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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Governance of Educational Trajectories and Transitions of Socially Disadvantaged
Young People in Europe
The chapters in the present report discuss the changing nature of educational governance in
Europe, and the relations between governance and the contexts in which it operates. These
changes, broadly similar across GOETE countries, have quite different consequences for the
processes and outcomes of educational trajectories. Our report is based on the assumption that
both the nature of governance itself, and its application in the particular case of educational
trajectories and transitions, are changing in ways that have not yet been fully acknowledged.
Our analyses show that both the relations between the component elements of governance and
the contexts in which they operate have been changing radically and rapidly in recent times.
Recognising and registering the sources and impacts of what are referred to as the changing
‘contexts of context’ of governance, and their consequences, has been a key challenge and
focus for GOETE research (see Dale et al. 2012).
In this report, we follow Patrick Le Galès (2004) when he defines governance as:
“a coordination process of actors, social groups and institutions that aims at reaching collectively defined and discussed objectives. Governance […] concerns the
whole range of institutions, networks, directives, regulations, norms, political and
social uses as well as public and private actors which contribute to the stability of
a society and a political regime, to its orientation, to its capacity to lead, to deliver
services and to assume its legitimacy” (cf. Dale et al. 2012, p. 9).
The adoption of the governance perspective in the GOETE project aimed at accounting for the
different levels of analysis as well as for the activities and actors/institutions involved in these
processes. The governance of educational trajectories has been examined in GOETE along
three main scales of governance, i.e., three different levels at which policy is made that
frames, orients, sets the challenges and shapes the parameters and possibilities of local contexts and practices related to educational trajectories. Here, the governance of education may
be discussed – both in analytical and empirical terms – at the supra -or international- level, at
the national level, and/or at the sub-national level. We also distinguished among the activities
of governing – funding, provision, regulation and ownership – and among the actors and institutions made responsible for carrying them out (for the sake of parsimony – state, market,
community and household), whilst acknowledging that typically responsibility will be taken
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by hybrid groups of actors, such as state and community collaboration in provision, or publicprivate partnerships in funding, for instance.
The chapters in this report, however, do not follow every possible combination of these elements or attempt an exhaustive examination of all scales, activities, and actors/institutions in
the governance of education. Rather, the chapters examine selected issues and focus on particular levels or interactions between levels.
The adopted conceptualisation of governance as our research object may be in itself considered as one major contribution to research in the governance of education. This framework
adds to the conceptual and analytical repertoire of researchers allowing for a more differentiated view of governance that distinguishes scales, activities, and actors/institutions of governance, thus opening up issues to theoretical and empirical analyses.
Databases of the Analyses
The chapters in this report draw from the empirical data and evidence provided in the following qualitative and quantitative sub-studies of the GOETE project:
•

eight national country reports containing contextual information on the institutional
structures of, and the procedures within, the respective national education systems in
GOETE produced on the basis of secondary analysis of the institutional descriptions,
existing scholarly literature and statistical data, and policy programme (see: Parreira do
Amaral et al. 2011);

•

comparative analysis of forms and contents of teacher training through expert interviews
(N=65) and document analysis (see: Cramer et al. 2012);

•

quantitative surveys with students at the end of lower secondary education (N=6366) and
parents (N=3408) about transitions and experiences at the individual level (see: McDowell
et al. 2012);

•

quantitative survey with school principals on how they perceive student trajectories and
how they contribute to their regulation (N=984) (see: Aro et al. 2012);

•

case studies into 24 local school spaces through expert interviews (N=355), individual indepth interviews and focus group discussions(N=504) (see: du Bois-Reymond et al.
2012);

•

high-level governance analysis through expert interviews (N=90) and document and
critical discourse analysis (see: Dale et al. 2012).

What does Governance ‘do’? – How does Governance ‘work’?
In a very real sense, the whole of the GOETE project has addressed the question of the governance of educational trajectories and transitions of socially disadvantaged (in the sense of
5

the disadvantage being both socially produced and socially experienced) young people. Each
of the other priority areas of GOETE—Access, Coping, Life course and Relevance—is to a
considerable degree framed by the forms of governance that both create opportunities (and
perhaps requirements) for, and set limits to, the ways that they are defined and practised. This
means that ‘governance’, or ‘being governed’, is experienced almost wholly indirectly and
insensibly through the ways it shapes opportunity structures available to students and teachers, parents and social workers, school principals and teacher trainers. This does not reduce,
but rather enhances, the central importance of the forms taken by governance arrangements
and processes, in that it is through their operation, rather than wholly by accident, or through
‘fate’, that the likelihood of the emergence of particular varieties, distributions, and outcomes,
of educational trajectories and transitions are shaped.
A fundamental aim and objective of this report has been to reveal the wider contexts through
which conceptions and practices of governance are framed. It is through the actors/institutions
and activities of governance at the different scales that different ‘opportunity structures’
available for young people are framed at both transition points. For instance, the report shows
that the difference between comprehensive and selective access to secondary education appears to create distinctly different educational opportunities for those following them, which
we denominated ‘Institutional Opportunity Structures’. Moreover, while all our countries
have policies that are nationally distinctive and hence somewhat different from each other,
their policies are all broadly framed by a common set of discourses – among others,
Knowledge-based Economy, Lifelong Learning and ‘new governance’. This, in essence, constitutes the Discursive Opportunity Structures within which all countries operate (see also:
Dale et al. 2012).
The chapters in this report show that the—increasingly varied and complex—forms, outputs
and outcomes of governance result from and impact on the activities of many different people,
working at many different levels, carrying out a multiplicity of activities and tasks related to
governance. Governance ‘works’ through all these levels, activities, and people without being
reducible to any of them; all are essential and none are separately sufficiently decisive to determine outcomes. In the following section we discuss the main contributions and findings of
the chapters in this report.
Changing Governance of Education: Spaces, Scales and their Interrelations
6

In “Space, Scale and the Governing of Youth Trajectories and Transitions in Europe”, Yuri
Kazepov, Susan Robertson and Risto Rinne make explicit the ways in which spatial processes
and relations are both a mechanism and an outcome of strategies of education governing.
They begin by arguing that despite the importance of the spatial in the shaping, making, and
governing, of everyday ‘education’ lives and opportunities, there is an under-developed spatial grammar in the sociology of education. This observation is particularly pertinent for
GOETE as ‘Europe’ itself, and the attempt to govern education at the level of Europe, is a
distinctly spatial project. The authors begin their chapter by elaborating on a conceptual
framework that includes key concepts, such as ‘territory’, ‘place’, ‘scale’, ‘network’ and ‘positionality’ in order to allow them to address questions of how, by whom, and at what scale,
learning and teaching is problematized, determined, coordinated, governed, administered and
managed, and in whose interests these practices and politics are carried out.
A key finding is that education governing across all GOETE countries is undergoing deep
scalar changes, and these changes become visible in places (schools, cities, regions, …),
where all levels conflate into concrete practices. The changes are not just vertical but also
horizontal. In other words, there is a new vertical and horizontal division of the labour of education governance. This means that dominant discourses have been scaled up to the European
level and filter downward. In other words, the ‘discursive opportunity structures’ have been
rescaled upward, acting as a frame through which education activity and its governing is to
take place.
They show that despite a common supra-national discourse broadly anchored in arguments of
the need to develop more competitive education systems and enhanced human capital, these
discourses play out substantially differently at the national and subnational levels; indeed
these differences can change the meaning of the discourses themselves. The differences are
path dependent and adapt the more general trends framed by supra-national discourses to the
contextual specificities. For instance, the importance given to actors, such as local authorities
or parents, varies considerably from one country to another, according to the overall architecture of the educational systems.
All the GOETE countries adopt forms of economic principles of efficiency, and this affects
schools, their students, teachers and parents in a range of ways. It places pressures on schools
for more output measures, for instance. The marketization of education also leads to new segregation lines between schools (“black” and “white” schools; private schools) which are in
7

turn experienced by students in real and visceral ways. New selection mechanisms enforce
justifications for the fine categorizing of students and sorting of specific groups of students
(the unmotivated; those with language difficulties; those with behavioural problems, etc.), in
turn reworking the spatial organisation of schools.
Reforms from above are largely negatively evaluated by teachers and principals. Lower
school levels are primarily interested in strategies of social inclusion while higher authorities
emphasize differentiation of skill levels which tend to hamper social inclusion and equity. As
a whole, then, fragmentation and de-synchronisation alters the patterns of opportunity available to young people and this can have negative outcomes in that it paradoxically decouples the
established life-course related resources whilst aiming to foster inclusion for the competitive
labour market and society.
The chapter on spatial governance also identifies a dominant discourse centred on the idea of
‘school autonomy’ which is a widespread policy in Europe. Rhetorically, this discourse promises to guarantee teaching freedom, to strengthen local school democracy, and to complete the
process of decentralisation. However, in reality, there has been a reallocation of governing
activity to a range of new actors, including non-state actors. These new arrangements become
concrete at the local level. For instance, the new roles for networks of actors, and the cooperation with actors outside the educational sphere, vary substantially across countries, showing
the ways in which institutional opportunity structures place limits on new developments because of their histories, path dependencies and so on. As a result, in most countries cooperation is rather weak, and there are few synergies activated with external actors. Thus, what
might be a pre-condition for helping pupils to cope with educational disadvantage becomes a
missed opportunity. And despite the fact that decentralisation and school autonomy might
appear to offer greater opportunities for parental participation in the governing of schools and
in supporting children, there is a very low level of involvement. Rather, the new governance
arrangements at the local level are still seen to fall within the realm of specialized professionals or voluntary organizations, rather than of parents on an individual basis.
The Role of Discourses in the Governance of Education: Transnational, National and Local Readings
In “Reading Discourses in the Governance of Educational Trajectories of Youth in Europe”,
Marcelo Parreira do Amaral, Karin Amos and Risto Rinne, show how governance works differently at different scales and in the different countries. While policies in all GOETE coun8

tries are far from uniform and vary according to the different political-institutional arrangements and levels of decision-making, they are at the same time influenced by common discursive frameworks – such as the Knowledge-based Economy, Lifelong Learning, and New Public Management. The impact of these common discourses is that all GOETE countries governance reforms have attempted which aimed, though to differing degrees, to optimize the
coordination and the outputs of education, thus better preparing pupils for a putative
knowledge-based economy through lifelong learning.
One main insight from this chapter is that these discourses fundamentally set the limits to
what the aims and objectives of national policies could be. To be sure, these discourses do not
determine policies, but they do set common limitations on their stated purposes and objectives
providing powerful discursive opportunity structures that operate proscriptively and on a basis of exclusion rather than inclusion, i.e., to rule out policies that do not conform to the
KBE/LLL discourse, rather than to prescribe particular policies. Though these policies may be
contested, at national and other levels, the contestation takes place within the opportunity
structure provided by the discourse itself, rather than providing alternatives, and while national variations may be substantial, and lead to rather different conceptions, framings and implementations affecting access, coping, relevance and life course, these variations remain
broadly within the common discursive opportunity structure. Those dominant discourses have
the effect of concentrating governing activities predominantly around issues of access to the
labour market, though the chapter recognizes that while the discourse appears homogeneous,
the particular ‘labour markets’ confronting individual schools and their students are unique
and complex in their specificity, while still conforming broadly with the transnational discourse.
Policy Instruments: the intersection between institution and actors at various levels
In chapter 5 of this report, “Translation/Interpretation of Policy Instruments and Negotiation
of Subject-Positions”, Karin Amos, Alessandro Martelli, Patricia Loncle and Roger Dale
demonstrate how policy instruments related to the significance of schooling as a key element
in the lifelong learning regimes of late modern knowledge-based economies are shaped and
translated, adapted and modified both in institutional relations and in the intersection between
institution and actors at various levels. The chapter also discusses the question of how subject
positions closely linked to educational transitions are negotiated, who the main actors in9

volved are, what kinds of leverage they bring into the arena, and how they interact in the negotiation process. The subject positions under negotiation are linked to crucial educational
transitions and act as important predictors for future status allocations, which is an important
reason why they are contested.
Another dominant and significant discourse discussed is that of ‘scientisation’, which essentially means that in order to be taken seriously, governance discourses, and what may be
counted as legitimate responses to them, have to be cast in the language of ‘science’, or scientific rationality. The basis of this legitimation is a rather reductive conception of ‘science’ and
especially of proof through quantification, and we need look no further than PISA and its impact for ‘proof’ of that claim.
In terms of the power of dominant discourses and structures, the behaviours and dilemmas of
all main actors in local school spaces appear to be deeply affected by the dynamics of ‘individualization’.
The crucial issue of information as gate-keeping affects many relations in the field, for instance the interplay between school staff and students/parents. If information is to be taken
seriously, it is important to recognise the need to consider how it is constructed and delivered
by school staff and experts (for instance, it could be self-referential, selective, and/or lacking
effective interaction), as well as its contents, and its implications in terms of participation.
A recurring issue throughout the theoretical and empirical research has been the possibility of
‘distinction-as-competition’ between local school spaces and societal dynamics and politics
(seen as an expression of liberalism and selectivity). Local contexts do not really have the
chance or capacity to challenge or change broader structural issues,, while, at the same time,
the autonomy claimed for local units within the education system appears to be not as extensive as it is supposed to be (ibid.; Dale et al., 2012). Nevertheless, many initiatives that enable
links, and the implementation of partnerships between education, social, cultural and health
issues have been developed by schools and local authorities. This tends to slightly soften education inequalities that are, of course, linked to social categories or classes.
Nevertheless, where these initiatives exist they are mostly optional and constitute a wide diversity of delivery and subsequent territorial inequalities (both within and between countries).
The effectiveness of these actions relates to the capacities of local systems of actors to influence the (local) decision making process (Martelli, 2007; Loncle, 2011). Our fieldwork re10

vealed some critical aspects in terms of current experience: lack of evaluation of effectiveness; tension between projects and programs due to the prevalence of many short-term projects as opposed to long-term ones; difficulties of internal commitment, common aims, and
internal governance; risks of weakening participation because of the excessive number of decision layers and actor levels. However, local cooperation appears as one of the more promising and autonomous paths of local school spaces.
What we find in the area of (local) educational governance is that the logic of appropriateness
of schools—which may, indeed, be seen as a ‘global’ logic, taking different forms in different
countries, but essentially comparable/compatible—remains broadly what it always has been ,
augmented by some ‘expert knowledge. And the outputs/outcomes of education systems also
remain effectively unaltered—producing populations whose stratified nature is legitimized by
students’ unequal performance in educational achievement.
Parents and Students as Actors in the Governance of Educational Trajectories
The chapter “Students and Parents as Actors of the Educational Governance”, by Patricia
Loncle, Karin Amos, Valérie Becquet, Simon Jahnich, Alessandro Martelli and Ulrich Theobald, analyses the extent to which these actors participate in decision processes, and in the
regulation and delivery of services. Although its forms vary, parents’ and pupils’ participation
in governance at local level can be found in the eight GOETE countries. In all countries, education systems currently tend to be open to “new” actors and increasingly give more voice to
parents and students. But the fundamental question is: how far does this lead to a renewal of
the decision making process inside schools and educational systems, and more broadly to a
strengthening of democracy as far as education is concerned? The roles of students and parents as actors in the governance of education are clearly based on both formal and informal
dimensions. At the same time, these roles are impacted by factors such as power, legitimacy,
knowledge, information, culture and socio-economic status.
In an attempt to answer this question, the chapter first explored the tools used in the eight
countries to give voice to parents and pupils, scrutinised the various instruments, and attempted to construct a typology of them. Second, the authors focus on the real practices of participation and consider parents’ and pupils’ perceptions of their potential influence on the systems. Two paradoxical findings emerge: on the one hand, parents and pupils always see themselves as weak actors of the system (even in the countries where mechanisms seem stronger);
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on the other hand, individual actors are able to find many ways of coping with the difficulties
and occasional incoherences of educational systems. The chapter provides concrete examples
of individual strategies which highlight the real capacity of parents and pupils to overcome
institutional barriers.
One general finding of this chapter is that the informal dimension may be even more important than the formal one, in terms of: the emotional support and cognitive incentives parents give (or not) to their children; the conversation/negotiation within families (parents/children) about transitions; and also of parents’ capacity to influence formal (educational)
organizations. This may partly explain the recurring complaint about ‘absent parents’, which
nevertheless reflect a persisting, or even increasing, distance between school and families in
particular in terms of both the more vulnerable ones, and the self-selection of ‘collaborative’
families from middle and upper classes.
Distributing Conceptions of Access, Coping, Relevance and Life Course through the Governance of Educational Trajectories
The concluding chapter of the report, “Distributing Conceptions of Access, Coping, Relevance and Life Course through the Governance of Educational Trajectories: Discussion and
Conclusion”, by Roger Dale & Marcelo Parreira do Amaral, aimed at laying bare the elements and nature of that complexity, and at indicating something of how it may have affected
the processes of educational trajectories, especially as experienced by socially disadvantaged
young people. These may be discussed along two lines: levels and outcomes of educational
governance.
Levels of Educational Governance
How educational trajectories and transitions are governed is the product of activities and actors at a range of different scales, from the global to the local school. The links between national and local governance are rarely clear, and frequently perceived as ineffective, while a
common finding of the report points to various forms of disjuncture between national and
more local levels. Rather than continuity between levels of governance, it may be that different discourses and practices at different levels of governance may carry different messages,
aimed at different audiences. This appears in many cases to be a consequence of different sets
of policy priorities and forms of support at national and sub-national levels. This leads to what
is referred to as forms of ‘passive subsidiarity’, where national policy proclamations are not
12

