Chapter 1
Prelude: Tuning the Instrument

Lejf Moos

1.1 New Discourses Meet Established Structures
and Social Capital

A Nordic model of education seems to be well known internationally. In the Nordic
research network: ‘Transnational Tendencies and Nordic Education’, we wanted to
find out if such a model really existed or had existed prior to massive global and
transnational influences. Are new expectations furthering or limiting the develop-
ment of Nordic values? Are transnational influences homogenising educational
politics and practices? And are traditional cultures and discourses persistent?

The focus of this book is therefore to explore to what extent transnational influ-
ences change national and local values and practices in the Nordic education sys-
tems and specifically in educational leadership. The transnational and global
discourse on educational leadership is mostly formed according to UK/US thinking
and traditions. Pivotal bases of these discourses are social division and cleavages,
strong hierarchical societies/class societies with liberal democracies and clearly
segregated education systems with school streaming.

The Nordic discourse describes a more equal society and flat hierarchies with
participatory democracy and a comprehensive schooling with strong local commu-
nity roots. The Nordic discourse also builds on a very long tradition for trust between
stakeholders. The governments used to trust municipalities to be able to run good
schools without demanding documentation. It has also been a tradition that govern-
ment, municipal authorities and school leaders trusted teachers’ professional knowl-
edge and practices.
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There is a strong tendency in research on educational leadership to acknowledge
the importance of the context. Leadership needs to be aware of the political, societal,
cultural and institutional context in which it works (Leithwood and Riehl 2003). But
it may be true that we forget about the history in which leadership is embedded: the
practice, structure, values and norms of the local and greater communities that have
emerged over the years and are still present as a sounding board for new percep-
tions, impressions and influences (Bourdieu 1990).

It is very important to get a better understanding of the historical and societal
background for school leadership in the Nordic systems, because leadership think-
ing and practices, individual and community social capital (Bourdieu 1990) are
formed by the society, culture and context they are part of. They are only partially
shaped by politics, discourses and literature, but primarily by national/local values,
traditions, structures and practices. It is difficult to distinguish the sources for
Nordic leadership thinking and practice. The reason for this could be that so much
of the literature we are using in the Nordic contexts is basically of a UK/US origin,
and many of the research projects we are engaged in have UK/US foundations. An
example of this is the International Successful School Principalship Project (ISSPP)
(Day and Leithwood 2007), in which many of the Nordic members of the network
still participate.

School leadership researchers from the Nordic countries (Denmark, Iceland,
Finland, Norway and Sweden) have for 3 years participated in a Nordic researcher
network. The purpose of the network was to find out how Nordic educational poli-
tics and practice are influenced by the signals and advice of transnational agencies
like the OECD (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development) and the
European Commission.

We wanted to find out if the new expectations are promoting or restraining the
development of a Nordic model. To what extent are transnational influences
homogenising educational politics and practices? And to what extent are traditional
values, cultures and discourses persistent? To what extent are Nordic education
systems similar? And to what extent is this similarity different from other systems?
Here we shall restrict our analyses to comparing the Nordic system with UK/US
systems.

In order to put the analyses in the chapters into perspective, we shall give outlines
of the overarching transnational influences and of the cultural and structural capital
they meet from 1970 and onwards: differences and similarities between UK/US and
Nordic social structures and norms, because they are seen as pivotal foundations for
relations and norms in schools. We also outline educational traditions in the two
areas, because educational purposes, values and structures are the basis of educa-
tional leadership.

To get a clearer picture of similarities and differences, we apply two perspec-
tives: country cases from all the Nordic countries give a rather short analysis of the
state of values, practices and discourses in the five systems. These cases are pro-
duced by local researchers and thus give insights into national and even local cul-
tures and discussions. The second part of the book consists of six thematic chapters.
We have chosen themes which are important across education systems, as we see
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them through the present lenses. The thematic chapters thus give comparisons and
discussions that clarify where differences and similarities are found, both between
Nordic systems and in relation to the international literature.

