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Good afternoon. In this session, I'm going to use the example of current ESL government policy development to illustrate how privatisation is a key element in the way in which government and big business have highjacking adult education. 

This is an extension of the argument I made in the first half of my presentation this morning. I'm going to first talk about some issues pertaining to privatisation that effect both general and adult education. Then, I'll go into some detail about the history of adult ESL in Canada as a way of providing an example that shows the detrimental effects of privatisation. Again, I'll talk for about a half hour and then I'll put you into groups according to your districts so that you can discuss the implications of my argument.

The privatisation of our work is in some senses a more immediate problem for us personally as adult educators because it has serious implications for our working conditions and wages. I'll discuss this more closely towards the end of my talk with a concrete example from my own school district, Surrey, and ask you if there are any concrete examples of privatisation from your own district in the group work I'll ask you to do when I'm finished.

For the moment, let me go to some remarks made by Michael Apple, a well-known progressive educational theorist in Wisconsin, in order to examine the big picture, as it were.

Apple (1999) contends that the current capitalist power structure spearheaded by Bush and his friends represent a new alliance of conservative forces as far as general education is concerned. These forces include those conservatives committed to the neo-liberal liase-faire economics of the open market, authoritative religious fundamentalists, factions of the professional middle-class committed to 'accountability' and neo-conservative intellectuals who want us to a return to a mythical past marked by 'higher standards' and a 'common culture'. 

This last category includes academics like Harold Bloom. Do you remember him? He's the one who wants us to 'return' to the cannon of western literature. You might want to look at John Willinsky's (1998) remarks on how that literature has only been a subject in English universities for the last century and a half and was closely linked to the need to integrate Indian intellectuals and managers for the Empire. Incidentally, did we ever stop privileging the works of white dead males?

Anyway, Apple has a lot of interesting things to say about how successful this group has been in spreading its propaganda. This unholy alliance, which is a better 'axis of evil' than the one that David Frum fantasises about, has been very successful in depicting the market economy as 'common sense' and in masking the subsidisation of educational resources for the privileged elite as 'choice' in education. 

The risks to public education that privatisation represents in terms of stability, standards of instruction and the allocation of resources is demonstrated quite well in Kerry Richardson's (2004) article in the latest issue of the STA's newsletter (the STA Examiner). Richardson cites a New York Times report on how a businessman in California with no education credentials (other than being a school trustee) used a $100 million subsidy from the California Department of Education to build a 'charter school' empire. This fall, his 6000 students were left in the lurch when this empire collapsed into bankruptcy and chaos. 

Richardson also cites the local B.C. example of Academex Systems Corporation, which is also undergoing bankruptcy. It's under investigation by the Employment Standards Branch for not paying the benefit premiums to insurers that teachers remitted.

So, privatisation poses threats to the allocation of educational resources and to the job and income security for teachers. The main thing I want to emphasis here, however, is that Apple makes the point that the current wave of privatisation of education is not simply for the purposes of saving government money. Hell, the war in Iraq proves that Bush is not into that! 

Now, I don't have time this afternoon to go into all of the valuable insights that Apple and his colleagues provide. Apple's basic point is that the privatisation of education has important ideological implications because it allows business to control educational content. 

One example of how this occurs will suffice for my purposes this afternoon. Michael Morgan, a scholar at the University of Massachusetts, documented in 1993 how Whittle Communication's Channel One (that is the famous 12 minute news program piped into many poorer mid-western and southern state schools) uses the desperate need of these schools for television equipment to advance consumerism and conservative political viewpoints in classrooms. Morgan noted that students exposed to Channel One spent most of their time in the classroom watching commercials and that this shaped the content of subsequent lessons. 

One thing that is worth pointing out is the connection between privatisation and standardised testing and for this I draw from Sandra Mathieson, who is also out at UBC and whom, I was lucky enough to hear speak at a recent conference.

Mathieson started her talk on high stakes standardised testing with some remarks on how damaging they are generally. She noted that in the U.S., only Iowa and Nebraska have no system-wide structure of standardised testing and that this has led to increased pressures on teachers and students. So intense is this pressure, in fact, that most schools in the U.S. no longer have recess and make do with 25 min. lunches. There has also been a severe cutback on extra-curricular activities and field-trips, which are seen as too frivolous if one wants to get enough of one's students to score well on these tests to uphold your school's position on a bogus system of school rankings like the one pedalled by the Fraser Institute.