accompanied by any form of support for local implementation. It also reflects the changing
nature and place of national policy making in an era dominated by the transnational discourses of Knowledge-based Economy and Lifelong Learning. These take different forms in different countries, and at different levels of education systems, from national to regional and local,
where, for instance, the responses to the transnational discourses at the level of national education systems have remained to a notable degree within the set of assumptions that surround
the ‘old’ national economy discourse.
When this comes down to the level of the relationship between forms of educational governance and the possibilities they open up—or not—for students and parents to be involved in the
governance of transitions of which they are the most immediate beneficiaries or casualties, we
found a range of formal and non-formal relationships between parents, students and schools.
Overall, while there is strong support from international organisations for student representation in the governance of schools and many references to this being a consultative role, there
is both a range of understandings of what this may mean and entail, and considerable gaps
between the perceptions and the reality on the ground.
It is a somewhat similar picture in respect of parents becoming involved, or having some say,
in transition processes and arrangements. In particular, two aspects of this may be highlighted:
the nature and extent of schools’ accountability to parents, and the possibility of parents making some form of input to, or having some form of involvement in, the practices of transition
as they affect their children. In terms of the former, such accountability is often reduced to a
single number in a ranking list; if the position it signals is an ‘improvement’, the school is
doing well; if it signals a decline, the school needs to take steps, but only of a kind that will
improve the number. In terms of the latter, and especially with respect to the transition into
lower secondary school, which in many countries—and not just those with a selective system—it is seen as the decisive moment in the child’s school trajectory, and as such it becomes
an all-important issue for parents. However, once again, the volume of social capital is a decisive factor, as middle and upper class parents appear as not only the most active, but also as
most of to make the most of what opportunities they have. One problem with this is that, especially in places where there is competition for places in what are seen as the most desirable
schools, this can become a zero sum game, i.e., what one parent wins for her/his child, another loses. Beyond this, there is a widespread understanding that ‘parental involvement in
schools’ is frequently only formally implemented as a form of ‘symbolic policy’.
13

The Outcomes of Educational Governance
The report also focuses on how the various ‘moments’ of educational governance—practice,
policy and politics—individually and collectively shape the outcomes of the process—simply
put, who gets what out of it, which is what is after all, the forms of governance are intended
ultimately to affect. Not surprisingly after all that has gone before, it concludes that the dominant discourse of outcomes, generated and implemented through the governance of educational transitions and trajectories, is largely that of individual labour market outcomes, and of
the outputs from educational institutions that are directly concerned with achieving them. It
thus represents the double hegemony of the Knowledge-based Economy and Lifelong Learning, with the former framing what is to count as education, and the latter picking up the challenge of the inevitable failure of everyone to join the labour market, by offering them a lifetime of opportunities to extend their labour market-related learning.
Recommendations for Research, Policy and Practice
•

The potential contributions of changes in governance and policy for improving the outcomes of transitions and subsequent trajectories of socially disadvantaged young people.
It has been emphasized throughout this report that it is the policies and practices involved
in the governance of those transitions and trajectories that most distinctly place their
stamp on the forms and possibilities of those transitions and trajectories. Yet, it is also
made clear through the report that those forms and possibilities are eminently open to
change by policy. This is perhaps most clearly evident in the instance of the school or
neighbourhood effect. School zones are not ‘natural’—except in the case of small towns
or villages, where one school will serve all young people in the population—but ‘constructed’ through policies, and this in an area where the effects of policies on the distribution of educational goods and outcomes are clearly known, as shown in the conclusion to
the report. Reframing school zones, then may be the single most effective way of reducing
educational failure among socially disadvantaged young people.

•

Greater continuity and collaboration between levels of education policy making. There
seems now to be a rather embedded set of gaps between national and various levels of
sub-national levels of educational governance, which seems to be to a degree based on
their different responsibilities and constituencies. Though its forms and significance vary
from country to country, the transnationalisation of elements of education policy may
have ‘lifted’ the concerns and the eyes of national policy makers ‘upwards’, while the persisting need to ‘deliver’ remains dominant at local level. This takes different forms and
different levels of intensity in different countries, but almost everywhere we see a passing
down of responsibility, often unaccompanied by any matching or adequate devolution of
resources or authority. One result of this is the development of local initiatives at local
levels, often including non-educational actors, which seem to have been well received in
many places. There should be encouragement of—and support for—these nationally as
well as locally, and the development of cross national exchange of practices.
14

•

Greater and more equitably distributed parental involvement. This should be not only
officially encouraged but effectively and equitably enabled. Current practice in this area
clearly favours those who are already knowledgeable and well-informed about both the
processes and the stakes involved in educational transitions, and this adds a further dimension to the inequality of opportunity experienced by socially disadvantaged young people
and their families. This is an area in which good practice can be developed and shared
widely, but it should include adequately funded measures to improve the accessibility of
crucial information, and the possible consequences of particular options.

•

The current emphasis on the school—labour market link, to the exclusion of the consideration of almost any other outcome of schooling. This distorts the experience of schooling
by diminishing the apparent value of anything else that school may have to offer. This is
to the detriment of the possible contribution the experience of schooling might make to
both individual growth and development, and the collective benefit, or ‘public good’, that
education is able, and should be expected to deliver. This is especially important in the
case of socially disadvantaged young people, for whom school may represent the only
way of being able to avert social exclusion, and to access the full benefits of citizenship.

•

More effective and formal value must be given to time, space and mediation within local
school areas. The wide range of local actors and (potential) activities, and also the network of (potential) relations among parents/students on the one side and school/youth
workers on the other side, suggests to pay more attention to (limited) resources as time
(for interacting/negotiating), space (where interactions and negotiation occur), and also to
a ‘new’ function that deserves further acknowledgement and needs more defined and consolidated skills and roles: mediation (linking, translating, facilitating).
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1. Introduction: Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe
Marcelo Parreira do Amaral and Roger Dale
The research project ‘Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe. Access, coping and
relevance of education for young people in European knowledge societies in comparative
perspective’, in short, GOETE, is concerned with understanding how education systems deal
with the changing relationships between education and social integration in knowledge societies. It analyses how the educational trajectories of young people are regulated in Finland,
France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia and the UK. From a life course and
governance perspective it asks how young people’s access to different stages of education is
regulated, how coping with forms and demands of education and lifelong learning is facilitated, and whether and how education is relevant for the future lives of young people.
The present report presents and discusses findings and insights from the multi-sited and multilevel empirical studies conducted in the participant countries. In doing this, it focuses on the
thematic aspect of ‘governance’. Our starting point is the assumption that, in European
knowledge societies, the adequacy of education necessarily involves different combinations of
individual, social and economic aspects. Studying this means exploring how educational institutions—actively, or passively—conceptualise and organise individual educational trajectories.
The GOETE project aims at analysing mechanisms of governance in relation to access, coping and relevance of educational trajectories. What actors and administrative levels are involved? How are communication and cooperation between schools, economy, and civil society organised? And how do they generate different conceptions and combinations of access,
coping, relevance and life course? How and where are the voices of the individual students
and their parents heard and how are their views taken up in decision making? In what directions do current discourses and reforms regarding school entry and progression, organisation
of support, teaching and curriculum development or funding of education, point.
Against the background of these questions, different aspects and levels come to the fore when
the governance of educational trajectories of youth people is in focus. First, it involves the
production and negotiation of meaning that takes place not only in and through governmental
policy making, but necessarily also involves countless and complex interactions among different stakeholders, at different levels and scales, and involving different kinds of activities –
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this refers to questions such as: How is access best increased and disadvantage best combated? What support needs are legitimated, and whose responsibility it is of meeting them? What
are relevant and useful educational processes and outcomes?
In order to investigate this important dimension of the governance of educational trajectories,
we chose a discourse theoretical approach that helps us conceptualise and analyse the discursive nature of policy making and governance. Second, we focus on the interactive dimension
of these processes. Here, we look into the interactions of actors beyond the discursive level
and focus in particular on a group of actors that are often neglected in discussions about the
governance, namely parents and pupils themselves.
Against this background, the remainder of this introductory chapter places the GOETE research in the theoretical context and state of art literature on governance. By doing this, section 1.1 also presents and discusses the concept of governance that informs the work on the
present report. It also relates it to the governance of educational trajectories, thus linking the
different levels of analysis – from inter- and transnational to individual – and providing a
frame for the different chapters of the report. The last section provides an overview of the
subsequent chapters.
1.1 Theoretical Framing of Governance of Educational Trajectories
Before we discuss the ‘governance of educational trajectories’, it seems necessary to focus on
what we understand by ‘governance’. The term has been criticized for being “notoriously
slippery” (Peters, 2000, p. 7). It is used in substantially different ways (as a practical, normative, melioristic, etc. concept) and amidst diverging discussions in fields such as economics
and foreign policy, among others, which makes it even more important to be clear about our
usage (Pierre & Peters, 2000). One important aspect of the emergence of governance as a key
political concept is that the term has emerged to signal shifts from an old to a new order. Bob
Jessop (1999) has advanced the most effective argument on the nature of these changes. He
suggests that over the period since the ‘golden age’ for social democracy in Western Europe
(approximately 1945-1975) we have experienced a fourfold movement in the relationships
between politics, economy and society, which together frame the shift from government to
governance. The four changes Jessop indicates are: first, a shift in the relationship between
the economic and political spheres away from one that saw the state providing strong support
for the (national, production based) economy, particularly through Keynesian techniques of
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demand management, for instance; Jessop refers to this relationship as Keynesian. He contrasts this with the current situation, where the role of the state is confined to creating a legal
and political infrastructure that provides the maximum possible latitude for the development
of markets, in what is taken as a global knowledge economy. He characterises this as Schumpeterian, after the famous Austrian economist. In terms of the role of education, the nature of
this shift can be seen in the shift from a conception of education as providing human capital
able to contribute to the national economy, to one where education is a key element of national competitiveness (something also heavily emphasised at the European level). The second
area of change has taken place in the form of social security. Here, Jessop contrasts the earlier
Welfare state, where the state was expected to provide equality of opportunity, a more equitable distribution of wealth, and a ‘welfare safety net’, from cradle to grave, with what he refers
to as the contemporary Workfare state, where the role of the state is minimised, as the responsibility for social protection is handed over to individuals. Education was given a central role
as a key element and enabler of the Welfare state, whereas in the Workfare state, it is seen
more as a responsibility of individuals to make themselves employable by obtaining employment qualifications. The third element is the locus of economic activity. In the earlier case,
this was national; economies were—for the most part accurately—taken to be nationally
based, but over the past 35 years or so, that has been less and less the case. Jessop refers to
this form as Post-national. Education is now to see itself as part of a country’s (and in the
case of Europe, a global region’s) competitive edge in the global economy; the national good
is served by transnational education. Finally, the basis of governing changed from a ‘(national) State’, in the traditional social democratic sense, where the state was heavily and directly
involved, and assumed to control the key levers of power, to a (transnational) Regime, where
activities and agents of governing are more likely to be fragmented and geographically dispersed. This whole complex was registered as a shift from a Keynesian Welfare National State
to a Schumpeterian Workfare Post-national Regime—which itself can be seen as part of a
Global Knowledge Economy, with ‘Knowledge’ taken as itself a distinct and necessary factor
of production and competitiveness (cf. Jessop, 1999).
Although the term governance has different meanings, depending on the authors referred to,
in essence it does signal that the state – at national/subnational level – is no longer the sole
actor in charge of ‘steering’ society. While this may not have been the case in many countries
20 or 30 years ago, currently there is good evidence that new actors also participate in the
governance of education – not only as providers with commercial interests. Thus, governance
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not only points to new scales at which coordination takes place and to new actors involved in
these processes, as Rhodes points out “governance […] signal[s] a change in the meaning of
government, referring to a new process of governing” (Rhodes, 1997, p. 15). Also, governance refers to a range of mechanisms and functions – such as privatisation, decentralisation or
recentralisation – that are deployed to ensure the coordination of the education system (Dale,
1997, p. 274). De facto, governance describes the movement away from state control over a
range of aspects that constitute the substance of governing activities (funding, ownership,
provision, policy, regulation) toward the involvement in these activities of a range of other
actors – including the community, household, market (for profit/not for profit) and so on.
Governance mechanisms can also be located at, and projected from, different scales; and indeed, moving governance tools to different scales is both the object and outcome of governing
itself.
Our understanding of the concept draws from social scientific discussions which employ the
term governance analytically in order to call attention to important shifts in perspective in the
political field. These shifts in perspective refer to using the term ‘governance’ to conceptualize activities of governing for which traditionally terms such as ‘steering’, ‘governing’, ‘control’, ‘interdependence’ had been preferred. Governance addresses ‘government’, ‘management’, ‘coordination’, etc. among different agents within the state, the market, the economy
and civil society structures in non-hierarchical and network-like structures. According to
Rhodes (1997, p. 15), governance refers to “self-organising, interorganisational networks
characterised by interdependence, resource exchange, rules of the game and significant autonomy from the state”. As a political concept it appears in a time of criticism and scepticism as
to the possibilities of linear and hierarchical regulation of ‘complex’ social systems, which
points as much to a change of perspective on, as to profound transformations in the forms of
regulation and coordination of modern societies (Mayntz, 2006), and as a consequence especially of the spread of conceptions of New Public Management.
It is worth mentioning that ‘governance’ is not a theory in the narrow sense of the term, but
rather a perspective. In academic discussions in Europe and the United States, governance has
been used as a ‘bridging term’ (Schuppert, 2005, p. 373; van Kersbergen & van Waarden,
2004), which enables communication about similar issues as mentioned above within and
across the various academic disciplines: economics, political science, sociology, law and also
in education science.
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As an analytical instrument, the term remains ideologically open and offers tools for the analysis of different types (regimes) of governance and of their transformations. A governance
perspective can be thus be integrated and combined with various social science theories, such
as neoinstitutionalism, cybernetic and systems theory, network theory, theories of organizations, international regime theory or theory of regulation (cf. Amos, 2010; Benz et al., 2007).
The academic and political context of the development of this perspective or approach can be
described along two academic strands and three more or less distinct political phases (which
does not mean that one phase has completely supplanted the previous one). Governance began
its career as an academic term in discussions in institutional economics in the 1930s and only
later was included in the repertoire of political sciences, the latter being used in two disciplines or fields, in foreign relations and in public policy analysis (policy studies). 1 Ronald
Coase first pointed in 1937 to some difficulties of economic theory, based on neoclassical
conceptions of free markets as the key motor of and functionally superior to the coordination
of interdependencies of collective action in society. Coase showed that some economic problems could not be resolved satisfactorily and more ‘economically’, i.e., rationally, through
market mechanisms, pointing to other forms of coordination that suspend the free market, and
which first made its existence possible, for example, organizations in the field of labour that
coordinate the actions of workers and employers. By the mid-1980s, Oliver Williamson included Coase’s considerations in his work on transaction costs, showing that these costs are
not always lower in the free market; in some situations, forms of coordination in hierarchy
and in networks can produce superior results to the free market. In institutional economics
‘governance’ was synonymous with ‘rules for the coordination of actions’ – in distinction to
neoclassic economic thought.
In political science, the term ‘governance’ was coined to counteract the term ‘government’,
which was understood as a form of hierarchical state control of the society. It first became
clear in the field of Foreign Policy post-WWII that relations between states almost never take
the shape of strictly hierarchical coordination. The studies leading to the theory of International Regimes (Hasenclever et al., 1997) offer examples of political scientists’ attention to
these forms of coordination. In 1992, James Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel described In1