The findings and arguments are enlightening to leadership researchers, students
and practitioners within as well as outside the Nordic countries, because local/
Nordic findings are put into perspective by external analyses, and they in turn put
the international analyses into perspective. This is mainly so, though, because they
give new images — in relation to neo-liberal descriptions — of relations between
global influences and Nordic participatory democracy and comprehensive educa-
tion and of the ways Nordic school leaders develop their thinking and practice.

The chapters draw on economic and governance theories: neo-liberalism (e.g.
Pedersen 2010), governance and new public management theories on how transna-
tional and national agencies influence societies and institutions (e.g. Foucault
2001/1978; Moos 2009b); theories from Scandinavian neo-institutionalism on how
institutions respond to pressure and influences from above (e.g. Rgvik 2007); and
theories on educational purposes and aims (e.g. Eisner 1996; Telhaug et al. 2006)
and on educational leadership with a focus on relations and functions (e.g. Leithwood
and Riehl 2003; Rgvik 2007; Spillane 2006; Woods 2005, 2011). Interpretations of
these theories will be unfolded here and in the chapters.

A general perspective is that many new policies are being developed and imple-
mented at present. When they meet the educational and governance fields, they
meet embedded structures, discourses, norms and values that are sounding boards
for new influences. Some new ideas are implemented, others are transformed into
new forms and some are ignored. There is no one-to-one transfer from one field to
others (Bourdieu 1990; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1996). We are interested in deter-
mining if the new forms of educational leadership in Nordic systems are so similar
that they can be referred to collectively as a Nordic model.

1.2 Global Influences

The following description is very general, as it focuses on the relations of global and
transnational agencies and national stakeholders. It does not go into detail on how
national and Nordic politicians and policymakers interpret, translate, channel and
use those influences. This is done in the country cases and the thematic chapters.
Governance analyses (Dean 1999; Foucault 1976/1994) have established that it
is not possible to govern a nation, its institutions or even its individuals by eco-
nomic and administrative regulation through legislation only (this section is adapted
from Moos 2009b). This understanding is being supplemented, or perhaps even
replaced, by the understanding that societies cannot be governed from one point,
i.e. the government. Governments and other authorities must see themselves as
‘leaders of leaders’ through indirect forms of power in ‘polyphonic settings’
(Pedersen 2005). These forms are meant to influence the ways in which institutions
and individuals perceive, interpret, understand and act. The actions themselves
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become less important in this era. The values and norms behind them are more
important from a governmental point of view, because indirect forms of power
attempt to influence values and norms.

Paralleling that trend are supra- and transnational agencies such as the OECD
and the European Commission, which are — when it comes to education and its
governance and politics — not commissioned to use direct forms of power, like regu-
lations, and therefore develop soft forms of governance within very general globali-
sation trends.

Globalisation is an intricate pattern of changes in economics and the division of
labour (e.g. the emergence of more than 50,000 massive transnational companies,
which are loyal to their shareholders and therefore able to force governments to
shape their financial policies according to market logics), changes in communica-
tion (especially the Internet and other forms of split-second, global mass media),
changes in politics (with only one global political system remaining), and changes
in culture (Martin and Schumann 1997). More recent areas affected by global inter-
dependencies are the financial market, the climate and the environment.

One can detect strong tendencies towards designing a new global marketplace
with few or none barriers for cross-country operations: the free flow of finances,
goods and workers (Pedersen 2010). The prime driver for this deregulation of coop-
eration was neo-liberal economy; hence, the core logics and theories of the new
world order were economic: public choice, rational choice, principal-agent, transac-
tion cost theory and scientific management (Pedersen 2005).