Overhead:

Mathieson noted that standardised testing:

· Attempts to impose highly inefficient external motivation

· Focuses on low level thinking skills (do you remember your Bloom's taxonomy?) and not those that are critical or analytic 

· Does not promote love of learning

· Emphasises bribes (she had some interesting stories using some U.S. examples on this point)

· Narrows the curriculum (teach to the test)

· Deprofessionalises teachers

· Decontextualises content , which tends to it artificial and simplistic

· Turns tasks into ends unto themselves

· Makes tasks highly artificial and not transferable to real life situations

· Focuses teaching on testable subjects and skills

· Strengthens teacher centred approaches

· Increases stress and boredom

And, most importantly for my discussion here this afternoon, Mathieson points out the links between the standardised testing and the privatisation of schooling. 

In most U.S. jurisdictions, the design and implementation of standardised testing has been contracted out to private firms and features content that is highly supportive of market economies. Mathieson pointed out that districts often sign contracts that force teachers to use these standardised test instruments supplied by private firms. In fact, in some jurisdictions it is illegal not to use them!

This kind of interference in how teachers do their jobs is akin to laws in California that make it illegal for a teacher to use a second language (ie. Spanish) in the classroom! See Jim Cummin's website at http://www.iteachilearn.com/cummins/

Incidentally, my ELSA colleagues from Surrey might tell you that nothing gets my blood boiling than the recent attempt to impose on us the poorly designed standardised level testing instrument put out by VCC. Incidentally, one has to wonder why VCC has put out so much crap in terms of assessment and testing. You might remember that they designed the much-maligned original LINC assessment tool 10 years ago (to be fair, I should point out that I got my TESL certificate from VCC). Of course, maybe I shouldn't criticise VCC too much. The government might get the idea to privatise its curriculum and assessment development work. But, in any case, I hope the example of VCC shows that I don't automatically equate private business with evil. Why, I've worked for some private corporations, myself. VCC's work shows that bad testing and curriculum development can also be conducted by public institutions.  

Go into critique of VCC's test?

Anyway, Mathieson ended her discussion about the links between standardised testing and privatisation by telling the stories of two teachers in the states who lost their jobs (and certification) when they refused to use the privately produced testing instruments imposed upon them by their districts. I hope that this doesn't happen to us.

Let me turn now to how privatisation is effecting adult education. I don't have time to discuss this process as much as I would like from the global perspective. Those of you interested in this might want to check out a recent article by Jennifer Sumner (2001), a scholar at the University of Guelph, who concretely documented the way privatisation and market economy agendas are advanced in the OECD and UNESCO.

Let me go into my field, adult ESL, as a way of showing how privatisation is being advanced at a more local level. I'll briefly go into the history of Canadian ESL provision in order to set the context. I'll then describe what has happened to one of our colleagues in Surrey.

No priority was given to the development of national ESL programs, either for children or for adults, prior to the Second World War (Ashworth, 2001; Burnaby, 1996). Separate jurisdictions, such as individual school districts or provincial ministries of education administered second language programs, but usually on an ad hoc basis. 

There are some interesting historical examples of how second languages, dialects and cultures were treated by educational institutions as things to be eradicated from Canadian social life. The first school in what would become Canada, founded in 1632 by the Jesuit order in Quebec, exposed its multicultural student body to an explicitly Christian training. This tradition continued with residential schools, a notorious system in which aboriginal children were forcibly taken from their parents and communities for the express purpose of eradicating their languages and cultures. The residential school system, responsible for an enormous amount of sorrow in native communities, were administered by various Christian churches and supported by the federal government.

The racist attitudes of many administrators were evident in every part of the country. In 1844, Egerton Ryerson, the first Chief Superintendent of Schools in what would become Ontario, helped found an educational system explicitly mandated to assimilate the newly arrived Catholic Irish and promote protestant ‘Anglo-conformity’ (Tomkins, 1978). 

On the prairies, one of the most influential educators of new Canadians, James Anderson, emphasised the need for teachers to adopt a ‘missionary spirit’ for the task of stamping out bilingualism and promoting Anglo-Canadian values and culture (Anderson, 1918). Anderson, later elected premier of Saskatchewan, headed a notoriously conservative government that restricted French and minority language rights until being defeated at the polls in 1934, accused of corruption and having links with the Ku Klux Klan.