This historical discussion cannot be pursued fully here and interested readers are referred to the following
sources: Benz et al. (2007); van Kersbergen & van Waarden (2004); Peters (2000); Mayntz (2009, 2006)
and to Schuppert (2005). This passage draws mainly from Benz et al. (2007, pp. 10-13).
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ternational Relations as ‘governance without government’; despite all difficulties of international policy/politics it can be seen that hierarchy is not necessarily indispensable for the coordination of the action of states.
A second line of research contributing to the emergence of governance as a concept can be
found in the field of public policy analysis, in what came to be referred toas ‘Policy Studies’;
here one can distinguish, very briefly, three phases that followed the euphoria associated with
‘planning’ during the years of 1960s and early 1970s. During this first phase state hierarchical
policy making – formulated at the top of government and implemented by bureaucracy at different (lower) levels – was thought to most effectively control society. This phase emphasised
an interventionist ‘top-down’ government, which was reinforced by the context of the cold
war and systemic competition. These assumptions were shaken by research that emphasized
the ‘implementation’ processes of policies formulated at the top of government. Different
expectations collided with others at different levels, and ‘implementers’ did not behave as
passive executors of policy, but rather as active agents with own influence and power. Here it
became clear that the division between subjects and objects of policy was misleading, and
that, in general, public policies are implemented in complex constellations of (individual and
cooperative) actors with their own interests and potentials for influence. In a second phase,
the focus turned to issues of ‘control’ and ‘steering’ (Steuerung); many works aimed at theorizing the empirical results of the failure of planning and dirigiste reforms based on the systems theory framework of Niklas Luhmann. According to Luhmann’s model, which sees society formed by operationally closed subsystems functioning with their own ‘internal logic’,
external (or top-down) policy interventions become illusory; at most, these external impulses
(policies, reform initiatives) are adapted – or, in terms of systems theory, ‘translated’ – to the
internal logic of the system. In this context, there has then been a change to a phase in which
the term governance came to be used in counterpoint to government in the sense of state hierarchy. The problem of this usage is the risk of passing from one extreme to the other.
We can conclude this brief historical review of the academic contexts in which the term governance developed, by suggesting that, although they may start from contrary directions, academic discussions on governance in economics and political science arrive at a common
point. The two extremes of a continuum – market and state – are just that, extreme points on a
continuum in which there is a range of other forms of coordination and management of interdependencies of collective action.
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In the framework of our report we give preference to an analytical use of the term, which sees
it as a generic term for all the occurring patterns of steering, management and coordination of
interdependence among states, as well as among state and economic or social actors, both
individual and collective. Against this background, state hierarchy in the sense of ‘government’ appears then as just one of several possible patterns. For Renate Mayntz
“Governance means the sum of all concurrent forms of collective regulation of
social issues: from the institutionalized self-regulation of civil society, through the
diverse forms of cooperation among state and private actors, up to the action of
sovereign state agents” (2004, p. 66, own translation).
From this point of view, governance implies a shift from an actor-centred to an institutionalcentred perspective of social coordination for which three aspects are central:
1. coordination of action, which implies a blurring of steering subjects and objects which
are mutually interdependent. Within processes of state reform, in which rescaling
(shifting and increasing territorial levels of responsibility) and demonopolization
(shifting and increasing actors involved in the policy process) gain momentum, the issue of coordination becomes crucial (Kooiman, 2003);
2. from this point of view, multi-level systems (Marks, 1992) provide a relevant reference
point hinting at non-hierarchical forms of regulation and different game-levels. However, it is important to note that network regulation is coupled with a path-dependent
hierarchical regulation and recent market regulation, thus producing specific balances
affecting the outcome of governance relations (e.g., number of veto points, level of
transparency, etc.). The latter points to the need to attend to different governance
mechanisms;
3. actor constellations pointing to the different possible combinations of actors and
modes of coordination (governance regimes). Furthermore, the number and the type of
actors involved in governance arrangements, and the ties they have (density, multiplexity, accountability, power distribution, etc.), affect also organizational outcomes.
In order to conclude the general discussion on the concept of governance we refer to Patrick
Le Galès, who defined governance substantially as
“[…] a coordination process of actors, social groups and institutions that aims at
reaching collectively defined and discussed objectives. Governance then concerns
the whole range of institutions, networks, directives, regulations, norms, political
and social uses as well as public and private actors which contribute to the stabil22

ity of a society and a political regime, to its orientation, to its capacity to lead, to
deliver services and to assume its legitimacy” (Le Galès, 2004).
Applied to social policy field, the shift from government to governance, from a hierarchicalvertical regulation towards a more cooperative-horizontal one, shows strengths and weaknesses. On the one hand, it can increase participation and responsiveness, better grasping social change thanks to an open learning environment. However, to achieve such a goal some
strict conditions are needed, including trust, interdependency, flexibility, proper conflict management, and these are precisely the conditions that the NPM sought to replace with ‘contract’
otherwise producing problems of equality, accountability and coordination (see: Mayntz,
2006). These resources are available to different degrees in different institutional contexts,
thus promoting specific governance arrangements at the local level (DiGaetano & Strom,
2003). In the following section we draw from the theoretic-analytic discussion above in order
to frame the study of the governance of educational trajectories that are at the centre of the
GOETE project. However,, we also recognise, and want to argue, that some governance activity is deliberately rescaled to remove it from view, or to create a separation between authority
and responsibility.
In line with the governance perspective and against the background of the changes discussed
above, we developed a framework in an attempt to capture the changes and their complexity
in relation to the governance of education (see figure 1). There are significant variations in the
ways in which the division of labour in the educational governance is achieved in the GOETE
countries, in terms of both the activities involved and where they are carried out and by
whom. The figure below distinguishes the activities of governing—funding, provision, regulation and ownership—from the actors and institutions made responsible for carrying them out.
These are – for the sake of parsimony – state, market, community and household; whereas the
framework assumes that typically responsibility will be taken by hybrid groups of actors, such
as state and community collaboration in provision, or public-private partnerships in funding,
for instance. And the third dimension to be taken into account is that of scale at which this
takes place. Here, the governance of education may be discussed – both in analytical and empirical terms – at the supra- or international level, at the national level or at the sub-national
level.
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Figure 1: Activities, Institutions and Scales in the Governance of Education

The ‘vertical’ (or scalar) division of labour refers to the administrative levels of government
at which the responsibility for particular activities rests, running from central government –
and indeed, transnational bodies like the EU, or OECD, in some cases – to local neighbourhoods. This may be seen as a ‘scalar’ division of labour, between the various scales at which
educational governance is carried out. Along this dimension, France has traditionally stood
out for the degree of centralisation of responsibility for education, while Germany represents
a clear contrast, with considerable autonomy at the level of the different Länder.
The ‘horizontal’ level refers to the degree to which the responsibilities for the activities of
education systems are held by and within those systems themselves, and the degree to which
they may be shared with other agencies, whether in the labour market, or the area of guidance
and counselling, for instance; this may be seen as a ‘sectoral’ division of labour, between education and other agencies. It points, for instance, to the degree to which education is a single
‘silo’, carrying out all elements that fall under the heading of education in some level of isolation from other social and labour market sectors, for instance—which has been the case in
Finland and France, for instance, though not in the United Kingdom or the Netherlands.
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As the result of the interaction of these two dimensions – the scalar and sectoral – we may
also consider the ‘functional’ division of the labour of educational governance. This aspect
comes into prominence when we begin to see apparent examples of ‘privatisation’ of some
educational activities. These examples lead us to consider which of the functions of education
are, and need be, governed by public rather than private or ‘voluntary’ institutions. It is clear
that varying degrees of the responsibility for the functions of education are carried out by nonstate bodies in all the countries represented in GOETE. The clearest example of this is the
involvement of various religious organisations, usually in the provision of education (e.g., the
Netherlands), but there are increasing numbers of other ‘non-state’ forms of educational provision, such as the Academies described in the UK report (cf. Mellor & Dale, 2012). The extent to which this is the case varies across GOETE countries, with the very high levels of
functional division of labour found in the Netherlands standing out at one end of the spectrum. None of our other countries under research deploys such a close relationship between
the educational system and economic interests of (individual large) firms as Germany – which
of course is not surprising, as the German dual apprenticeship system depends on companies.
However, what is is new is how directly new market tendencies are entering the system – with
highly ambivalent effects: while serving as a tool of creaming off along highly specified single-firm-needs, it could be the chance for individual cases (cf. du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012).
1.2 Governance of Educational Trajectories: Framing the GOETE Research
The reason why governance has become an important term in educational policy and educational research is related to profound changes in the area of public administration as a whole,
which necessarily influence and shape the education sector itself, and its relationships with
other sectors such as the labour market. These changes concern specifically the instruments
and ways of steering, new forms of providing and organizing educational services, and the
emergence of new actors in educational policy. In addition to the analytical dimension discussed above, there is also a normative or ideological usage that could be useful to have in
mind when we study and analyse educational governance in the GOETE project. In all participating countries an influential discourse on ‘new governance’ was identified that strongly
informs discussions of education policy-making and reform. The current debates on educational governance address different dimensions of the education system which are strongly
consistent with the above-mentioned issues. Some recurring themes may be identified: (a) a
shifting attention from ‘bureaucratic-professional’ (typically through planning, steering, or25

ganization and coordination, etc.) to ‘post-bureaucratic’ forms of regulation (Maroy, 2004),
such as the ‘evaluative state’ and the ‘quasi-market’ models, in other words, from unilateral
steering to coordination of action; (b) a view of education systems as complex systems which
require a multi-level approach, (c) a decentralization of operative governance (school-based
management), as well as (d) a turn to evidence-based policy and evaluation.
In sum, in the GOETE research the term governance refers to actors, structures, institutions,
mechanisms and discourses that exert influence on education policy and practice at different
levels (inter-and transnational, nation-state, regional, local or school levels), thus impacting
how educational trajectories are regulated.
During the first phase of the project (see: Parreira do Amaral et al., 2011), we gathered
information on key dimensions connected to the governance of educational trajectories in
order to provide a more comprehensive picture of the education systems under scrutiny in
GOETE. The following table aggregates the major aspects related to the governance of
educational trajectories (see: ibid, p. 187).
According to table 1, GOETE countries have quite distinct characteristics in their education
systems, and this has direct implication to how governance takes place in their education
sector. While there are differences related to the level at which education policy is formulated,
decided upon and implemented – in FR, DE, SL, IT, NL, and PL education policy making is
highly centralised, while in the later three countries implementation is decentralised. In the
UK and in Finland policy making in education is decentralised. While in all GOETE countries
there is a division of labour among the different levels, the responsibility for planning policy
(i.e., standards, curricula, etc.), for instance, tends to be centralised. Also according to
Allmendinger’s typology that uses the level of stratification (referring to the rate of pupils
attaining the maximum schooling (in school years) an education system may offer according
to the degree of differentiation within a particular level, e. g., secondary level) and the level of
standardization (the degree to which educational quality is the same across the country, e. g.,
uniformity of school leaving examinations, teacher training, etc.) to classify different systems
(see: Allmendinger 1989, p. 233). Further, an important element of education governance
refers to the Parental free choice and the share of the private sector may hint at issues of
availability, accessibility, and equity of educational options. The availability of free choice (in
Finland, Italy, Slovenia and the UK) may be seen as offering a possibility for individuals to
make subjectively meaningful choices while at the same time contribute socially and
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ethnically homogeneous schools of different status. The extent to which education is provided
by the state or by private actors (as indicated by the share of private schools) may hint at the
availability of alternative curricula and pedagogical arrangements (e.g., Waldorf schools in
Germany, confessional schools in the Netherlands, etc.). At the same time, although the
majority of private schools in the GOETE countries are not-for-profit private schools, a high
share of private schools may be seen as contributing to unequal access to education. The
highest level is to be found in the Netherlands, followed by France and the UK, the lowest in
Slovenia, Italy, Finland and Germany.
These structural/institutional differences are reflected in the main objectives and orientations
of policy measures – related to the content dimension – aimed at the school to work
transitions of young people classified as ‘disadvantaged’. These policies differ between a
priority of general education in Finland and Slovenia, (pre)vocational training (Germany,
France and the Netherlands), assuring the employability of graduates in the labour market
(e.g., UK and Poland), or, as in the case of Italy, providing youth some status whether in
education, work or in training in their rather long transition to employment. Finally, the
existence of systematic preparation for transitions (especially from lower to upper secondary
level) in terms of vocational or educational orientation and counselling integrated into the
official school curriculum is a further item that shows how education systems help pupils to
cope with education in general, and with transitions in particular (see: Table 1 below).
In a comparative perspective, a research hypothesis of the GOETE project might start from
the transition regime model as it represents a way of ordering contextual differences regarding
the life course structures that result from the interaction among socio-economic, institutional
and cultural factors – especially the structures of education and welfare and their cultural
foundations. The notion of transition regime includes the dimension of governance in the
sense of linking institutionalised processing of transitions with the individual’s biographical
agency, especially their motivational careers and their decision-making processes with regard
to education. Inasmuch as transition regimes refer to different configurations of normality
resulting from the way in which education and welfare form individual life courses, it can be
expected that the GOETE findings with regard to its core thematic perspectives access, coping
and relevance will reflect the basic characteristics of the respective transition regime model.
The value of the transition regime model for the GOETE objective lies in the fact that it
extends beyond the boundaries of education systems (also if this implies reducing the
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complexity of differences between education systems) and includes structures of labour
market, welfare and youth services as well as dominant meanings of the individual and
thereby to distinguish dominant models of educational governance. According to this scheme
(table 2) – which is a hypothesis to be tested – access to education is open and inclusive in the
universalistic regime. Coping through coping with what is critical here is an integral part of
education, and personal development is the main criterion of relevance of education; the
individual is first of all a citizen whose autonomy is secured by welfare rights, also with
regard to educational choice.
In the liberal regime access is open but support is either privatised or serves as control for
increasing attendance. Education is relevant if it secures employability. Individuals are either
addressed as consumers or as human capital (which needs not to be a contradiction), while
market competition is the main governance approach.
In the employment-centred model access is selective, support for coping externalised to
welfare agencies and limited to compensatory education. Relevance of education follows the
division between academic and vocational occupations. Here, the scope of privatisation is
limited by corporatist structures and by teacher unions. The individual is conceptualised as
rather passive – in terms of being employed or being taught – and embedded in corporatist
structures. However, this is slowly being replaced by the idea of individuals as entrepreneurs
of their own labour and human capital.
In the under-institutionalised regime, access is open while support remains familialised.
Relevance of education follows the division between academic and vocational yet more
directed centrally than by labour market actors, which has created a significant time lag as
regards modernisation. Privatisation relies on individuals backed up by the family while
education is still primarily governed through the central state.
In the post-socialist countries, the general but not exclusive trend is to broaden access to
education while the support for coping with education is differing from extensive to marginal
and from integrated to external. Relevance of education is primarily defined in globalised
labour markets terms inasmuch as education is seen both as a factor for attracting foreign
investment and as a resource for individual migration (see: Parreira do Amaral et al. 2011, p.
188f.)
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Table 1. Characteristics of education systems in GOETE
Countries

France

Germany

Italy

Slovenia

Finland

UK

Poland

low

The Netherlands
high

Degree of Differentiation (tracking)

low

High

low

low

middle

low

Level of Standardization
Level of Stratification

high
high

High
High

low
low

high
high

high
low

high
low

low
low

low
low

no

No

yes

no

yes

yes

yes

No

Private sector share (%)

21.6

7.1

59

77

1.6

7.1

20.6

8.5

Educational Governance
(policy-making)

Centralised
(nation-state
level)

Centralised
(federal level)

Centralised
(implementation
decentralised)

Centralised
(implementation
decentralised)

Centralised

Decentralised

Centralised
(implementation
decentralised)

6/16

6/16

6-16

5/17

6/15

7/16

Decentralised
(implemethe
ntation decentralised)
E: 5/16, S: 5/16,
NI: 4/16

Separated, few
bridges

Strictly separated

Very weak

Separated, few
bridges

Tight (local) weak (national)

Tight link

Tight

Strictly separated

56
44
after 5 years

43
57
after 4-6 years

40
60
after 5 years

33
67
after 8 years

35
65
No transition

32
68
No transition

69
31
after 7 years

54
46
after 6 years

(pre) vocational
training

(pre)vocational
training

(pre) vocational
training

Education

Education

Employability

Employability,

Activation as
recruitment

Activation as
recruitment

Provide status:
education, work
or training
Activation
without institutional basis