The German philosopher and sociologist Jiirgen Habermas (2001) writes that
societies engaged in the process of financial globalisation tend to possess four
characteristics:

* An anthropological view of human beings as rational instruments willing and
able to make informed decisions and to offer their labour freely in the market
place

* An image of a post-egalitarian society that tolerates social marginalisation,
expulsion and exclusion

* An image of a democracy where citizens are reduced to consumers in a marked
society and where the role of the state is redefined to that of a service agency for
clients and consumers

* Finally, a view that policy should be aimed at dismantling state regulation
(author’s translation)

These are building bricks for a neo-liberal picture of the world, says Habermas.
The latter element would seem to challenge the very basis of democracy. If Habermas
is correct in his somewhat polemic and therefore crude depiction of the neo-liberal
effort to transform policy-driven societies into marked-driven societies, there have
to be fundamentally new conditions for institutions, citizens and democracy.

One global effect is the trend towards neo-liberal market politics (with a focus on
decentralisation, output, competition and strong leadership) (Pedersen 2010) as
well as accountability politics in the public sphere (with a focus on re-centralisation
and centrally imposed standards and quality criteria). This trend is known as new
public management (NPM) (Hood 1991; MacBeath et al. 1996; Moos 2006a).
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Barriers between nations in the areas of economics, industry and trade and
culture and communication have been torn down, and new relationships and new
coalitions and liaisons have been formed. Some of these new relationships are ad
hoc; some are more formal. Most of them have been established primarily to pro-
mote economic cooperation. The G8 (2006) (the coalition of France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, the UK, the USA, Canada and Russia), the World Bank, the OECD and
the EU are just a few of these powerful agencies.

1.3 Supra- and Transnational Agencies

The OECD and the European Commission are two powerful players in the global
field of educational politics. They have so far not been positioned to make educa-
tional policy regulation on behalf of member governments. However, this fact might
change in respect to the EU due to the Lisbon Agreement. National policies are
influenced by supranational EU policies ‘that create, filter and convey the globalisa-
tion process’ (Antunes 2006, 38). This influence is one of the purposes of the EU,
but not the purpose for which it was originally intended. In the Lisbon Agreement
education is defined as an aspect of social services and, therefore, within the range
of commission decisions and regulations (EC 2000).

Since both agencies — and their member governments — are interested in interna-
tional collaboration and inspiration, they have developed alternative methods for
influencing the thinking and regulation of education in member states. The EU has
developed the open method of coordination (Lange and Alexiadou 2007) and the
OECD a method of peer pressure (Moos 2006b; Schuller 2006).

At the European Commission’s meeting in Lisbon, participants agreed to develop
a flexible method based on reflexivity and indicators. This method should include
flexible governance tools that rely on soft law. A major feature of the open method
is reflexivity; member states and institutions should inspire each other through peer
reviews and policy learning, e.g. best practices. An important tool is a set of indica-
tors meant to enable the identification of best practice (Lange and Alexiadou 2007).

CERI (Centre for Educational Research and Innovation), the OECD bureau that
manages education and educational research, is a powerful player in the globalisa-
tion of economies and, thereby, the restructuring of nation states (Henry et al. 2001).

Both the EU and the OECD are very much in accordance with the decision of
the WTO’s GATS agreement (WTO 1998) to include education services in the
areas of free trade, thus transforming education to a commodity (Moos 2006b;
Pitman 2008).

These influences on policy and practices are not linear and straightforward.
Lingard (2000) describes them as ‘mutually constitutive relations’ between distinc-
tive fields or spaces. Lawn and Lingard claim that transnational organisations such
as the OECD act as shapers of emerging discourses of educational policy, as
‘expressed in reports, key committees, funding streams and programmes’ (Lawn
and Lingard 2002). The main influence comes from the OECD setting the agenda
(Schuller 2006), both within the whole organisation — e.g. international comparisons
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such as PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment) (Hopman 2008)
and TIMSS (Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study) — and within
individual member nations. If a government wants to put an issue on the national
agenda, but lacks the strength to do so on its own, it can call on the OECD for
help. The OECD then forms a team that reviews the state of affairs in the member
state, based on a detailed and comprehensive framework designed by the OECD.
The team’s report often forms the basis for political action in the states. The review
of educational research and development in Denmark is a relevant example
(Moos 2006b).