British Columbia has also had a long history of racial conflict over education. The most important example of this is the local school authority’s 1922 attempt to segregate Chinese-Canadian children in Victoria, the provincial capital. The Chinese community in that city, one of the oldest immigrant enclaves in the country, organised a boycott that ended the practice a year later (Stanley, 1991). The Vancouver School Board opened the first ESL programs for children in British Columbia in 1907, but no provincial body sponsored adult ESL programs until the advent of federal multicultural policy, over sixty years later.

Multicultural policy quickly opened the door for programs that promoted heritage languages for children, but did not lead immediately to the systematic provision of adult ESL. Many difficulties arose over conflicts between federal and provincial jurisdictions. As you I'm sure know, under the Canadian Constitution, education is a provincial responsibility. Immigration and citizenship is federal. Both jurisdictions claimed that adult second language education was the responsibility of the other. Ontario and Quebec developed provincial funding formulas that allowed various bodies, such as school districts, colleges and community agencies to provide limited access to English and French language education, respectively. This led to some innovative and far-reaching program planning, most notably by the Toronto School Board, which had to cope with the enormous demographic changes of a city subject to a massive influx of immigrants. Few other jurisdictions in the country acted.

In 1978, the federal government, through the Employment and Immigration Canada (EIC), created the first national language training project as part of the Canadian Job Strategies (CJS) program. This program provided language training for adult migrants and native Canadians who could not find employment because they lacked proficiency in English or French. It did this through the use of ‘training seats’, where the federal government purchased the rights to enrol students they sponsored from the ranks of the unemployed. This training was usually full time with basic living allowances or unemployment insurance benefits provided to trainees who meet certain criteria. 

Now, hopefully in my discussion you'll note the direction that federal policy has taken. Learners were either fully funded at this point in time or could draw on Unemployment Insurance while in school. Although these funds weren't great, they did exist. Over time, the federal programs shifted the burden of supplying these funds to the provinces and municipalities. Even when the federal money dried up, learners could, depending on the jurisdiction, count on funding from provincial or local welfare agencies. 

In any case, today these living allowances, with a few rare exceptions, simply do not exist. In my opinion, the interjurisdictional disputes between the levels of government and various departments within single tiers of government were the excuse used to cut back these subsidies. The successive permutations of federal ministries responsible for immigration and employment kept passing the buck between branches, with each branch denying having any responsibility for the job readiness of second language speakers. I remember… Apparel Textile Action Project example. Interesting to note Yvonne' Chard's remarks this past Thursday on the interministrial conflicts over literacy within the B.C. government. 

In any case, over time, several deficiencies of the CJS program became apparent. The total number of students enrolled in its language training components was never very large, rarely numbering more the 15,000 in any one year.  This was far fewer than the estimated number of people in the country who needed language training, a fact undoubtedly due to the restricted nature of its eligibility requirements. More importantly, due to the fact that the program was geared for reemployment, only “heads of households” (i.e. the principal family wage earner) were eligible. Given the long-standing wage gap between the genders, this meant that almost all the participants in the program were men. In addition, recent immigrants with little or no Canadian work experience were ineligible because they were not on the unemployment insurance rolls.

As a result of a court challenge sponsored by several immigrant organisations in regards to these inequities, the federal government created three new language-training programs that had broader community foci. Two of these, the Secretary of State Citizenship and Language Training Program and the Citizenship and Community Participation Program were short-lived. They subsidised the wages of instructors in selected citizenship programs and provided money for textbooks. Both programs were part-time and offered no living allowances for participants.

The third program, the Settlement Language Training Program (SLTP), was more substantial. Created in1986, it was designed to meet the needs of adult immigrants, primarily women and seniors, who are not destined for the labour force. The SLTP had the advantages of being flexible and the ability to provide onsite childcare and the reimbursement of out-of-pocket expenses such as bus fare. Immigrant organisations received substantial funding to enter the field with school districts and colleges as language training providers. Many formed alliances with already existing providers in the development of new and innovative programming, particularly in the Toronto region with the local school boards.

Over time, deficiencies also became apparent in the SLTP. Many immigrant organisations and providers complained that the program was chronically underfunded, with a variety of inequities in application, inferior facilities, poorly trained staff, and inconsistent curricula and methodology (Health and Welfare Canada, 1988). 

The string of events that led to the creation of the current structure of adult ESL programming in Canada started in 1990, with the release of the federal government’s four year immigration plan (Government of Canada, 1991). The plan was a major change in direction for the federal government and came at a time when the demographic changes in Canadian society discussed above were becoming more evident. 