Activation as
Workfare

Activation as
supporting life
planning

Activation as
Workfare

Activation as
recruitment

Non systematic

Systematic

Non systematic

Systematic

Activation as
supporting life
planning / as
recruitment
Systematic

Systematic

Non systematic

Non systematic

Employmentcentred

Employmentcentred

Underinstitutionalised

Employmentcentred

Post-socialist

Universalistic

Liberal

Post-socialist

Free-choice

Length of Compulsory education
Relation between Welfare and
Education
Patterns of participation in Upper
Secondary Education (%)
General
Vocational
Transition from Primary to Lower
Secondary School
Focus of transition policies

Activation Policies

Preparation for Transition (coping) (from lower to secondary
level)
Transition regime

6/16
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Table 2. Comparative Research Hypotheses of the GOETE Project

Regime type

Universalistic (FI)
Liberal (UK)
Employment-centred
(FR, DE, NL)
Under-institutionalised
(IT)
Post-socialist (PL, SI)

Educational trajectories
Concept of the individual learner

Governance model

Access

Coping

Relevance

universal, inclusive

integrated, enabling

personal development

welfare citizens

individual choice

open, partly inclusive

privatised - controlling

employability

consumers and human capital

market competition

selective

externalised,
compensatory

vocational/ academic

employee  human
capital

corporatism – competition

open

familiarised

vocational/ academic

member of family

centralised

opening (with exceptions)

mixed

(global) labour
market

human capital

centralised/ supranational
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1.3 Overview of the Report
This section gives a brief overview of the following chapters. Chapter 2 by Marcelo Parreira
do Amaral, Karin Amos & Risto Rinne addresses the role of discourses in the governance of
education. In “Reading Discourses in the Governance of Educational Trajectories of Youth in
Europe” questions such as the following are at the centre of interest: What is the impact of the
knowledge economy discourse on issues and policies relating to life course, access, coping/support, relevance of education? How does it play out on these issues/policies? How do
discourses frame policy frictions – using access, coping, life course, relevance? How far do
discourses influence reforms? The first part of the chapter introduces these research questions
and places them in the context of research on discourses (e.g., different approaches to discourse analysis) as well as of research on specific discourses (e.g., knowledge economy, lifelong learning), thus presenting the main ideas and categories in discourse analyses; the section
closes with an overview of the chapter. The following section discusses theoretical concepts
aimed at understanding how discourses exert influence on policy agenda-setting processes in
particular, and on policy formulation and implementation in general. Against this backdrop, it
discusses the role of discourses in governance in general and in the ‘governance of educational trajectories’ in particular. In the next section, empirical data and results from the different
sub-studies in GOETE are presented and systematically analysed. This part aims at answering
our first research question: “What is the impact of the knowledge economy discourse on issues/policies of life course, access, coping/support, relevance of education? How does it play
out on these issues/policies?” In the subsequent part, focusing on the group of children and
youth from migrant background in GOETE countries, the chapter illustrates and discusses
how and in what ways discourses shape the educational experiences and life courses of a particular group on children and youth.
Chapter 3 “Students and parents as actors of the educational system of governance” by Patricia Loncle, Karin Amos, Valérie Becquet, Simon Jahnich, Alessandro Martelli & Ulrich Theobald, aims at assessing the extent to which students and parents are ‘real’ actors in the educational system of governance. The research question addressed is whether “beyond the discourse on governance and opening of the system, students and parents have formal and informal roles in educational governance. Do they have an impact on the decision making process and do they influence the shaping of trajectories?” On the basis of the chapter’s account
of the different practices of students’ and parents’ participation in the governance of the eight
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educational systems and its analysis of the impact of formal and informal participation on
students’ individual trajectories, the answer to those questions appears to be largely in the
negative. While there are in all countries formal arrangements for parents and students to be
involved in the governance of the schools they are associated with, these opportunities turn
out to be lacking in real substance. The chapter also shows that, notwithstanding the weakness
of the system of formal participation, parents do involve themselves in the operation of local
elements of governance. Here, a major finding concerns the class differences in these forms of
involvement, with middle class parents apparently enjoying far greater opportunity and capacity to recognise and access key information about, and involvement in, their children’s
schooling, including crucially at the key points of transition; and through these means they
enjoy greater influence over all the elements of the GOETE project.
In “Scale, education, and governing educational trajectories for learners in Europe“, Chapter 4 by Yuri Kazepov, Risto Rinne & Susan Robertson, the link between scale, education, and
the governing of educational trajectories for learners in Europe is established, highlighting
why it is important to consider the different terms at the same time and in their mutual relation and influence, and to broaden the comparative scaling theoretical research to include the
field of education governance. After briefly outlining the chosen approach to scale/rescaling
theory, and stating why and how it is useful in understanding the transformation of the governing of education, and its outcomes in terms of social relations, the chapter argues that
shifts in the redistribution of the labour of education functionally, spatially and temporally,
has deep implications for the governing (coping, access, relevance and life course) of learners
in Europe. Changing scales might take similar directions, but interacting with the existing
institutional arrangements and path dependences might also produce much differentiated impacts/outcomes. They point to a tendency towards both ‘spatial fragmentation’ and temporal
‘desynchronisation’, as consequences of changing scalar relations Drawing on evidence collected in the GOETE sub-studies, the authors ask questions about the likely outcomes of
rescaling projects for governing (the life course, coping, relevance, access) for learners’ trajectories: Are some aspects of this project deemed more or less important and at what scales,
and what does this mean for social versus individual risk/protection/rights in education and
education spaces? What are the changes in the circumstances of equality of education and
equity of education?
Chapter 5, “Translation/Interpretation of policy instruments and negotiation of subjectpositions”, by Karin Amos, Alessandro Martelli, Patricia Loncle & Roger Dale focuses on the
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translations and interpretations of policy instruments and the negotiation of subject positions
as these emerge through the processes and discourses of governance. It considers what are the
major policy instruments on issues/policies of life course and how they relate to the
knowledge economy discourse and how actors (primarily) within local spaces translate and
negotiate political injunctions (objectives, measures, instruments). It also asks how lifelong
learning policies are experienced, shaped and implemented in the interaction of various levels.
In doing this, it points to the influence of three discourses; individuality, excellence and what
is referred to as ‘scientisation’, which might be seen as a ‘meta-discourse’ focusing as it does
on the valid means of expression of ideas, experiences, outcomes, etc. The first section of the
chapter interrelates with chapter 2 on discourses in reconstructing the knowledge economy
and LLL discourses and places them in the context of research on adaptation and appropriation of policy (e.g., different approaches to discourse analysis). The second part of the chapter
discusses theoretical concepts of adaptative, appropriative and interpretative processes and
focuses on actors’ strategies for translating policy instruments for their particular circumstances, local spaces, positions etc. In doing so, it aims at providing a typology of translational strategies and their resulting injunctions, negotiations and interventions. It thus aims at
providing a heuristic for understanding how policies are diverted and recontextualized in the
implementation process. A further aim of the chapter is to present empirical data and results
from the different sub-studies in GOETE and aims at answering questions about how actors
(incl. young people, parents, etc.) within local spaces translate and negotiate political injunctions (objectives, measures, instruments). There are interesting links here with Chapter 3, especially in the discussion of who are the ‘gatekeepers’ in educational systems. In a final section, the authors illustrate and discuss which actors and actor constellations, and their specific
means of exerting influence in the policy implementation process, impact on redefining the
subject position assigned to them in the policy to be implemented, asking finally, where the
balance of responsibility for educational outcomes is to be found in the multiple layers of educational governance
The Conclusion to the report by Roger Dale & Marcelo Parreira do Amaral – pursues a
threefold objective. First, it seeks to provide some overall coherence to the report by analysing and relating the findings from the earlier chapters around the different aspects of educational transitions and trajectories. Second, the chapter aims at making explicit the contribution
of GOETE findings to theory and research on the governance of educational trajectories, but
also its contribution to policy and practice. And third, it sets out a means of representing the
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individual and collective contributions of the various ‘moments’ of educational governance,
with which the GOETE project as a whole has been concerned. It does this by converting different kinds and levels of educational issues into sets of variables in the forms of ‘Education
Questions’, and by relating these the overall educational outcomes of educational transitions
and trajectories
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2. Reading Discourses in the Governance of Educational Trajectories of Youth in Europe
Marcelo Parreira do Amaral, Karin Amos & Risto Rinne
2.1 Introduction
The concept of governance calls our attention to political steering, regulation and coordination
processes other than traditional top-down governmental action. The concept, as detailed in the
introduction to this report, points to the need to include in our analyses a wide range of different actors, activities, elements and forces that may be viewed as impacting the governance of
educational trajectories. In GOETE, these actors, activities, elements and forces were included
in the different multi-level and multi-sited sub-studies. The research project involved not only
the traditional policy actors such as policy-makers, administrative actors such as ministries of
education, representatives of labour market, trade unions, etc., and the professionalpedagogical staff (teachers, school principals, other pedagogical professionals, such as school
social workers), but also stake-holders such as parents and pupils themselves. In line with the
governance perspective, one further important aspect of the research efforts was the attention
paid to discourses as powerful forces influencing the regulation of educational trajectories;
while these may be at a lower level of materiality when compared to concrete actors, they
produce no less palpable effects on the ground.
One of the insights from our research is that the current educational reforms taking place in all
of the GOETE-countries are informed by a specific set of discursive references (cf. Parreira
do Amaral et al, 2011, pp. 178ff). These references can be subsumed under three related headings or, as we prefer, ‘discourses’: knowledge economy, lifelong learning, and new governance. In what follows, however, we concentrate our attention on one of the most powerful
narratives influencing the governance of educational trajectories, the discourse on the
‘knowledge economy’. This discourse may be viewed as containing and encompassing elements of the other two discourses named above inasmuch as the narrative of the knowledge
economy implies a new vision for learning/educational trajectories that are ‘lifelong’, entailing ‘new modes of governance’ that will enable the successfully managing of the challenges
involved in creating education and labour market systems as well as preparing individuals
who rise to the challenge of the global knowledge economy. From the governance perspec-
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tive, it may be worth drawing attention to the fact that the activities as well as the actors of
governance are changed in the Knowledge-based Economy.
Against this background the main research questions addressed in this chapter are: What is the
impact of the knowledge economy discourse on issues/policies of life course, access, coping/support, relevance of education? How does it play out on these issues/policies? How do
discourses frame policy frictions – using access, coping, life course, relevance? And, to what
extent do discourses influence reforms?
The following section presents and discusses the theoretical and analytical approach adopted
here, critical discourse analysis, and places the research questions in the context of current
research on discourses (section 2.2). The next two sections draw from the previous discussion
on discourse theory and analysis to present and discuss empirical material from the different
GOETE sub-studies. Section 2.3 addresses the impact of the knowledge economy discourse
on issues and/or policies related to the GOETE framework. Here, the themes of life course,
access to, coping with/support for, and relevance of, education serve as orienting axes for the
discussion. As will become clear below, one important question is how this discourse plays
out on these issues/policies. In section 2.4 we address this question, focusing on the group of
children and youth from migrant background in GOETE countries; this section illustrates and
discusses how and in which ways discourses shape the governance of the life courses of a
particularly vulnerable group of children and youth. The concluding section (2.5) summarizes
the chapter and provides an outlook to open and further questions.
2.2 Discourses: Theoretical and Analytical Framework
This section discusses the theoretical and analytical concepts aimed at understanding how
discourses exert influence on policy agenda-setting processes in particular, and on policy formulation and implementation in general. In doing so, it discusses the role of discourses in
governance, specifically in the ‘governance of educational trajectories’.
One important aspect of the governance of young people’s educational trajectories may be
seen in the kinds of influence discourses – taken as the set of meanings, rules and practices
manifest in language use that orient the social construction of our political and social relations
and institutions as well as cultural identities which has practical consequences for the social
world – exert on governance issues related to access to, coping with, and relevance of education. This view draws from the insight that language itself is a social practice influenced by
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the material conditions in which this practice is embedded. That is to say, language – and consequently discourse – is shaped by social forces (e.g., dynamic power relations and structures)
and by the position of those who speak in these structures. In other terms, language and language use are shaped not only by ideas (ideology) but also by physical, technical and political
elements.
The term discourse established itself over the past decades as a social science approach to the
analysis of the importance of knowledge, knowledge-based and symbol-based systems in social life. The interest in ‘discourses’ is an expression of a number of paradigmatic changes in
the social sciences that are commonly referred to as ‘linguistic’ or ‘cultural turn’. Another
reason for the interest in discourses may be seen in conceptions of the discursive nature of
power, i.e., how it is mediated by symbolic practices and communication. The focus on discourses in the 1960s and 1970s pointed out to meaning as socially constructed. Linguistic
research has repeatedly called our attention to the role of language as a social practice not
only in naming and representing the world in creative and imaginative ways, but also in the
reproduction of views, that is, as particular ways to see, to act, to be and to imagine the world
we inhabit. Therefore, discourse studies are interested in the processes of production and reproduction of meaning and knowledge systems. The theoretical approach to discourse adopted
here draws from insights in different strands of social science research, especially from
French and British (socio-) linguistic theory, from social theory concepts such as ‘ideology’
and ‘hegemony’ and from post-structural theories of power and critical social theory. Taken
together, the concepts and theories discussed here offer a unique and dynamic analytical approach to the study of policy and governance of education. After a brief discussion of the theoretical background, we turn to the analytical approach to Critical Discourse Analysis (hereafter CDA) proposed especially by Norman Fairclough as a tool for the analysis of our empirical material in the subsequent sections.
Language and Social Theory – Discourse Analysis of Education Policy
As stated above, the concept of discourse theory and analysis adopted here was developed
from a synthesis of various linguistic and social theory strands of research; the main aspects
of this confluence of insights will be briefly discussed in this section before we address some
methodological issues.
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Linguistic research in the 1960s and 1970s has contributed substantially to discourse theory. It
criticized the structuralist idea that a single and common system of language could lie behind
the discourses, even if it did not completely reject the idea of a system (Macdonell, 1986, p.
9). Structuralists’ assumptions of a common system or structure of language tended to reject
the historical conditions of meanings, and therefore also of the possibility of conflict around
these meanings. In these discourse studies, the possibility of general meanings intrinsic in the
‘language’ is negated; meanings can be found only in concrete forms of the different social
and institutional practices (ibid., p. 12). This materialist theory of language was thus born
from a critique to the view of language as a transparent and neutral vehicle for the expression
of experience (cf. Olssen et al., 2004, p. 63). Language was therefore viewed both as an arbitrary system of signs and a social practice that regulates its usage, pointing not only to discourse as the meaning of language but also to its effects on real life. Language thus understood acquires its own materiality. It is no longer a ‘transparent’ and ‘neutral’ tool for naming,
signifying and representing the world; it rather constructs and constitutes the world.
Related to this development, insights from social theory gave way to seeing language and
discourse as closely related to ideology, in the sense of a system of representation, as suggested by Louis Althusser (1971). As Mark Olssen et al. (2004, p. 66) pointed out:
“In this sense, ideology refers to the relations between systems of representation
and power, as it is unevenly expressed in the social system. It refers not only to
‘false consciousness’ as Marx held, but to meanings and representations that are
partial. That is, are true, but which conceal other meanings or representations
which are equally real.”
Also Antonio Gramsci (1971) pointed out to the role of ideology in the stabilisation and reproduction of modern capitalist societies; and discourses play a central role in these processes
(Pêcheux, 1982). One of the central ways in which it functions is that ideology ‘interpellates’
people in particular ways, thus constituting them as social subjects and locating them in specific subject positions. As Fairclough acutely pointed out, Pêcheux’s major contribution was
to direct our attention to “language as one crucially important material form of ideology. […]
Discourse ‘shows the effects of ideological struggle within the functioning of language, and,
conversely, the existence of linguistic materiality within ideology’” (Fairclough, 1992, p. 30).
As Fairclough writes, “discourse contributes both to the reproduction and to the transformation of societies.” (ibid., p. 33)
A further strand of research that contributed to the development of discourse theory and analysis goes back to the work of French philosopher Michel Foucault. In his works, Foucault saw
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discourses as constituting objects, social relationships, frameworks with which we conceive of
the world, and strategies; by this he means that social subjects are shaped and formed by discursive formations as rules for constituting areas of knowledge. Foucault’s work also pointed
to the discursive nature of power. Power here is not understood as a negative force that constrains and dominates people, rather it is a ‘productive’ one in the sense that it forms and
transforms them as needed; here the linkage of power and knowledge in Foucault’s work becomes visible (cf. Fairclough, 1992, Ch. 2). Together with this ‘productive’ mode of power, in
discourse theories, power is also viewed in terms of hegemony. The latter refers back to the
work of Antonio Gramsci (1971) who used the term to refer to how the ruling classes established and maintained control – in his view the ‘bourgeoisie’ controlled not only through political and economic coercion, but also, and principally, through ideology. The important insight we gain from this view, is that language and discourses include elements and practices
that can be used to create, sustain and transform relations of power, dependence and domination through the use of (partial) representations, including meaning-making and effective dissemination of meanings as with discourses.
Critical Discourse Analysis as a Method
Departing from the insights briefly discussed above, numerous attempts at analysing the relation of language use and social phenomena have been undertaken, and came to be referred to
as Discourse Analysis (for an overview: Fairclough 1992; Rogers 2011). The CDA approach
adopted here is a specific variant of socio-linguistics. It was developed among others by the
British sociolinguist Norman Fairclough (1992; Fairclough and Fairclough, 2012), by the
Austrian linguist Ruth Wodak (1996; see also: Wodak & Meyer, 2001), and by the Dutch linguist Teun van Dijk (1985, 1997). As Fairclough writes, “Discourse is a difficult concept,
largely because there are so many conflicting and overlapping definitions formulated from
various theoretical and disciplinary standpoints” (1992, p. 3). While there is no unified definition of discourse, we approach it as the set of meanings, rules and practices manifest in language use that orient the social construction of our political and social relations and institutions as well as cultural identities which has practical consequences for the social world. In
this we follow Norman Fairclough when he writes
“In using the term discourse, I am proposing to regard language use as a form of
social practice, rather than a purely individual activity or a reflex of situational
variables. This has various implications. Firstly, it implies that discourse is a
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mode of action, one form in which people may act upon the world and especially
upon each other, as well as a mode of representation. […] Secondly, it implies
that there is a dialectic relationship between discourse and social structure, […]
the latter being both a condition for, and an effect of, the former. […] Discourse
contributes to the constitution of all those dimensions of social structure which directly and indirectly shape and constraint it: its own norms and conventions, as
well as the relations, identities and institutions which lie behind them. Discourse
is a practice not just of representing the world, but of signifying the world, constituting and constructing the world in meaning.” (1992, p. 63f., our emphasis)
Fairclough’s notion of discourse, which focuses on powerful social orders, is of particular
importance in the context of GOETE, because it has inspired a wide range of theoretical and
methodological considerations.
Fairclough’s CDA approach is a three-dimensional conception that links the analysis of text
(spoken or written such as transcripts of interviews or policy documents, etc.) usually carried
out through close analysis of textual and linguistic features; its analysis as an instance of ‘discursive practice’ that attends to the interaction of text production and consumption (writerreader); and as a ‘social practice’ which points to the institutional and organisational conditions of its occurrence as well as to the constitutive and constructive effects of discourse (cf.
Fairclough, 1992, p. 72f.).
In accordance to this multi-dimensional conception of discourse, CDA as a method of analysis 2 can be described as a set of concepts located at three different levels. First level concepts
relate to theoretical positionings and include analysis of social practices which is brought into
connection with the analysis of social structures and social inter/actions. Social practices involve three main forms of activity: work (creating/labouring); identification (construction of
social identities); and representations of the social world (ideological). A further concept at
this level relates to texts, and refers to the dialectic nature of discourses in that these articulate
(or not) different moments of a discursive practice that seek to be institutionalised and stabilised through particular kinds of activities. Here the focus lies on the productive power of
texts, that is, their ability to generate both meaning and the ‘orders of discourse’ that prioritise
and privilege particular forms. A third important concept to be dealt with at the first level pertains to structure and action. It relates to the need to analyse textually-mediated social practice
in an attempt to overcome the gap between structure and agency.
2