This strategy is explicated in the OECD publication Education Catalogue
(OECD 1998) as a strategy of ‘peer pressure’ that ‘encourages countries to be trans-
parent, to accept explanations and justification, and to become self-critical’ (OECD
1998, 2).

Both agencies distinguish between hard governance and soft governance. The
choice of terms is interesting, because hard law/governance stands for regulations
that influence people’s behaviour, while soft law/governance influences the way
people perceive and think about themselves and their relationships with the outside
world. Soft governance therefore influences agents in much deeper ways. While
these methods of influence might seem softer, or more educational, the effects of
soft influence are harder and more profound.

Accompanying soft governance, transnational agencies develop social technolo-
gies that national governments build on, adjust and use in their endeavour to influ-
ence public sector institutions and practitioners. Social technologies are technologies
with a purpose or an aim. It can be routines, manuals, methods and tools that very
often conceal the aims (Dean 1999; Foucault 1991; Moos 2009a). The social
technologies used by the two transnational agencies seem to follow the same
pattern, which builds on the liberal core concept of citizens’ (or consumers’) choice,
presupposing that citizens are given a screen, a background, upon which to make
their choices. Therefore, there must be comparisons between competitors and,
eventually, some kinds of indicators that can function as yardsticks for making the
selection the national interpretations.

Transnational influences are, as mentioned, forms of soft governance: advice,
discourses, etc. These are to some degree taken in by the national political and
administrative systems and transformed to national policies, reinventing national
education. However, something central spills over. When joining international com-
parison programmes, like PISA or TIMSS, national governments take over interna-
tional standards and let them replace national standards (Hopman 2008).

The influences are described and analysed in much more detail in the chapters of
this volume. Impacts on the discourses and practices in schools and school leader-
ship in the Nordic countries are being discussed. Do we see a homogenisation — as
a kind of institutional isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell 1983) — towards a UK/
US model or towards a Nordic model?

One example can illustrate the tendency. When we — Danish, Norwegian and
Swedish researchers — joined the ISSPP in 2002, we agreed to observe a shared
format for national research. That meant that we should follow the same set of
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criteria for selecting schools. The schools should have an upward performance track
on national league tables over a period of 3—4 years, very good inspection reports
for the same period of years and principals with good reputations among peers. The
criteria were born in the UK/US political systems and posed problems for the
Nordic colleagues. We had at the time no public national testing and thus no league
table, and we had no national inspection. But of course we could find school princi-
pals with a good reputation. We had to modify the criteria in different ways. In
Denmark we involved superintendents and asked them to point to successful princi-
pals in their school districts (Moos et al. 2007, 104).

1.4 Different Societies, Diverse Discourses and Practices

In short, the Nordic countries are by tradition more egalitarian than the UK and the
USA. This historical-sociological fact constitutes a basis for the development of
local practices, relations and values. In the UK and the USA, it is part of the tradi-
tional consciousness and discourse to accept steeper hierarchies and stronger, more
direct leadership than in the Nordic systems, where flatter structures and more
collegial relations are expected.

Political differences contribute to this trend. The UK and the US democracies are
more liberal with a deep belief in individual choice and competition, while the
Nordic countries have a more social democratic history with a deep belief in com-
munity and collaboration. The Nordic welfare state is described as based on belief
in a strong state, in a particular set of labour market institutions and a high rate of
investment in human capital (Andersen et al. 2007). This is (only a fraction of) the
background that forms the prism through which new impulses and expectations are
seen and understood.

1.4.1 Social Differences

The first theme is the theme of social conditions, relations and differences. Building
on materialistic, sociological theories (Bourdieu 1977, 1990; Bourdieu and Passeron
1977), it is reasonable to take the social conditions in which education is placed as
the point of departure for educational analysis. Therefore, a few figures from the
UK and the USA as well as the Nordic countries are included.

