow from political ones, not the other way round.

The unions are bureaucratic bedause the womi: et fucces leading the
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uniors wish to do so within the framework of bourgeois power. The resulting
contradictions between their activities and the asjirations of the membership

are then'resolved' by placing a diaphram of bureaucracy between the
leadershi)p and the membership. The strugple to democratise the union
therefore involves questions of programme from the very beginning and
cainmot be regarded as simply a matter of introducing a more ''democratic
set of rulesi, This administrative, a-political thinking is a mirror

of the bureaucracy. The fight for democracy in the unions can only be
conducted successfully if the need for more democracy flows logically from
the need to fight the ruling class.

D. Bo
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We can encapsulate these points in order to arrive at the sort of
formula which would provide a principled platform for Rank & File.

Rank & File: /n /ltern»tive rrogsramue for the NUT

The capitalists are unsble to develop the cducation system further or
in such a way as tc alter the fundamental conditions under which the
population are educated. In particular, tiey have always sought to
develop education at the minimum possible cost. To do this, they

have developed numerous administrative measures for the pupose of
carrying out unequal distribution of expenditure, since to them the
working population are no more than comumodities to be reproduced at ~4
minimum expense. Such techniques include sepgregation into different

types of school, grading and streaming, and ‘‘intellipgence' testing.

These praciices have been justified by the theory that the working
population possesses unequal capabilities from birth, which they

bring to the education system. BEducation under these conditiouns

results in the ideclogical disunity of the working class, and demoralises
the working class (intcntionally or otherwise) as to its own practicel

and historical capabilities. For this resson, the NUT is in favour

of 21l reforms, such as comprehensives, non-streaming, etc which limit
these practices. The NUT will support any pupils, teachers or workers
organisations which undertske a struggle against them.

In order to revive the competitiveness of Pritish capital, the current
policies of state in education are organised around the idea of carrying
out rationalisation and reorgunisation in order to further minimise its
expenditure. This results in ocutright cuts in meny schools. This policy
is being carried out regardless of the existing gains of the lzbour
movement and the conditisns under which teachers work. We arc oy osed

to capital solving its problems at the exgense of any sector of the
working populaticn, including teachers and pupils, and the NUT resclves
to fight agiinst cuts in expenditure., In addltlon, the NUT opposes any

~of the effects of rationalisation which teachers, pupils or workers

organisations consider to be counter to their interests. The Union
should therefore:

a) avoid taking responsibility in the eyes of the labour movement for
the policies of the state in education. Therefore no member of the NUT
should sit on bodies of state, including School Governing bodies, which
formulate or implement state policy, except for the sole purpose of
stating the positions of the Union.

b) to make every attempt to involve other organisations of the labour
movement in the fipght against the state and government in the schools.

It is also indespensible for the union to carry out a yrorramme of
explanaticn to the labour movement of the slﬁnlflcancu of these struggsles,

¢) to defend and encuurabe the independent organisations of schocl pupils,
in view of the fact that pupils have often proved in the past to be the
allies of teachers and the labour movement in strug lé. For this reason
the NUT is opposed to corporal punishment because it ulVldES pupils and
teachers.
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The state has two objectives in relation to teachers salaries. First,
to cut the cost of administration in schools by persuading teachers

to accept administrative duties as a conditicn for increases in pay,
thereby introducing broad differentials and weakening union solidarity.
Secondly, to take advantage of their lack of economic power, to hold
down their pay. io counter this, the Union should: [

a) refuse to accept administrative posts as a substitute for a fight
to increase wages. No extension of the scales.

b) to alleviate the plight of the low paid teacher, to fight for
straight across the board increases for all grades. No more percentage

_increases, which increase real differentials.

¢)through unity in the fight against low pay, to fight for a longer-term
abolition -f the scales.

d) all claims to include built-in cost of living increases; the cost
of living index to be decided by the unions.

e) Full wage for all unemployed teachers.
f) An end to the Teachers Remuneration /ict. No compulsory arbitration

g) An end to the Industrial Relations ict. No registration, collaberation
or recognition.

h) No collaboration with any form of Incomes Policy, whether statutory
or voluntary, Labour or Tory.

h) Solidarity action with any member of the trade union movement who
defies the freeze or the National Industrial Relations Court. Immediate
strike acticn in support of any worker threatened with imprisonment.

In order to fight for the above positions, the NUT representatives must
be firmly under democratic control.

a) No secret negotiations. Union officials to consult at every turn

in any negotiati.ns with the elected representatives for their decision
on actions necessary to puruse union demands. #“here possible, mass
meetings should be held in school time. Ixecutive meuwbers must be

bound by this discipline. .

b) %11 paid officials to be subject to election and both officials and
representatives to be subject to immediate recall.

¢) No official to be paid more than the average teaching salary.

The struggle for socialism in this country will ultimately be determined
by the balance of forces on a world scale. Specifically this struggle
cannot be separated from the struggles against imperialism throughout

the world. The NUT should therefore support all anti-imperialist struggles.
In particular, Rank & File undertukes to commit NUT and local units to
solidarity with 1) those forces fighting British imperialism in Ireland

2) those forces fighting /merican imperialism in Vietnam.

IT you would Iike to be put in touch wi militants active in the
write to: Ji’ Donoghue, c¢/o 182 Pentonville Road, London N.l.