These paragraphs are based on Susan Robertson‘s synthesis of CDA as a methodological approach (Robertson, 2007)
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Second level concepts are aspects of textual moments in social practices. Genre, style, and
discourse focus on ‘moments’ in social practice, while field, order of discourse, intertextuality
refer to networked moments. Concepts at the third level aim at enabling us to connect the text
to the context, and the micro-political to the macro-political world, through showing not only
how regulation and representation take place and are bound together, but the processes
through which this takes place. The main concepts are: framing, classification, recontextualisation, equivalences and differences.
These concepts were used to produce a set of questions to orient the CDA analyses in GOETE
(cf. Dale, Parreira do Amaral, Amos, Barberis, Kazepov, & Treptow 2012). These questions
aimed at eliciting information on what problems were being addressed and what solutions
advocated. Related to this, we inquired how the problem(s) is/are defined, represented, and
legitimated, and what discourse or form of representation of the problem was presented or
mobilised. The questions looked for forms of intertextuality and the linguistic features of the
text (metaphors, text structure, metaphors, and cohesion). For this, questions as to the genre,
the style, and the representation of the text were included in the analyses as these aspects
show how the problem and its proposed solution are framed in a particular way. Questions
also sought information on the readers being addressed, on the subject of the problem discussed (i.e., those responsible for solving it) as well as on the style used to urge the readers
to accept the problem definition and solution, which offered important insights into the issue.
The solutions generated to a particular problem may be shaped by a particular field of reference, e.g., economy, morals, etc. Insight into this may show the orders of discourse in which
the policy discussions are embedded. Further, we asked whether there were obvious or subtle
contradictions in the solutions advocated and whether some possible solutions were discounted, and how the orders of discourse framed the solution and the absences. Finally, questions
also inquired the patterns of language (collocations) that became evident, and which located
the problem within a particular ideological framework as well as probed what alternatives
could be derived.
The following section discusses the knowledge-based economy as a discourse framing the
governance of education and of educational trajectories.
2.3 The Knowledge Economy Discourse and the Governance of Educational Trajectories
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The overall frame of the discourse on the ‘knowledge economy’ or ‘knowledge-based economy’ is provided by the new paradigm of the ‘knowledge society’ that is said to be replacing
older self-descriptions indicative of which was the modern term “industrial society”. The
terms knowledge society, information society, network-society, post-Fordist or post-industrial
society are all attempts to grasp important shifts in societal relations that mark the difference
between classical or high modernity and late, liquid or post-modernity.
Instead of adopting the term ‘knowledge society’ we argue that it would be more precise to
speak of the knowledge economy or knowledge-based economy, since the term ‘economy’
refers to specific modes of production in which knowledge are crucial, while ‘knowledge society’ remains rather vague while at the same time appealing as a neutral description of contemporary times. The term was forged in the late 1950s and 1960s to draw attention to a decisive change: the future economic and societal well-being of societies was said to not only depend on the classical foundations: resources, means of production and labour force but on
knowledge as a factor on its own right to drive economic and societal development through
(primarily technological) innovation. Intricately related to this was the concept of ‘human
capital’ which emphasized education as the key to economic growth, personal wellbeing and
health, as well as to societal stability. Although the relations have never been uncontroversial
and scientifically proven, this rationale has become universally dominant. The strong link
between education and societal progress is established and has become common sense for all
nations. Bob Jessop powerfully frames the relevance of considering the discourse on the
knowledge economy when he states that
“whether or not the knowledge-based economy provides the most adequate description of current trends in contemporary economic development, the discourse
of the ’KBE’ has become a powerful economic imaginary in the last 20 years or
so and, as such, has been influential in shaping policy paradigms, strategies, and
policies in and across many different fields of social practice.” (Jessop 2008, p. 2)
This section of the chapter addresses the question as to how the global discourse of
knowledge economy or knowledge-based economy has impacted national discourses related
to education in GOETE countries. It first discusses some changes in the political economy
that can be seen as leading to the historical shift that is being discussed as knowledge-based
economy and points to related developments at the European level (section 2.3.1). Against this
background, in the second part of the section (2.3.2) two sets of implications for education are
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discussed: a focus on governance reforms as well as on lifelong learning and ‘key competencies’.
Before we move on to deliberate on the changes involved in the turn to the global knowledgebased economy, it is important to note that, in discussing these changes we focus on evidence
we found in the analysis of high-level governance (see: Dale et al. 2012). While we discuss
this with reference to the national level in section 2.4, it needs to be kept in mind that there are
also different ways in which transnational discourses are received and acted upon at the local
level. A comprehensive examination of all the levels involved is beyond the scope of this
chapter and is engaged with in the other chapters of this report.
2.3.1 Changes in the Political Economy and the turn to global Knowledge-based Economy.
The turn to the global Knowledge-based Economy may be viewed as a complex shift from a
“Keynesian welfare national state” (KWNS) to a “Schumpeterian Workfare Postnational Regime” (SWPR), in which knowledge itself has become a distinct and necessary factor of production (Dale et al. 2012, p. 12). These changes in the international political economy include
at least four elements: First, there is a shift in the relationship between the economic and political spheres: movement away from strongly supporting national state economy with
Keynesian techniques towards the state promoting mainly only legal and political infrastructure to give maximum possible latitude for the development of global economic markets. Second, there is a shift from social security and equal opportunity guaranteeing Welfare state
towards the Workfare state, where the role of the state is minimized. Third, the focus of the
economic activity is changed not to be seen working in the sphere of national economy to the
sphere of global economy. And fourth the whole basis of governing has been moved from the
traditional national state regime towards the global and transnational and supranational regime. This combination has profoundly changed the whole context of context where education policy and governance functions.
The most significant element of wider context for the particular national contexts is a conception of a global knowledge-based economy which frames the ways that the nature of national
economies is conceived. The framing of the global economy is more strongly based on
knowledge rather than on production. From the 1980s onwards, the economic framework
within which nation-states and especially European nation-states operate has changed in two
highly significant ways. It has become a global rather than a national framework, and it has
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become knowledge rather than production-based. In terms of the first, the ability of (European) nation-states to control and steer their national economies has been transformed over the
past four decades from a position rooted in nationally-based productive industry, to a position
rooted in a transnationally driven knowledge- and services-based sector.
Europe of the Knowledge-based Economy
The great harmonization project of Europe constitutes an important element by which the
knowledge-based economy discourse has become influential in Europe, with direct implications for education and educational governance. This project has gone through three rather
distinct phases over the last decade. The first was the period following the Lisbon Agenda,
which set “Europe the task of becoming by 2010, the most dynamic, competitive knowledge
economy in the world, with sustainable growth, more and better jobs and greater social cohesion” (Presidency Conclusions, Lisbon 2000, quoted in Dale et al. 2012, p. 13). Lisbon also
saw a key role for education in contributing to the European Social Model and European social policy, where the central features were ‘investment in people’ and ‘building an active
welfare state’, i e, effectively, ‘productive social policy’. The first of these meant that “Europe's education and training systems need to adapt both to the demands of the knowledge
society and to the need of an improved level and quality of employment.” (ibid.) The second
stage was characterised even more strongly by competitiveness, with a heavy emphasis on the
need for Europe to move towards becoming a Knowledge Economy in a phase of increasing
deregulation, as the new mantra of European political discourse (became) “Growth and Employment” (Degryse & Pochet 2012, p. 86). The third phase is essentially shaped by Europe’s
response to the crisis, with the launch of Europe 2020 prioritising “budgetary reform and
growth, without drawing any other lessons from the crisis” (Degryse & Pochet, 2012, p. 88).
The later Europe 2020 initiative does, however, give a prominent place to education, with
flagship programmes like “Youth on the Move” which is intended to “promote lifelong learning, study mobility in the EU, and take-up of higher education, and help young people make
the often difficult transition into work” (Dale et al. 2012, 16).
In sum, at the European level education has been intrinsically connected to the goal of becoming a knowledge-based economy. In all GOETE countries the idea of being part of a global
competitive knowledge-based economy represents an important element framing education
policy discussions. At the European level, the knowledge-based economy represents the 'context of contexts', which functions in all countries as a ‘macro spatial discursive framework
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and interspatial circulatory system’ (op. cit. Brenner et al. 2010, p. 202) that shapes and structures interaction patterns and institutional opportunity structures (see also Dale et al. 2012). In
the knowledge-based economy discourse key policy – and political –issues such as increasing
competitiveness and economic growth while maintaining social cohesion and welfare as well
as preventing social risks have been shortcut; in this discourse these complex and not easily to
reconcile social tasks have been conflated: more education means virtually automatically
more economic prosperity and welfare.
This form of representation of the problems and challenges brought about by the advent of the
knowledge-based economy and its casting as a coordination problem – that is, the need to
improve the fit between education and labour market policy, between the outputs of education
institutions and the needs of the economy, as well as the need to better orchestrate the activities of the different professional actors responsible for the provision of education – have important implications for how education policy-making and the governance of education is
framed, deliberated upon and implemented.
Amidst this discussion, a review of EU-funded educational research stated that, “in recent
years there have been concerns that national education systems are insufficiently flexible to
respond to contemporary challenges” (Power 2007, p. 4). This is evidenced also by Sotiria
Grek et al. (2011) in their comparative work “National policy brokering and the construction
of the European education space in England, Sweden, Finland and Scotland”. Such diagnoses
corroborated the findings of several PISA cycles, creating pressure for reform in the different
European countries.
The wider changes in the political economy – discussed above as the shift from KWNS to
SWPR – leading to the knowledge-based economy discourse have at least two sets of implications for education: first, they imply changes in the conception of governance mechanisms
and instruments used to ‘steer’ or ‘govern’ the education system, which also means changing
the nature of the relationship between the education and the economy sectors. Related to this,
governance reforms appeared as the most rational solution. Second, the shift to what became
known as the knowledge-based economy involved important changes in the kinds of
knowledge viewed as necessary and relevant, including a shift from canonical knowledge to
‘key competencies’ that are to be constantly ‘refreshed’ in the future – for which lifelong
learning is a key term.
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2.3.2 Educational Governance and Lifelong Learning for the Knowledge-based Economy
This section discusses the impact of the knowledge-based economy discourse on issues/policies of life course, access, coping/support, relevance of education in the GOETE
countries. While this impact may be analysed at different levels and with reference to different aspects, we focus here on the governance reforms prompted to solve coordination problems between the education and the labour market sector, between the different actors and
stake-holders involved therein. A second focus of this section is on the emphasis on lifelong
learning and the building up of ‘key competencies’ viewed as relevant for the knowledgebased economy.
In respect to the first set of implications, the changing nature of governance instruments and
mechanisms, the main shift is the change from government to governance. This shift draws
attention to a number of actors involved in the governance of education which are not traditionally in the focus of research and policy (see chapter 3), but also to the different scales at
which this coordination processes take place (see chapter 4). While government earlier represented the nation-state as having control over all key aspects of its national society, essentially
through a process of tax and policy, now it gives way to governance, especially in form of
New Public Management (NPM) strategies. This essentially connotes a shift from the tax and
policy-paradigm that characterised the post-war social democratic state to one based very
much more on a private sector model of contract accountability (cf. Maroy 2004 and the FP6
Réguleduc Project). The most significant feature in the context of national education systems
is a shift from ex ante to ex post accountability. Education systems are now held accountable
for what they produce—their outputs—rather than for what they aim to, or are expected to
produce on the basis of their claims to expertise, etc. (Dale et al. 2012, p. 22f.).
In all GOETE countries governance reforms have been attempted which aimed, though to
differing degrees, to optimize the coordination and the outputs of education, thus better preparing pupils for the knowledge-based economy. The discourse on the knowledge-based
economy has functioned, as stated above, as the ‘context of contexts’ (Brenner et al. 2010, p.
202), framing problem definitions and the solutions envisioned to address the challenges.
However, the impact of the discourse has not been uniform, and it varies according to the different political-institutional arrangements and levels of decision-making. Thus, although in all
countries the need for a more efficient and transparent governance of education was articulat47

ed as an effective response to the challenges brought about by the knowledge-based economy,
there are important differences in the emphases and aspects of educational governance, as the
graph below illustrates.
While in Finland, for instance, the policy options revolved around reforming the inter-sectoral
coordination between education and social policy and, at the local level, a 'multi-professional
cooperation' between social and educational professional staff was seen as a reasonable solution, the focus on the reforms in Germany was placed on the steering mechanisms in the field
of education, with the aim of bringing about an improvement of the efficiency of the systems.
Similarly, the reform debates in the Netherlands focused on ‘quality’ over ‘equality’. In Italy,
Poland and Slovenia, it rather concerned a rescaling of the relationships between the scales: in
Italy between the local and regional level with the aim of countering the strong fragmentation
of the field; in Poland and Slovenia between national and supranational level. Finally, the
reforms in the UK centred on a recalibration of public and private tasks and setting standards,
not structures (see also Dale et al. 2012). The figure below illustrates the different foci of
governance reforms in the different GOETE countries.