Differences in equality/inequality and distribution of income (the GINI index,
after taxes and transfers) show that on a scale from 0 (total equality) to 100 (total
inequality), the UK and the USA score around 36—40. The Nordic countries score
22-29 (OECD 2012). This means that the gulf between poor and rich is much wider
in the UK and the USA than in the Nordic countries. Over a period of 1015 years,
unfortunately the gap is widening in all these countries. The difference between the
Nordic countries and the USA and the UK remains the same.
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Similar results are seen in a UN report. In the Nordic countries the richest 20%
of the population is approximately four times richer than the poorest 20%, while the
richest 20% of the population is approximately eight times richer than the poorest
20% in the UK and the USA (UN 2006 in Wilkinson and Pickett 2009, 17).

Health and social problems are closely related to social inequality, not to average
incomes, as might be expected. The divide produces health and social problems
(UN 2006 in Wilkinson and Pickett 2009, 20).

Another effect of social inequality is the level of people who believe that most
people can be trusted. The level is 60—70% in the Nordic countries and only 30-35%
in the UK and the USA (Arbor 2005 in Wilkinson and Pickett 2009, 52). A very
similar picture arises, when we look at relations between social inequality and wom-
en’s status (Wilkinson and Pickett 2009, 60).

These figures point to analyses and discussions on social class. Social class is
a concept in social sciences and political theory, centred on models of social strati-
fication in which people are grouped into a set of hierarchical social categories.
A social class encompasses people with the same social, economic or educational sta-
tus. Marxist theory tells us that class relations build on relations to means of production.
So class is a sociological signifier for the distribution of wealth and thus predominantly
an economic category. However, some sociologists argue that ‘Class is no longer an
important basis of social identity and interests [...] Perhaps of more importance is the
noticeable effect of education on class identity and perceptions’ (Evans 1992, 251).

When it comes to the perception of social position and belonging, it is interesting
to combine Evans’ argument with analyses of free — state funded — access to educa-
tion. The proportion of public versus private proportions of funding for education
differ. For example, Norway has only 1.8% and Denmark 7.8% private funding for
education, while the UK has 30.5% (Eurydice 2012, 93), which means that it is a
greater challenge for families to find funding for education in the UK (and the USA)
than in the Nordic countries. It is fair to argue that there is a clearer social divide — and
perception of social positioning in the UK and the USA than in the Nordic countries.
The gap between poor and rich is larger in the UK and the USA, and this coincides
with the perception of trust: half as many people can be trusted in the UK and the USA
as in the Nordic countries. There used to be a steeper hierarchy in the UK, though.

This is also evident from the traditional institutional structures. In the UK there
were eight layers in schools: school leader, deputy, assisting deputy, department
leader, deputy department leader, assistant deputy department leader, teacher and
assisting teacher. The Nordic countries usually had a flat structure with three layers:
school leader, deputy and teacher.

1.4.2 Educational Legacy

It is sometimes forgotten in political discourse that school leaders are leading the
schools. Danish policymakers and administrators claim that school leadership is not
different from leading other public institutions like daycare centres, elderly care or
road maintenance (Klausen 2001). Therefore, there is only one formal diploma
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education for all public middle leaders, with no attention to specific institutions
(EVA 2012).

We do not agree with this approach. School leaders are supposed to manage
schools and ensure optimal conditions for the core function of a school (student
learning), the core mediator of learning (teachers’ education) and the core context
for education and learning (the school organisation) (Day and Leithwood 2007,
Moos 2011).

As this is the basis for our analyses, we need to describe both Nordic and UK/US
ways of thinking education. In order to get an idea of the traditional ways of think-
ing education in the UK and the USA and in the Nordic countries, we provide a
short account of the history of progressivism. The US description is inspired by
Blossing et al. (forthcoming 2013). Building on Dewey (1901, 1916), progressive
education reconciles both individualism and community by stimulating the child to
develop in her/his own way and learn from personal experience and concurrently
organise the learning processes so that cooperation and social interdependence are
encouraged. This is an educational ideology that is well suited for a school system
that aims to embrace all societal groups and a wide variety of students. Unfortunately,
Dewey’s notion of democracy, as a way of life, is a part of progressivism that is
being overshadowed by the recent neo-liberal and user-oriented claims for adapted
teaching and effective learning for the individual child.