The plan garnered a great deal of press at the time because it increased levels of immigration while extolling the associated economic benefits. The plan also prioritised the procurement of immigrants who had particular business and career skills, called for a streamlining of the immigration process, and indicated a need for greater provincial/ federal cooperation. Most importantly, the plan set immigrant language training as a major national priority for the first time. 

In 1992, two adult immigrant training programs were initiated that attempted to implement the recommendations of the advisory council: Labour Market Language Training (LMLT) and Language Instruction to Newcomers to Canada (LINC). LMLT focused on higher levels of English proficiency and was modelled on language training programs in Australia that were career specific. It was short-lived, however. LINC and its provincial counterparts, like B.C.'s English Language Services to Adults (ELSA), has become the dominant adult ESL structure in Canada. It has gradually replaced almost all other English training programs in the country and has been instrumental in the development of a myriad of national assessment and curriculum projects.

LINC/ ELSA has been designed for basic language training and can be accessed by any recent landed immigrant (official resident) of Canada. It features better levels of funding than existed in previous programs and more consistent assessment and placement procedures. A greater degree of accountability in regards to attendance and record keeping has also been set up. Like in other programs that preceded it, LINC/ ELSA providers have to apply yearly for funds, hire instructors, arrange classroom space and determine curricula and materials. 

However, important differences in the funding application processes have led to a much wider range of providers. Community agencies (especially in Ontario), and for-profit businesses (especially in British Columbia) have become bigger players, much to the chagrin of more traditional providers such as community colleges. In order to compete with these new players, traditional providers have had to cut costs to survive, principally by restricting the salary demands of their professional staff.

Today, except in rare and isolated instances, LINC/ ELSA learners are not eligible for living allowances or significant subsidies. In some jurisdictions, learners are provided transportation allowances and access to childminding. A very small minority, with the cooperation of other government service agencies, can draw on welfare or unemployment benefits while attending classes. The vast majority, however, either attend evening classes while working during the day or depend on the financial resources of family members while taking day programs.

LINC/ ELSA provided only limited amounts of guidance in terms of methodology and delivery, also much like previously existing programs. There have been a few exceptions, however, such as when the Ontario region of Canada Immigration and Citizenship developed province-wide curricula and materials. Most aspects of provision, however, became decentralised, as part of the federal government’s cost-saving divestiture of responsibilities for direct service. 

Although most aspects of the program have remained uniform and consistent, LINC/ ELSA has occasionally been fine-tuned. The level of English proficiency it covers has been expanded in some programs in Ontario. In other isolated examples, more flexible forms of delivery have been developed to cover the special needs of women or seniors in certain jurisdictions. 

Since the creation of LINC/ ELSA, Manitoba and B.C. have signed formal agreements with the federal government in regards to the devolution of responsibility of providing adult ESL training.  

These transfers of responsibility have been controversial. In Canada, as you most likely know, most tax revenue is collected by the federal government, which transfers a large percentage of these funds to the provinces. Many disputes have occurred about whether or not these funds should be ‘earmarked’ for specific purposes. For example, in regards to healthcare, a provincial responsibility constitutionally, federal/ provincial agreements state that money transferred to the provinces is to be spent in that area. In the case of immigrant services such as language training, however, no such stipulation exists. The provinces of Manitoba and British Columbia have put funds transferred for these programs into general revenue and then have allotted the money to ELSA and A/ ESL that they feel is appropriate. In British Columbia, the provincial government has provided a significantly smaller amount of money per capita than Ontario, where language training is still under the direct control of the federal government. I'm sorry to say that an NDP government initiated this policy. B.C. has justified this by saying that the money given to them by the feds are meant to cover all settlement services associated with immigrants. 

This past April, B.C. and the federal government signed a renewed contract for the provision of language training. It's difficult to evaluate the language of the contract and we're essentially now waiting to see how the money will be distributed when the next sets of contracts are awarded to language training schools. 

There has recent increased pressure to expand ESL programming to train and relicence immigrants in specific professions in which labour shortages are developing. The demographic trends I have outlined above are having their effects. A major development occurred in 2002, when the Ontario provincial government earmarked $15 million for ‘bridge training projects’ to relicence and train newcomers in the specific fields of health care, education, the machining, millwright and tooling trades, financial services programming, engineering, life sciences and welding (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2002). There has also been an expansion in funding for workplace specific literacy training that goes beyond a survival needs (Preparatory Training Program of Toronto, 2002). At the present time, these are the kinds of programs that are receiving increases in government funding. It is important to note that these funds are awarded through competitive contract to private agencies that are chiefly for-profit companies. 