Knowledge-based economy as
‘context of contexts’
governance reforms in the education sector
intersectoral coordination

rescaling governance levels

FI, FR

IT, PL, SI

governance mechanisms

recalibrating state and private

DE, NL

tasks/responsibilities
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Figure 2: Knowledge-based economy as ‘context of contexts

In terms of policy issues with reference to the themes of access, coping and relevance of education, the governance reforms mentioned above impacted the countries in different ways and
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to different degrees. However, some overarching trends may be discerned which will be discussed below. 3
Knowledge based economy, educational ranking by numbers and PISA
It seems that in the knowledge based economy the supranational evaluations and rankings by
numbers have very strong effects on discourses on educational policies. In most countries
PISA results were mentioned separately as pointing out by knowledge and numbers the bad
and good qualities of educational system.
In most countries the major public and academic discussions revolved around the issue of
access to education and inequalities. Two examples from GOETE countries may suffice to
illustrate this issue. In France, it was concluded that far from being able to support its pupils,
the French school system tends to reinforce inequalities. Many interviewees quoted PISA results to demonstrate the difficulties. They assert that the school system is very pernicious for
self-esteem: the system of marks is very confidence sapping, to say nothing of the exclusive
importance given to curricula and to formal knowledge, or the inefficacy of the repeating
practices. Due to these elements, pupils suffer in school and are deeply bored: they have no
clue of what they are doing there. The system is several times referred to as “a machine that
generates failure”. The system also tends to create or to reinforce the existence of ghettos.
France, too, uses PISA as a reference, but particularly in what PISA reveals about the extent
of inequalities of the French education system, which is seen as a particular affront to the
French notion of individual equality (Dale et al. 2012, p. 66, 102, 138).
The frictions of national systems appear to have been generated from quite a wide range of
contexts, though it is possible to distinguish broadly between those generated by ‘external’
and ‘internal’ contexts. For Germany in particular, the experience with PISA seems to continue to throw a long shadow, though the more immediate context seems to be the importance of
finding ways of absorbing new clienteles, through the creation of an original new form of
schooling. The findings of the PISA study with relation to children and youth with migration
background are taken to indicate an immense failure of German educational policy and
schools. Deficient careers in schooling and achievement are a continuous threat to all efforts
3

It is worth noting that discourses are open to, and reflect, contestation at various levels of political and
administrative systems. Also, access to, coping with and relevance of education are themselves may also be
seen as interrelated (elements of) discourses.
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of integration. The inability of German schools to mitigate or compensate social inequality
becomes especially evident in this context (Dale et al. 2012, p. 73).
While the focus on effectiveness and outputs does not mean that questions of inequality are
completely neglected, it is less clear whether this is seen as a matter of recognising individual
rights and equal opportunities within democratic societies, or of reducing the social and economic costs of school failure (Field et al 2007; Psacharopoulos 2007).
In terms of the effects of knowledge-based discourses on issues with respect to the relevance
of education, it appears to be linking the country to the global knowledge economy, but equally there is evidence of how education may be relevant at a quite different level, for instance as
a means of governing populations, by classifying them in terms of educational merit and need.
Education may be “societally functional but not socially relevant for many students”, while
there is an unwillingness to consider how the education system is implicated in creating inequalities. At the institutional level, there is quite a lot of evidence of “change within the system, but not of the system”, and of resistance to large scale reforms. Actors at the level of administration and management of education systems have particular conceptions of, commitments to, and interests in, the maintenance of established patterns of practice, into which any
new and threatening conceptions would have to be integrated (Dale et al. 2012, p. 149f.) .
The focus on economic aspects of education is more prevalent in the Anglo-Saxon countries,
while the continental and Northern European societies the focus is on the consequences for
society as a whole. In a sense, the narrower focus is more precise, because it defines the kind
of knowledge and its economic function; i.e., it’s potential to be commodified and traded.
This may be neatly illustrated with reference to the Finnish case: Sometimes explicitly, often
more implicitly, the societal context is that of the knowledge society, with the respective emphasis on lifelong learning, self-organization, and human capital development. The Finnish
report states:
“An emphasis on developing the knowledge society is recognized in the Government programme from 1999 by Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen. There it is stated
that a knowledge society is built in Finland; Finland and the future of the Finns
are strongly dependent on know-how, the ability to use knowledge and the ability
to create new innovations.” (Julkunen & Salovaara 2012, p. 45)
Economic competitiveness and national development are also mentioned in this context. The
discourse on the knowledge society is not only reflected in the documents but is also taken up
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in the expert interviews. “We have woods and lakes and then there people. And the people
and the education forms quite a big keystone (Expert 10, quoted in ibid.).
Knowledge and the Labour Market
Individual decisions to invest in education depend on the relevance learners ascribe to education for their subjective life plans. Such individual judgments are influenced by subjective
experience in the own learning biography, by success and failure of peers in entering vocational education and training, higher education or employment, and by public discourses on
the adequacy of school qualifications with regard to labour market demands and employers’
need of human capital. Currently, individual disorientation coincides with general uncertainties about what skills, knowledge and key competencies are needed in knowledge societies
(Dale et al. 2012, p. 145).
There are several examples in the country reports about discourses of the changing connection
of the knowledge and its meaning in the labour market. For example the Polish report states,
that:
“The basic problem of the Polish education system is its low quality. One of the
symptoms of that situation is tutoring, which became lately a general phenomenon
in education process. Moreover, schools and universities are not responsible for
the employability of graduates and therefore, do not sufficiently prepare them for
entering and finding their way on the labour market, and do not develop their
skills and competences that meets the needs of employers. The coherency of education with the labour market is low, which makes impossible to adjust education
to expectations of a dynamic labour market” (Buchowicz & Błędowski 2012, p.
196).
Yet the relevance of education is not restricted to labour market demands. In democratic societies the relevance of education is by definition also related to the need of providing young
people with an understanding of their role as citizens. Important questions are, what skills and
competencies are held relevant for “satisfying and successful lives” in late modern knowledge
based societies (Dale et al. 2012, p. 145).
Lifelong Learning and the Knowledge-based Economy
With reference to the second set of implications of the knowledge-based economy discourse
for education – the way in which discourse frames the function and relevance of education in
modern society – the evidence found in the different sub-studies in GOETE shows, broadly
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speaking, that while there has been deeply significant and far reaching changes at the level of
the global economy, the responses at the level of the education systems have remained to a
notable degree within the set of assumptions that surrounded the ‘old’ national economy discourse. This has given rise to a paradoxical relationship between a global knowledge-based
economy discourse – which, of course, has practical consequences as policies are oriented
towards the assumptions held in it – and national education systems that continue to serve
national ends, and are faced with more local and regional realities. The orthodox conception
of national education systems effectively compacts quite distinct functions, and distinct sets of
rules for carrying them out, into one apparently homogeneous package of functional beliefs,.
Some of those functions have been historically rooted in an assumption of the centrality of
national economies—for instance, that the function of education systems was to provide educated labour for the national economy and that education systems would sift and separate the
potential workforce, according to ability and potential contribution to the economy. Another
assumption was that education systems are crucial to the construction of national culture, integration and sense of national belonging (Dale et al. 2012, p. 23). Against this background,
the emphasis on ‘key competences’ in lifelong learning processes has been viewed as a ‘logical’ solution to this paradoxical situation. However, this has far-reaching implications at other
scales.
Lifelong Learning and Individualization of Education
In the context of the knowledge-based economy, education and learning have been reframed
as a programme for lifelong learning which goes far beyond traditional concepts such as formal education or schooling. LLL is “representing the citizen as learner, not through being a
student, but through being actively engaged in learning in professional contexts as well as in
other areas and aspects of life” (Rasmussen, 2009, p. 97; see also: Dale et al. 2012, p. 14)
The concept of lifelong learning (LLL) refers primarily to a policy discourse of education
which dates back to 1970’s and which has been strongly promoted by supranational institutions like the UN, the OECD and the EU. The discourse on LLL is on the one hand connected
to the flexibilisation of work, and on the other hand to the de-standardisation of the life
course. Social inclusion in the knowledge society can no longer solely rely on formal education in childhood and youth only; nowadays learning takes place not only across the life span,
but life-wide as well – across formal, non-formal and informal contexts. Further, lifelong
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learning can also be seen as a mechanism of educational governance which is closely related
to process whereby the responsibility for educational trajectories is shifting from the state to
the individuals. On the one hand, the individualisation of learning requires biographicity as
the competence of reflecting the individual learning biography. On the other hand, it implies
not so much equal opportunities as different options of access according to prior education,
employment status, gender and ethnicity (Field 2000; Kuhn 2007; Jarvis 2008; Rinne 2010).
The discourse on lifelong learning relies on holistic terms such as learning "from cradle to the
grave" and life-wide learning across formal, non-formal and informal learning contexts. LLL
exerts influence on educational policy and governance through its assumption of a more integrated view of educational institutions, and more cooperation between education and welfare
actors. (Aro et al. 2012, p. 12f.)
It is unclear how far debates and reforms around educational governance have actually
reached and changed everyday school life. Nordic countries in particular introduced individual education plans relatively early, while in continental and Southern European countries there
is still a struggle for the right balance between open and structured forms of learning. This is
connected to the fact that it implies a shift in the teacher’s role from instructor towards “learning facilitator” (Wenger 1998). (Parreira do Amaral et al. 2011, p. 148)
Individualised approaches towards teaching and learning in most countries tend to coincide
with integrating special needs education into mainstream education under the term of inclusive education (e.g., Poland, Slovenia). Thus, flexibilisation, individualisation and management of diversity emerge as basic principles of any pedagogy which avoids singling out problem groups (Parreira do Amaral et al. 2011, p. 149).
Coping and support are used in a general sense to describe the challenges of societal and political change a country has “to cope with” in a competitive knowledge based society, in globalization-related economic demands and educational development of individuals as a question
of shaping the future of the society (Dale et al. 2012, p. 196).
A special challenge is seen in qualifying and integrating groups from disadvantaged backgrounds without sustainable training qualifications. Beside this, the modern challenge is
strengthening the abilities to participate in social and cultural spheres, and to lead a selfdetermined life facing the unreasonable challenges of mobility, complexity and acceleration
of information and knowledge. In addition, members of postmodern societies have to cope
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with the devaluation of knowledge, tradition and attitudes in a process of life-long learning,
which emphasises the ambivalence between chance and risk (Dale et al. 2012, p. 197). LLL
has become a kind of survival game, involving both the labour market and survival as citizen.
There is strong evidence of the effects of marginalization by the labour market and by a meritocratic knowledge society, which produce mechanisms of selection and exclusion by ranking
school leavers alongside competencies and skills. For example, the UK national report states:
“Such marginalization, it is argued, is a consequence of the competitive industries
of the 21st century, which will ‘require higher order academic, personal and vocational skills’ (p. 3) among the young workforce. […A] successful continuation of
education through sixth form and university is now becoming the norm, rather
than the alternative. Therefore, young people looking to enter today’s knowledge
driven economy must be prepared to invest in their own education, with the support of schools, following a personalised and flexible learning agenda. So through
[…] initiatives and policies the twentieth century ‘great promise’ of social emancipation through education is replaced with an individualised promise of meritocratic social mobility gained through effort and high attainment” (Mellor & Dale
2012, p. 34).
It is also remarkable that the different competencies to cope with the multifactorial challenges
of being a pupil partly are seen as a question of individual fate and personal profile, though it
seems to be common sense that structural conditions are responsible for pupil’s abilities.
Some experts find drastic words (“hurdle race”) to describe the challenges that pupils face
when being in school, as illustrated in the German report:
“Concerning coping strategies of students there are statements pointing out that it
is important to understand young people’s desire to get rid of the permanent control in terms of examination and ranking and the warning to youth welfare aid not
to reproduce the logic of selection with those who had had the embarrassing and
sometimes traumatic experience of failure. ‘Our school-system is, metaphorically
speaking, conceptualized as a hurdle race. To get into the school is difficult for
one section of children. That means that the first experience of failure - which is
experiences of success for others at the same time - can happen as early as at the
school entrance or the intended entrance, when parents are advised to send the
child back to kindergarten, or to special schools for disadvantaged’” (Amos, Parreira do Amaral & Treptow 2012, p. 51f.).
The discourse of employability and of “becoming reasonable” has become a new feature in
the German discourse to advertise vocational training. The demand for trainees has been
changing all the time due to economic or demographic developments and immigration policies. The responsibility for the mismatch of supply and demand for workforce is attributed to
the applicants. Analytically, it is interesting how such accusations and discourses respond to
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current trends on the labour markets, and how especially the individualizing discourse accompanies discriminatory practices. Here, the interplay of structural problems, institutional logics
and individual agency with their reference to societal discourses are elements.(du BoisReymond, Kosar Altinyelken, Stauber, Svab, Ule, Živoder & Parreira do Amaral 2012, p. 86).
It comes as no surprise that educational professionals are lavish in their display of the value,
the function and the manifold aspects of education. Practically all of them stress the twofold
tasks of education, that is to say: knowledge acquisition and transfer, and the development of
social, mental and behavioural properties in the student’s personality (du Bois-Reymond et al.
2012, p. 120).
“Education is more than just exams…we want to equip young people with life
skills so that they can progress throughout their life and be happy and fulfilled
adults. It’s to raise the aspirations of young people in terms of what they can do in
the future, that nothing is above or beyond them and that’s probably the biggest
challenge, to give them the confidence and the self-esteem” (North Ireland teacher) (Biggart & McDowell 2012, p. 33).
There seems to be quite a strict division of labour between the school and the home:
knowledge transfer in school – socialization at home. Knowledge transfer and preparation of
the students for further transitions is the main task of teachers; socializing aspects are the
main task of parents; so it always was and so it should remain to guarantee optimal educational results; successful transitions depend on such a division of labour. More specifically, language proficiency and numeracy are mentioned as indispensable knowledge. (du BoisReymond et al. 2012, p. 120)
In conclusion, the knowledge-based economy discourse has impacted education policy discussions in all GOETE countries and has prompted a number of far reaching reforms; thus, as
the discussion above make clear, this discourse is not just some abstract world-wide global
phenomenon that takes place ‘out there’. In the following section, we focus on the group of
children and youth from migrant background in GOETE countries.
2.4 Governing the Educational Trajectories of Children and Youth from Migrant Background in GOETE countries
Very generally speaking one may say that in all countries considered in the GOETE-project,
children and youth from migrant backgrounds are considered to be at risk. The chain of association runs from low social economic family background, through deviance, and lack of motivation to be educationally successful, to cultural differences in general that are implicitly or
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explicitly held to be incompatible with modern society, especially with the societal transformations of knowledge economies. Before this general statement is elaborated further and
linked to the different levels investigated in the project, some observations on terminology
and how it relates to the welfare systems, i.e. some remarks on the dialectical relationship
between discourse and social practice, are necessary. (Fairclough, 1992, see section 2.2).
As a reminder: the assumption of our perspective is to show how and in what ways discourses
shape the educational experiences and life courses of a particular group of children and youth,
i.e., children from migrant background. As we have alreadyexplained,, discourse analysis as a
social scientific method has very strong ties to linguistics. Taking this point seriously, the first
important observation concerns terminology. Since language has an important function of
naming and separating, of categorizing, attributing, etc., the terms used to designate the friction in the national contexts of the GOETE countries are important indicators of how they are
discursively embedded. There are countries like Poland and France where immigration or
migration is not part of the official discourse at all, in France, because it clashes with the universalistic Republican concept of the nation, and in Poland, because emigration is a more
pressing problem than immigration. The main concern in Poland is with issues of inclusion
and integration as it relates to the so-called ‘Euro-orphans’, but it encompasses many other
groups of disadvantaged children and youth. Germany is arguably the country with the greatest ambivalence expressed in the clumsy term “migration background” to designate children
and young people whose parents have immigrated; depending on the definition, ‘migration
background’ might go back even longer and relate to the immediate post-war generations.
The terminology relating to immigration has to be considered in the context of how the construction of nationhood and national membership is linked to the respective welfare regime of
the GOETE-countries.
As is to be expected, the Finnish discourse emphasizes universalism: equal access to education is an important issue in Finnish education policy discourse. The Government Programme
of 2011 stated: “The objective of Finnish education and cultural policy is to guarantee all
people - irrespective of their ethnic origin, background or wealth – equal opportunities and
rights to culture, free quality education, and prerequisites for full citizenship.” (Finish National Board of Education, quoted in Julkunen & Salovaara, 2012, p. 6). This all-encompassing
and inclusive universalism which inscribes all future members into society on equal terms, is
complemented by a competitive individualistic approach strongly related to the knowledge
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economy: As the Government Programme 2011 by Prime Minister Jyrki Katainen states: “Being based on expertise and creativity, the competitiveness of Finnish labour requires a wellfunctioning educational system. The best comprehensive school system in the world will be
strengthened to guarantee equal opportunities for all. Education is an end in itself.“ (ibid.)
This strong emphasis on the merits of compulsory universal education notwithstanding, Finland does have a group of at-risk students, many of whom are immigrants, who do not fare too
well in post-compulsory, differentiated secondary schooling.
There is not a strong discourse ascribing negative traits to immigrants; with the exception of
politically marginal voices, immigrants are not perceived as a problem to Finnish society, but
rather as opportunities for Finland if integration is successful. However, linked to the perception of Finnish society as diverse and pluralistic is the realization that members of a no longer
homogenous society have to be addressed in a more individualized than collectivized manner.
Therefore, the governance of the transition phase seems to be moving towards an individualistic support system, which is to aid and assist individuals according to their personal needs,
while special needs such as language acquisition of Finnish and Swedish, cultural specificities, often linked to gender, need to be directly addressed in order to ensure successful integration.
In France, the discourse on immigration is intricately linked to “inequalities”. Because of the
dominant paradigm of meritocracy, the social construction of inequality and the many manifestations it assumes are not a major political focus. As in other countries where the uneven
distribution of educational opportunities is a major concern, the arguments in the discourse
vary between identifying the cause in structural issues and attributing personal deficits.
Some documents identify discrimination as a major cause, as illustrated by the following quotation:
“The educational institution, which rests on republican values, has the mission of
contributing to the training of free, equal and fraternal citizens, responsible for a
shared and common destiny. This is why the struggle against harassment of which
certain pupils are victims, due to their gender, their sexual orientations, their
origin, their disability, their physical appearance, has to constitute an absolute priority” (Jahnich et al., 2012, p. 19).
Other approaches to the discourse on inequality emphasise the selectivity and the elitism of
the education system, especially the grandes écoles, or the workings of the education system
in general, which is stated to be not very much disposed to making its relevance clear.. In reaction to the difficulties some students encounter in the school system, a systemic change is
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required; again, although voices focusing on the individual do exist, the written and oral evidence does not corroborate the strong ascriptive discourse that identifies individual problems
as the root cause of educational failure of at risk students.
In Germany, on the other hand, there is a strong tradition of identifying historically non-native
members. The discourse on migration/immigration therefore reflects the struggle to politically
deal with society’s increased plurality and heterogeneity. As Germany does not count itself
among the classical immigration countries, the term ‘migrant’, really international migrant,
refers to a person who has permanently changed his or her centre of life to another country
(definition of the Federal Office of Migration and Refugees, 2006).
For decades, there has been a strong confluence of political, public and scientific discourse
segments linking migration and educational attainment. In a very lucid analysis on the role of
social science (education, sociology but also psychology) in establishing the relation between
immigration and educational success, Diehm & Radtke (1999) showed how the measures taken to promote integration, such as special preparatory classes, or special remedial instruction,
tended to become solutions in search of problems, which then paved the way to perceptions of
immigrant children as especially problematic, and as having difficult personal dispositions
causing specific educational challenges. This deficit-oriented perception has not disappeared,
but since the discussion of the results of the first PISA studies, one may observe quite a remarkable discursive shift, from individual to system:
“The findings of the PISA study with relation to children and youth with migration background indicate an immense failure of German educational policy and
schools. Their [children and youth with migration background, KA] deficient careers in schooling and achievement are a continuous threat to all efforts of integration. The inability of German schools to mitigate or compensate social inequality
becomes especially evident in this context.” (Boell Foundation, quoted in Amos et
al., 2012, p. 3)
This corresponds to a significant shift in the way “migration” is perceived on a societal level.
By this change, we refer less to the shift from deficit to difference, characteristic of the education of foreigners and intercultural education, than to the even more fundamental shift from
multiculturalism to neo-assimilationism. It is perhaps more accurate to say that the paradigm
of multiculturalism has been modified and is now part of a broader discourse on diversity and
plurality, with social inclusion the key discursive indicator. The main point is, however, that
the celebration and performance of cultural difference has given way to a concern with systemic integration. Therefore, it is now the schools that are focused on: providing the next gen58