In the USA progressive education has from the beginning been said to be in
opposition to the Herbartian subject-oriented tradition, and later on it disapproved
of both the social efficiency movement and the psychological child-centred peda-
gogy, respectively (Kliebard 1985). According to Eisner (1996), several competing
ideologies struggled for hegemony in the development of the American public
school. Progressivism has incorrectly been considered the leading ideology in the
USA, which it was not. It flourished in some small independent schools, but overall
there was more talk about progressivism than practice.

Progressivism met many challenges in the second half of the twentieth century.
The Sputnik chock in the 1960s directed attention towards programmes in mathe-
matics and natural sciences and since the 1970s American school policy has
focused on school effectiveness and high standards. National tests have had a strong
position in the USA for a long time. The destiny of progressivism is summed up by
Eisner in this way: ‘Hence, since the late 1960s public concerns about the quality of
American education have grown, and as a result, interest in progressive practices,
often seen as antithetical to what is truly educationally substantive, has decreased’
(1996, 321). The American preference for achievement tests can also serve as an
explanation for its fate, according to Kliebard. The things that Dewey sought to
promote through his curriculum were difficult to measure and therefore difficult
to fit into a system that depended on ‘that kind of external inspection which goes by
the name of examination’ (Dewey 1901 in Kliebard 1995, 74-75).

Three elements in the American curriculum tradition in particular became a chal-
lenge for progressivism: first, the American idea about curriculum objectives,
originating from, among others, Franklin Bobbitt (1924); second, the conception
of learning outcomes as an entity that can be measured objectively; and third, the
technological means-end model formulated by Ralph Tyler (1949). They have all
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contributed to a focus on education as an end and not as the process Dewey argued
for. These three elements serve as important tools in the neo-liberal governance
systems that have been developing since the 1990s, both in the USA and in the rest
of the world. They are very important foundations for the emergence of global com-
petition in education-based comparisons, transnational indicators and political
demand of accountability, measured on outcomes.

In Europe the progressive pedagogy had a less ideological character than in the
USA; it was directed more towards normative advice about how to organise teach-
ing and learning programmes. Often, we find a combination of visions from several
sources, partly supported by research on good practice. For many years, in the inter-
war period, Nordic educationalists found their main inspiration on the European
continent: George Kerschensteiner and Maria Montesorri. Kerschensteiner devel-
oped the concept of the Labour School (Arbeitsschule). A key aspect of his theory
was that he considered children to be physically active by nature. This characteristic
should be given room and further developed in school. This is in line with psychologi-
cal and philosophical trends of the time, to base education on the nature of children.
Consequently, some referred to this as child-centred education (Vom Kinde aus).
The other key aspect of Kerschensteiner’s theory was that learning in schools should
take place in peer groups, student communities, in order to strengthen their social
education (Kerschensteiner 1928/1980).

The second major inspiration was the Italian physician and educational theorist
Maria Montesorri (Montesorri 1917). In line with Kerschensteiner and psychologi-
cal theories of the time, she believed that children were perfectly able to learn if
they were allowed to act according to their own needs and interests. While Kerschen-
steiner inspired teachers of youth in lower secondary school (eighth and ninth
forms), Montesorri was more inspirational to teachers in preschools and the first
forms in primary school.