These examples are part of a trend in adult ESL programming that emphasises skills and work-related training. Government funding priorities in adult ESL is clearly turning to workplace specific programming. While these programs are certainly practical, I would argue that they atomise learners into sets of marketable skills. This is a shift that has occurred in both Canada and Australia from learning skills and educational service models to an undesirable rationalised industry orientation (Cumming, 1998).

Why is this detrimental? Helen Moore (1996) criticises this trend towards rationalisation in the Australian ESL context for the way in which it homogenises programming, and ignores individual learner differences. I also contend that these programming policy decisions fail to take into account the entire individuality of our learners and their identities. The multifaceted and complex process of identity construction in the types of educational settings I have described can not be fully realised without opportunities for intermediate and advanced language learning that engages the entire individual. Basic level language learning and work specific training may be practical, but they are severely limited. 

In British Columbia a third of all LINC/ ELSA funding has been awarded to private for-profit providers since its inception. The competitive nature of the bidding process has become more and more apparent over the years and has, as of this year, become a fully-blown open-bid system of competion for contracts. This past summer the deadline for bids was arbitrarily extended (by whom we would like to know) in order to allow private for-profit companies to enhance their bids. At the time of writing, we do not know whether or not the trend towards greater privatisation of ELSA will continue. In other words, ELSA teachers for the Surrey school district don't know if we will have jobs come January.

For my purposes now, I want to turn to a story about one of my colleagues in my own district. She'll remain nameless, of course, but I'm sure that you will recognise others in the same position in which she found herself. 

Now, I'm only getting the fact of this case second hand. I want to describe it to you because I want to convey the fact that privatisation is not some distant force that is exerting itself at the UN or in the united States. It's happening right here, right now. Now, I hope that I have all of the facts straight in this case. If anyone knows the facts better than I, please chime in. 

My colleague teaches in an evening credit second language program (not ESL) under the full auspices of the District. A private for-profit company approached the District in order to rent space and set up credit language classes on weekends. The contract that was signed turned over curriculum document and material to the company and our colleague started to teach the weekend classes. Without the support of knowledgeable administrative staff on site, our colleague has also do intake, collect fees from the students, and perform other tasks normally performed by a principal or school secretary. 

Because this is essentially an informal teaching situation, the pressure is on our colleague to accept a wide variety of proficiency levels amongst the students in the class, compensate for substandard or non-existent resources, and generally lower her standards. This pressure is brought to bear on her from the company, who wants to please their fee-paying clients (the parents) and guarantee that her students will pass the course. 

So, we have a case where privatisation is coming through the back door, as it were. Our colleague's working conditions and her students learning conditions have been severely compromised as a result. Could a cut in wages be far behind?

But enough gloom and doom. I want to conclude my discussion this afternoon by quoting Michael Welton (2001), a well-known Canadian adult education scholar, quoting Erich Fromm repeating a story from Kafka (ah, the beauty of academic citations!). After summarising the challenges facing adult educators in the current age, Welton remarks that

Overhead:

Erich Fromm (1968, pp. 6-7) refers to a character from Kafka's The Trial who comes to the door leading to heaven and begs admittance from the doorkeeper. Although the door leading into heaven stands open, the man decides that he had better wait until he gets permission to enter. So he sits down and waits for days and years. He repeatedly asks to be allowed in, but is always told that he cannot be allowed to enter yet. During all these long years the man studies the doorkeeper almost incessantly and learns how to know even the fleas in his fur collar. Eventually, he is old and near death. For the first time, he asks the question, "How does it come about that in all these years no one has come seeking admittance but me?" The doorkeeper answers, "No one but you could gain admittance through this door, since this door was intended for you. I am going to close it."

As Fromm (1968) explains… the old man's hope was passive and resigned. All he had to do was summon up the courage to disregard the doorkeeper in a liberating act, which would have carried him into the glorious kingdom. Where are the doors waiting for us to enter?

So, I'm going to ask you to go into your groups and discuss this same question for the next 45 minutes. Where are our doors? 

-    Groups: by district 

· Pick a recorder; use chart paper and markers

· Report back to whole

Could go to a discussion of my own research and associated overheads 
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