eration with the necessary skills and competencies to enable them to participate in society and
lead independent, fulfilling and productive lives, is identified as the main purpose of schooling. Therefore, mastering the language of the receiving country is emphasized, and children
and their parents are strongly encouraged to take the initiative and pursue this goal. The old
negative ascriptions have not disappeared, however, but the discursive attention is now on
what the schools are doing in order to promote integration.
This view is mirrored by the position taken by the European Commission
“Schools must play a leading role in creating an inclusive society, as they represent the main opportunity for young people of migrant and host communities to
get to know and respect each other. Migration can be enriching for the educational
experience of all: linguistic and cultural diversity may bring an invaluable resource to schools. It can help to deepen and strengthen pedagogies, skills, and
knowledge itself. (Commission of the European Communities, 2008, quoted in
Amos et al., 2012, p. 29f.)
If the dropout rates are not significantly lowered and the rates of successful educational participation are not increased, the consequences are clearly stated: “widening social divisions
which are passed down across generations, cultural segregation, exclusion of communities
and inter-ethnic conflict. The potential for such consequences remains.” (ibid.)
It might not have become sufficiently obvious, and therefore needs to be emphasized, that in
all the countries under consideration, fundamental structural features of education/schooling
are under criticism. In France it is the traditional and didactically conservative mode of instruction; in Finland it is the way that secondary schooling relates to the universal and comprehensive schooling for all; in Germany it is early selection that is increasingly attacked and
in need of justification. These examples are just examples of the many things that are deemed
to be insufficient in the face of the demands of a global society. In Italy too, dealing with immigration is placed in a context of a diagnosis of reform deficits.
The discourse on immigration offers another facet of what can be identified as a universal
attitude towards cultural pluralism: integration into the majority society, respect for cultural
difference, intercultural competencies.
A concern with national coherence, and fear of ethnic concentration, is a strong element in the
discourse on immigration. This is also a concern found in the other reports, weakest in the
Finnish report, where it might be attributed to the overall low number of immigrants. The Report ‘The Italian Way for Intercultural Schools and the Integration of Foreign pupils, Ministry of Public Education’ from 2007 mirrors this concern with doing justice to plurality and
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diversity, and maintaining an Italian identity. Immigration and cultural difference are seen as
an indicators of overall problems of globalization and social change; therefore schools must
find comprehensive ways to address these challenges. Cultural pluralism is invoked but the
ambivalences are similar to the German case. In the final analysis it is not the communitarian
ideal of Anglo-Saxon multiculturalism that is invoked here but a more assimilative form to
the Italian majority society.
The Italian discourse on immigration also seems to be characterized by a more prevalent emphasis on the alleged deficits of the immigrant children than the French and Finnish one and
therefore might be said to be closer to the German case. This is illustrated with the Ministry of
Education’s Circular Letter nr. 2 from January 8th 2010 titled ‘Indications and Recommendations for the integration of pupils with non-Italian citizenship’ (quoted in Amos et al. 2012, p.
62). Although the systems level of the school is referred to as being responsible for integration, there are also negative characteristics ascribed to the immigrant students themselves. As
far as the discursive frame of the friction is concerned, Italy and Germany are similar; both
countries waver between a systems and an individualizing approach, though how far this is
related to the tradition of the jus sanguinis needs to be further investigated. Perhaps one could
cautiously suggest that the change of the citizenship law has had some effect in Germany and
that immigration is now discursively framed also as an asset.
The Netherlands are similar to France and Finland in framing the discourse on immigration
more generally in the context of dealing with disadvantaged children and youth. As in the
other countries, this discursive framing by official policy actors is offset by other actors from
academia or civil society who emphasize that not all disadvantaged students can be lumped
together, and that immigrants are a special group. In other words, the distinction between native and non-native remains persistent and consequential.
As in the other countries, the academic performance of children with immigrant background
in the Netherlands is lower than that of their indigenous peers. Another issue mirrored by the
other countries is lower language proficiency –not only in the language of the receiving country but also in the native languages of the students. However, especially in the case of Germany, the definition of native language is extremely vague since only a fraction of the students
affected or both their parents, are first generation migrants. The discursive remedies are also
strikingly similar: special support and remedial measures addressing especially language proficiency as the key issue; in addition, better training of teachers to deal with cultural diversity,
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and cooperation with parents to ensure that all key actors in educational issues are on board
are mentioned. The Dutch discourse on immigration and disadvantaged youth also provides
evidence of a considerable concern, with socio-economic and ethnic segregation increasingly
identified as a key issue. Early Childhood Education and Care is a major focus in the Dutch
and German discourses, heavily based on great hopes for its preventive and developmental
possibilities. Early childhood education is to lay the foundation for educational success for all
children, especially for the disadvantaged, whose families are viewed as lacking the amount
of economic, cultural and social capital to provide the necessary resources and intellectual
stimuli. As in the other countries, so also in the Netherlands, the discursive construction of the
relation between education and immigration is linked not only to educational achievement but
also to social inclusion and social cohesion. There is thus a twofold reason why segregation,
especially in the form of so-called “black” and “white” schools, is viewed as problematic.
However, compared with the countries so far considered,, there is a much stronger emphasis
in the Netherlands on school choice. This is in stark contrast especially to the Italian case,
where countering segregation is defined as a main task of the government. In sum, migration
is seen as a reflection or a symptom of overall societal transformative processes. In contrast to
how migration was constructed in earlier times, there is less discursive construction of migration as a problem and more on a remedy in quality for all and an emphasis on the benefits of
parental school choice.
As already stated, Poland does not have a pronounced discourse on immigration, but it is remains an issue strikingly lacking in coherent discursive framing. There is, however, a central
concern with inclusion, and dealing with disadvantaged children. This discourse strongly resonates with the international level thus illustrating that issues of diversity, inclusion, heterogeneity, societal pluralism, are instances of discursive isomorphism.
The Slovenian discourse on immigration also uses citizenship status and descent as the main
criteria, but links immigration more strongly to integration. In other words, more openly than
in the discourses considered thus far, immigration is used a label for a precarious, or not yet
fully realized, state of integration. In Germany, by contrast, the extensive use of “migration
background” signifies more a super layer of integration, i.e., the person may be fully integrated according to all social science indicators, but still marked as “different” on the basis of the
highlighted cultural difference. However, the policy discourse on immigration in Slovenia is
not very strong. The main focus here, as in some of the other countries considered, is on lan61