One strong trend in Nordic, as well as much European, educational politics from
the Second World War until the 1970s and 1980s is a belief in comprehensive
education, Bildung, and thus in education for democracy. The welfare state was
emerging and needed education to support its nation-building processes in order to
gain acceptance and support from all citizens (Pedersen 2010; Tjeldvoll 1997). The
main aim of this education was education for active participation in a democracy;
thus, it builds on a social-democratic concept of strong relations between individuals
and communities, leaving many curriculum decisions to professional teachers in
collaboration with students and parents. Telhaug and colleagues in an analysis of
“The Nordic Model in Education’ write:

In the golden age of Nordic social democracy, social virtues such as equal opportunity,
co-operation, adaptation and solidarity were considered to be the main goals of compulsory
schooling. Mainly for this reason, the ideal was that the adaptation of education to the
individual should take place within the framework of the school class. The argument for the
comprehensive school was made both directly and indirectly, using, in addition, a third
objective to which considerable attention was paid in the post-war period. This was the
political objective, or the democratic socialization of pupils. (2006, 253)

Based on theories on education from the European continent, one can describe
the Nordic approach as a Bildung approach; the purpose of education is comprehensive
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Bildung. According to this understanding children need to understand themselves as
parts of bigger communities and, at the same time, as authoritative individuals by
acquiring common knowledge, insight and historical, cultural and global under-
standing. The UK/US competitive state understanding underscores the need for
acquiring competencies, readiness for action, which can be understood as tools for
action. Human beings are seen as resources, and the need of education is linked with
the need of developing employable students, says J.E. Kristensen from Aarhus
University in a recent interview (Olsen 2012).

An important aspect of comprehensive education is the structure of the education
system. Is it segregated or coherent? The Nordic countries progressed gradually
from the beginning of the twentieth century from segregated schools or streaming in
schools towards a comprehensive, non-streamed school and succeeded in that
respect in the post-war years (Ekholm and Moos 2012). The situation in the UK and
the USA is very different, as many students still attend segregated schools.

A very rough summary of different educational visions in the US and the Nordic
systems in the three decades following the Second World War should include the fol-
lowing: the USA developed scientific curriculum thinking with focus on national/
scientific goals and measurable outcomes. There is an inclination for Taylorism, i.e.
scientific management (Taylor 1911) in education, building on the idea that by split-
ting up all processes, one may be able to manage them to perfection. These ideas often
result in detailed aims, standards and quality indicators and manualisation of practice
by prescribing it step by step. In the Nordic education systems, there was a strong
belief in democratic participation, student activity and comprehensive schooling.

History illustrates that UK/US education was well prepared for the contempo-
rary forms of accountability promoted by transnational agencies. The Nordic sys-
tems were not that well prepared. Not only did new transnationally inspired
expectations meet the cultural capital outlined above: the traditions, structures,
norms and values of the education systems and practitioners (Mgller 2009). They
also met long-standing structures: the century-old buildings with their architecture
and furniture built in former times and under different conditions. In many cases,
they also met learning material as well as the training and education of teachers and
leaders. For economic reasons, political decisions to renew buildings, ICT and fur-
niture are not made as quickly as decisions about educational aims and methods in
the move from national education to global education. This provides for the battle-
field between traditions, values and new expectations, where national stakeholders
and practitioners struggle to find and agree on acceptable local interpretations, when
they reinvent, restructure and re-culture their education.

1.5 The Network and the Book

The NordNet research network, Transnational Tendencies and Nordic Education,
was established with funding from NordForsk in 2009. Roughly 60 researchers
from 16 different universities in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden
met for 32-day seminars over a period of 3 years. We shared introductions by Nordic
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and international colleagues about trends and tendencies, and we formed five working
groups: a school for all (Blossing et al. 2013), pre- and primary schools, ambiva-
lences and paradoxes, accountability in higher education and educational
leadership.

The educational leadership group agreed to write this volume and worked for a
year on the structure of it. We agreed to have country cases make up one part of the
book, because we wanted to include descriptions from within country contexts that
would demonstrate both similarities and differences between Nordic systems. We
also agreed on a shared frame with a contemporary history of governance and lead-
ership, short descriptions of the education systems with facts and figures and analy-
ses of dominant understandings of school leadership functions. These descriptions
and analyses give — within the provided scope of the cases — nuanced images of the
state of education and educational leadership in five countries. In order to make
room for national situations and perspectives, we did not ask the authors to follow
the frame rigorously.

Discussing the country cases we found a number of themes, problems and issues
of common interest. They were seen as pivotal in describing the Nordic situation of
educational leadership, between tradition and contemporary expectation. One theme
is independent schools in different Nordic contexts — implications for school leader-
ship (Chap. 7). It was chosen, because privatisation of schools is increasing today,
and it can be seen as a new set of conditions — carried by neo-liberal trends — for
educational leadership. A second theme is leadership for democracy (Chap. 8),
because democracy in schools, whether deliberative or participative, is a difficult
phenomenon. It is so by schools logics. Teacher-student relations are by definition
asymmetric, and contemporary accountability systems seem to widen this gap. But
there is still a general wish to further democratic education. The third theme is
reprofessionalisation of Nordic school leadership — challenging academic teacher
professionalism (Chap. 9). Here the analyses focus on professional relations
between teachers and school leaders and leaders’ — shrinking — need for academic
subject knowledge.

The next theme is successful school leadership, which builds on the ISSPP proj-
ect findings and analyses them in a Nordic light, looking at Nordic similarities and
comparing them to UK/US systems to find similarities and differences (Chap. 10).
Following this chapter is a chapter entitled ‘Local Decisions Under Central
Watch — A New Nordic Quality Assurance System’ (Chap. 11). The focus of this
chapter is on local decisions under central watch, meaning relations between
schools, local agencies and governments with respect to quality assurance systems.
The theme is central to contemporary governance in a transnational light, and it
sheds light on Nordic ways of thinking and doing quality. Following the line of
governance, we look at superintendents in the chapter ‘The Nordic Superintendents’
Leadership Roles: Cross-National Comparison’ (Chap. 12). This theme was chosen
to follow up on the previous theme and also as an acknowledgement of the fact that
schools are now, less than ever, isolated from their contexts.

The last chapter will draw on the findings and arguments of the chapters. The
chapters in this volume illustrate that leadership must be seen in relation to its


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-6226-8_7
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context: culture, history and traditions, as well as local, national and transnational
political and governance contexts. It is important to get a better understanding of the
actual background for school leadership in the Nordic systems, because leadership
thinking and practices are formed by the context they are working in.

We wanted to find out if the new expectations are promoting or restraining the
development of a Nordic model. Are transnational influences homogenising educa-
tional politics and practices? Or are traditional values, cultures and discourses
persistent?

The country cases and thematic chapters give nuanced insights into ways in
which transnational agencies influence national governance and discourses, and
how they in turn influence school leadership values, culture and practice while tra-
ditional values at the same time remain the foundation.

Country reports argue that one of the main bases for contemporary school leader-
ship thinking and practice is the construction of the Nordic welfare state model and
the comprehensive school. Both of these have roots in nineteenth-century societal,
political, cultural and educational discourses and practices. Societies were seen as
basically equal, socially just and democratic and education as a means to sustain
and further this kind of society. This is the case, although in different forms, in all
the Nordic countries, as the balances between local and national governance differ.

The thematic chapters analyse Nordic education and school leadership from
diverse perspectives: new balances between public and independent schools.
Independent schools influence the position and role of school leadership in different
ways. Looking at school leadership from a democratic perspective, we see that its
roots in the welfare state’s participatory, democratic thinking and practice are trans-
mitted into the new, more trade-oriented business ways of thinking, disseminated by
transnational agencies, among others. School leaders are not the only ones who
carry culture and tradition, so do teachers. Contemporary initiatives to reprofession-
alise teachers and teaching are based on neo-liberal thinking but also on a demo-
cratic, equal and compulsory school. A new analysis of ISSPP data demonstrates
that underneath some of the new public management trends to homogenise school
leadership concepts cultural basics remain, shaping actual practices and thinking.
Comparing Nordic school superintendents also shows strong links to both ends of
the continuum: from welfare state to competitive state.
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