guage acquisition, but other than that, immigration is not a major discursive policy issue. If it
is mentioned, as in the case of one document dealing with the issue in detail: The strategy of
inclusion of immigrant children and pupils in the education system in Slovenia, it is done so
with regards to external effects, in this case, with respect to expectations at the level of the
European Union. The criterion therefore is not that the discourse will have an effect on the
institutional practice of schooling but that it may positively impact the European perception of
Slovenia and thus facilitate the acquisition of funding and, on a more abstract level, make
Slovenia a respectable and positively regarded member of the European Union. The diagnosis
of low educational attainment on the part of the immigrant children is very similar to those
already discussed: lack of language proficiency, lack of institutional resources and pedagogical competencies to deal with the special needs of the children, insufficient cooperative structures to reach the parents and get them involved in the process of schooling of their children;
and finally, lack of overall integration into Slovenian society. The discursive remedies proposed suggest that intercultural competences, a greater effort in intercultural dialogue, and a
greater effort at realizing equality of opportunity, are needed. The aims stated in the strategy
document are to be reached by addressing immigrant groups according to their respective status and specificities. Here, as in the discourses on immigration of the other countries, language acquisition is singled out as the key to integration although other areas, such as labour
market or overall social integration, are mentioned. Multiculturalism is, again, as in the case
of the other countries considered, taken as close to assimilationism. Another, similarity with
the discourses in the other countries, is that, immigrants are expected to act in conformity with
the values and norms of the majority society. Integration, despite the discursive emphasis on
mutuality, is constructed as the obligation of immigrants. The Slovenian discourse also emphasizes that the construction of immigrants as “others” is achieved by contrasting a Slovenian identity linked to Europe, with those considered to be culturally outside this semantic
realm. In the United Kingdom, the discourse on immigration is very differentiated in that social constructions and behavioural ascriptions are spelled out clearly and in detail. Again, not
dissimilar to the German discourse in migration with regards to Turkish youth, especially
boys, the UK discourse on Caribbean children attributes their lack of educational attainment
to “culture” (see Runnymede, 2010 for instance). Concerns with more recent waves of immigration are primarily raised around issues of language competency and ‘Britishness’, with
fears expressed that a large number of schools are (or will be) dominated by children for
whom English is an additional language. As in other instances, the discourse on immigration
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lumps together many dimensions: concerns with social cohesion and national identity with
broader concerns of integration and inclusion. How these elements are configured varies according to the national context. With regards to the UK, inclusion is related to community
cohesion. Social cohesion through diversity is a strong discourse in the UK with regard to
immigrants, ethnic and other minorities, varied religions and cultural groups. All mainstream
political parties – even those that are centre-right and conservative – adhere to a common philosophy of liberalism and social democracy (even if this may be the result of different political ideologies). It should be noted that the friction of migration/immigration and education is
located within the wider historical, cultural and social processes of multiculturalism and
equality. In many respects then, the migration/immigration friction is a particular aspect of the
broader marginalization friction.
Hence it may be said that the UK discourse on immigration with the focus on social cohesion
mirrors the Dutch discourse on segregation. In both countries, there are critical voices in the
discourse, questioning whether the dominant policies, for instance in the UK the founding of
Academies (essentially, centrally state funded schools with a great deal of autonomy) and the
establishment of public-private-partnerships, will counter the existing tendencies of social
polarization: here, as in France, there is irritation with inequality because of the traditional
concern with meritocracy and ‘equality of opportunity’ that has deep roots in British culture,
despite the hierarchical character of British society. Where schools are positioned as capable
of resolving conflicts and tensions in the wider locality, there is a sense of ‘localized meritocracy’; a recognition that due to existing and entrenched structural factors, equality equates to
different things in different places, depending on how it is defined within the local community
and governed by local authorities. To a greater extent than in Germany, but there too, there is
a trend towards increased ethnic segregation through the founding of free schools at least in
part in reaction of disaffected immigrant communities who are disappointed with the way that
the public schools are dealing with their children. In the UK, part of the grievances is the high
suspension rates among boys of a certain ethnic background. A marked ambivalence as to the
causes and the appropriate remedies are also a characteristic of the immigration discourse in
all the countries considered. In the UK, there is an admission that many problems are due to
systemic contradictions of society, though underachievement is then attributed to individual
dispositions and lack of proper socialization.. Unsurprisingly then, a key solution offered is
the development of personalised learning strategies. The remedies suggested are elaborate and
encompass the entire spectrum from diagnostic competences via the choice of the right kind
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of intervention, all the way to the systemic level of the school and ensuring the cooperation
between school and community. The overall finding thus is that systemic and individual causations sit uneasily within the discourse of immigration as well as assimilationism and multiculturalism, i.e. conformity to the English way, on the one hand, and respect for diversity and
social pluralism, on the other. In Scotland, there is an additional issue around sharing (scarce)
resources between needy immigrant and Scottish families. The Scottish discourse on immigration articulates something that is an issue in other national discourses as well: the issue of
priority. This relates to the construction of the nation-state as being responsible for “its” citizen within defined national boundaries. The “native” citizens are then pitched against the
“foreigners” who are perceived to be less entitled.
This allegedly rather High-Level-Governance-perspective has been employed for the following reason: we see very little evidence for a positive relation between knowledge economy,
LLL, etc., and students from migrant backgrounds. Against the background of labour immigration to Europe – no matter the historically specific trajectories – immigration is mainly
associated with supplementing or replacing menial or low service sectors of the labour market. In contrast to the classical immigration countries, the potential and the desire to perform
well in schools on the part of immigrant children and youths are only slowly recognized.
There simply is no prominent discourse linking immigration with high potential, with innovation and creativity – all the values associated with the knowledge economy. It is only logical
therefore that in most European countries, highly skilled labour immigration and the classical
professionals are not viewed as “immigrants”, but rather as part of internationalization and
globalization; in short, they are associated with societal modernization. This in turn implies
that children and youth from immigrant backgrounds fitting the stereotypical image have to
deal with these powerful discursive constructions. Those who succeed, we may assume, do so
because they have a stronger belief in self-efficacy, and might be dealing with school systems
interested in changing the traditional image and/or with highly aware teachers. These relations
will be looked at in chapter 5.
2.5 Discussion: The Relation between immigration and the construction of national
communities
As Benedict Anderson has demonstrated in his landmark work on “Imagined Communities”
(Anderson, 1991), even if modern societies are complex, abstract and anonymous entities containing large and heterogeneous social groups, they are nevertheless constructed on the basis
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of imaginary kinships and systems of belonging. The current construction of nationhood is
thrown into stark relief when the issue of immigration is considered. Broadly speaking, we
find traces of the logic of ius sanguinis in almost all countries under consideration, even in
those where we currently find mixed forms as in Germany, or in traditionally pure forms of
the ius soli such as in France. The reason for this is that national boundaries have to correspond to a certain citizenry with its history and traditions, norms and values which then are
defined as the standard to which the newcomers have to conform. It is consistent with Robert
Cowen’s concept of transitologies (Cowen, 2000) that this underlying logic is only highlighted in times of crises, in times of transformations. This would explain why we find references
to citizenship and identity most prominently in the Slovenian case. The construction of the
populace has always been a central issue of the nation-state. Therefore, issues of identity, of
belonging, citizenship and immigration are firmly interrelated.
Despite all these differences, there are some striking similarities. In all countries, integration
is a major concern and, depending on the circumstances, this may be related to a fear of segregation. In all countries, there is a strong relation between immigration and disadvantage. In
all countries we find the emphasis on language acquisition a major element of the discourse
on immigration and a policy measure. In all countries, one may add, there is the same ambivalence between attributing disadvantage to the attitudes and behaviour of the immigrants themselves (although this is less explicit now than several decades ago) and urging educational
institutions to take the right measures.
Immigration is rarely regarded as an asset, as an advantage. In Germany, while one finds references more recently to demographic changes and that therefore immigration e.g., from Turkey, is emphasized as a necessity, this is seldom linked with an emphatically positive attitude
towards the potential of immigrants in times of globalization. This is surprising especially in
face of the dominance of economic deliberations. In most countries considered, the we˗they
dichotomy is part of this discourse, even if it is very much concealed, as in the French case.
All in all, this is not surprising, because the construction of the nation state, be it as a political
or an ethnic unit depends on defining the national population and establishing limits vis à vis
other nation states. In times of globalization and internationalization, these issues become
more complex, but the logic of construction does not disappear. Neo-institutionalist theory
has clearly illuminated the logic of membership in modern units and has also emphasized that
the intention to be regarded a respectable member of the international community figures
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prominently. Therefore, strong references to the European dimension, as we find it in the Slovenian case, are due to strategic deliberations as well as to the more abstract and general desire to be recognized as one of the kind of European nations.
2.6 Conclusions
One important insight from the GOETE research is that education policy across Europe is
influenced by inter- and transnational discourses. This chapter has centred its attention on
how the knowledge-based economy discourse – and related discourses such as lifelong learning and new governance – has impacted education policy issues related to the GOETE themes
of access, coping, relevance, and life course.
The discussion above has argued that this discourse has functioned as a ‘context of context’
that framed policy issues and the proposed solutions to the challenge brought about by the
advent of the knowledge-based economy (or the goal of creating one) across all GOETE
countries. This impact – while differing in focus and degree between the countries – has
prompted numerous reforms which revolve around improving governance arrangements between education and other sectors, and within education systems.
Framing problems and solutions in the context of the knowledge-based economy imaginary
has had concrete implications for how issues of access and inequality in education, of coping
and support, and of what is viewed as relevant education, are conceived.
The important message that seems to arise from this discussion is that education systems and
schools are still largely structured and organised around the set of assumptions about the relationship between education and the national economy that essentially developed in the era of
Fordism. These were centred around assumptions of lifelong careers, preparation for (especially male) skilled trades, an economy based on production, etc. These contrast quite starkly
with the current discourse – and reality –of knowledge-based economies, knowledge work
and services, flexible working, the expectation of multiple career changes, and so on. More
broadly, we witness changing assumptions about the wider public role of education, especially in its relationship to the social contract, where the place of education is significantly
changed by the shifting ‘context of the context’ within which it operates. The focus is no
longer on the direct contribution to the well-being of societies, in the sense of public good, but
rather via contributing to a higher level of economic success that enables trickle down of the
benefits it enables to whole populations.
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With a focus on the population of pupils from migrant background, several tensions may be
highlighted: the discursive construction of membership gradually changes in European countries; for instance, it is no longer acceptable to refer to immigration as indicating deficits and
causing problems. Although this older discourse still shines through in many documents, it is
clearly marginalized by the internationally dominant one emphasizing diversity and pluralism
as a hallmark of modern societies. Nevertheless, this discourse is full of tensions which are
especially evident in relation to schooling. Modern schools are key institution of the nationstate. It is in the schools were the norms and values as well as society’s official knowledge is
conveyed in the medium of the national language. This effort to provide a homogeneous socialization is not obsolete in modern pluralistic societies. Therefore, all countries, whether or
not they explicitly voice concerns with segregation regarded as indications of disruptive social
force, emphasize the need for all children to be equipped with sufficient language skills not
only to master the requirements and tasks of schooling, but also as a preparation for their lives
as adults.
The overall discursive framing of “knowledge societies” or societies with knowledge-based
economies redirects the focus on national membership from entitlement by birth to entitlement by achievement and contribution to society. One could therefore speak of a new conditionality of membership. The potential consequences of this mode of inscribing members are
clear. They offer new chances but also contain certain dangers and we suggest that the current
focus on inclusion is an attempt to modify the ‘potential dangers’ discourse by emphasizing
that all human beings are entitled to participate in society.
The high expectation of schools as engines of social integration, commonly voiced in many
official government documents, downplays or even disregards the “grammar of schooling”,
i.e., the organizational logic of modern schooling and its educational administration as well as
the different interests inherent therein.
2.7 References
Althusser, L. (1971): Ideology and ideological state apparatuses. In: Althusser, L.: Lenin and
Philosophy and other Essays. London: New Books.
Amos, K.; Parreira do Amaral, M. & Treptow, R. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe. National Report High Level Governance Germany. GOETE Working
Paper. (aided and supported by L. Brokop and U. Theobald). Tübingen: University of
Tübingen.
67

Anderson, B. (1991): Imagined Communities: reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism London: Verso.
Aro, M.; Järvinen, T.; Rinne, R.; Tikkanen, J.; Buchowicz, I.; Fedorczuk, M.; Bledowski, P.;
Parreira do Amaral, M. & Walther, A. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories
in Europe. Comparative Analysis Institutional Survey. GOETE Working Paper. Turku:
Frankfurt: University of Turku/Warsaw: Warsaw School of Economics/Frankfurt: University of Frankfurt. Download: http://goete.eu/download/cat_view/69-working-papers.
Biggart, A. & McDowell, J. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe: National Case study report United Kingdom. GOETE Working Paper. Belfast: Queens
University Belfast.
Brenner, N.; Peck, J. & Theodore, N. (2010): Variegated Neoliberalization: Geographies, modalities, pathways. In: Global Networks, Vol. 10(2), pp. 182-222.
Buchowicz, I. & Błędowski, P. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe.
National Report High Level Governance Poland. GOETE Working Paper. (in cooperation with Joanna Felczak). Warsaw: Warsaw School of Economics.
Cowen, B. (2000): Comparing Future and Comparing Pasts? In: Comparative Education, vol.
36 (3), pp. 333-342.
Dale, R.; Parreira do Amaral, M.; Amos, K.; Barberis, E.; Kazepov, Y.; & Treptow, R.
(2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe. Comparative Report High
Level Governance. GOETE Working Paper. Bristol: University of Bristol/Tübingen:
University of Tübingen/Urbino: University of Urbino/Frankfurt: University of Frankfurt. Download: http://goete.eu/download/cat_view/69-working-papers.
Degryse, C. & Pochet, P. (2012): Worrying Trends in the New European Governance. In:
Natali, D. & Vanhercke, B. (Eds.): Social developments in the European Union 2011.
Brussels: ETUI, pp. 81-108.
Diehm, I. & Radtke, F.-O. (1999): Erziehung und Migration. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer.
du Bois-Reymond, M.; Kosar Altinyelken, H.; Stauber, B.; Svab, A.; Ule, M.; Živoder, A. &
Parreira do Amaral; M. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe.
Comparative analysis case studies. GOETE Working Paper. Amsterdam: University of
Amsterdam.
Fairclough, I. & Fairclough, N. (2012): Political discourse analysis: a method for advanced
students. London et al: Routledge.
Fairclough, N. (1992): Discourse and Social Change. Cambridge: Polity.
Field, J. (2000): Lifelong Learning and the New Educational Order. Stoke on Trent (UK);
Stirling (USA): Trentham Books.
Field, S., Kuczera, M. & Pont, B. (2007): No More Failures: Ten Steps to Equity in Education. Paris: OECD.
Gramsci, A. (1971): Selection from the Prison Notebooks (SPN). Ed. and transl. by Q. Hoare
& G. N. Smith. London: Lawrence and Wishart.
Grek, S., Lawn, M., Lingard, B:, Ozga, J., Rinne, R., Segerholm, C. & Simola, H. (2011):
National policy brokering and the construction of the European education space in England, Sweden, Finland and Scotland. In: Ozga, J., Lahrer-Dalsen, P., Segerholm, C. &
68

Simola, H (Eds): Fabricating Quality in Education. Data and governance in Europe.
London & New York: Routledge, pp. 47-65.
Jahnich, S.; Loncle, P.; Mellottée, L. & Muniglia, V. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe. National Report High Level Governance France. GOETE Working
Paper. Rennes: University of Rennes 2 & EHESP.
Jarvis, P. (Ed.) (2008): The Routledge International Handbook of Lifelong Learning. London:
Routledge.
Jessop, B. (2008): Introduction. In: Jessop, B.; Fairclough, N. & Wodak, R. (Eds.): Education
and the Knowledge-based Economy in Europe. Rotterdam/Taipei: Sense, pp. 1-9.
Julkunen, I. & Salovaara, V. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe. National Report High Level Governance Finland. GOETE Working Paper. Helsinki: University of Helsinki.
Kuhn, M. (2007): New Society Models for a New Millennium. The learning society in Europe
and beyond. New York et al.: Peter Lang.
Macdonell, D. (1986): Theories of Discourse. Oxford: Blackwell.
Maroy, C. (2004): Regulation and Inequalities in European Education Systems. Research
report. Download: http://www.uclouvain.be/cps/ucl/doc/girsef/documents/reguleduc
network_VF_10dec041.pdf [04.12.2012].
Mellor, D. & Dale, R. (2012): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe. National
Report High Level Governance United Kingdom. GOETE Working Paper. Bristol: University of Bristol.
Olssen, M.; Codd, J. & O’Neill, A.-M. (Eds.) (2004): Education Policy: Globalization, Citizenship and Democracy. London/Thousand Oaks: SAGE.
Parreira do Amaral, M.; Litau, J.; Cramer, C.; Kobolt, A.; Loncle, P.; Mellottée, L., Ule, M.;
Walther, A. & Živoder, A. (2011): Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe.
State of the Art Report. GOETE Working Paper. Frankfurt: University of Frankfurt.
Download: http://goete.eu/download/cat_view/69-working-papers.
Pêcheux, M. (1982): Language, Semantics, and Ideology. Stating the Obvious. London:
Macmillan.
Power, S. (2007): Education. Policy Synthesis of EU Research Results Series No. 4. Brussels:
European Commission DG Research.
Psacharopoulos, G. (2007): The costs of school failure. A feasibility study. Brussels: European
Commission, European Expert Network on Economics of Education (EENEE) Report.
Rasmussen, P. (2009): Lifelong Learning as Social Need and as Policy Discourse. In: Dale, R.
& Robertson, S. L. (Eds.): Globalisation and Europeanisation in Education. Oxford:
Symposium, pp. 85-99.
Rinne, R. (2010): Historiallinen murros ja aikuiskasvatuksen tutkimus. In: Aikuiskasvatus 30
(4), pp. 250-255.
Robertson, S. L. (2007): Approaching Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) for Education Policy Analysis: Theory and Analytical Categories, Working Paper. Bristol: Centre for
Globalisation, Societies and Education.
69

Rogers, R. (2011): An Introduction to Critical Discourse Analysis in Education. 2. ed. New
York et al.: Routledge.
Teun van Dijk (1997): Discourse as Structure and Process. Discourse Studies. Vol. 1. London: SAGE.
van Dijk, T. (1985): Handbook of Discourse Analysis. 4 vols. London: Academic Press.
Wenger, E. (1998): Communities of practice. Learning, meaning and identity. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Wodak, R. & Meyer, M. (Eds.) (2001): Methods of critical discourse analysis. London: Sage.
Wodak, R. (1996): Disorders of Discourse. London: Addison Wesley.

70

3. Students and Parents as Actors of the Educational Governance
Patricia Loncle, Karin Amos, Valérie Becquet, Simon Jahnich, Alessandro Martelli & Ulrich
Theobald
3.1 Introduction
In political analysis, governance is quite a recent notion that emerged during the 90s due to
the growing awareness of the incapacity of modern nation states to solve problems and to face
social changes. To foster the analysis, among many others, we chose the following definition:
“a coordination process of actors, social groups and institutions that aim at reaching collectively defined and discussed objectives. Governance then concerns the whole range of institutions, networks, directives, regulations, norms, political and social uses as well as public and
private actors which contribute to the stability of a society and a political regime, to its orientation, to its capacity to lead, to the delivery services and to the responsibility of its legitimacy” (Le Galès, 2004, P. 243).
Amidst the deep social changes that traversed Western societies during the last three decades,
the area, and the challenges, of education appear absolutely central. During this period, as
underlined by Mons (2009), deep reforms have been introduced throughout the OECD and
have negated the model of a learning state. In many countries, reforms such as decentralisation, school autonomy, the opening up to private actors, free choice of school for parents, etc.
have radically transformed the landscape of education.
In this framework, in a context of a general withdrawal of the state, the distribution of power
between different actors can be analysed. For us, one central question is paramount: ‘what is
the place accorded to, or built by, parents and students?’ How are these actors concerned by
the reforms? Are they considered as citizens or as users? In other words, we would like to
analyse how and how far these actors enjoy level of legitimacy that enables them to participate in decision processes, and in the regulation and delivery of services.
In raising this question, we also focus on the underlying issue of citizenship that necessarily
goes along with participation: are parents and students considered as full actors in the education system? Do these reforms reinforce their collective and individual power to influence the
decision making process? Do they lead to students being encouraged to become integrated
and engaged citizens in their community? Are they considered as future citizens who first
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have to learn what participation is, or are they seen as fully involved in their trajectories (Walther, 2012)?
Since we are considering this question in the context of eight countries (Finland, France,
Germany, Italy, Poland, the Netherlands, Slovenia and the United-Kingdom) 4, one of our
questions concerns the influence of “European Education policy” (Dale and Robertson, 2009)
on this process, as well as the similarities and differences across the countries.
We are interested not only in the discourses and reforms that favour students’ and parents’
participation in the various steps of the school decision making process, but also in the realities of implementation at local or school levels. What exists beyond the general trend in favour of participation, and what kind of experiences have been concretely led and with which
success in the various schools we observed?
Our questions apply both to territorial differences and to the targeted populations: what particular measures have been taken to address subgroups of the population (migrants or singleparents or excluded families, for instance)? As a matter of fact, if upper and middle class families can be included in the school decision making process (though with many difficulties),
less is known about the inclusion of parents who are most removed from public action and
whose opinions and needs, due to various processes of exclusion, are least likely to be recognised. Indeed,, the question of citizenship and participation is all the more important as it concerns these parts of the population (Loncle et al., 2012).
Nevertheless, in order to overcome a potential and negative discourse that could tend to underline the powerlessness of students and parents’ participation in reforms, we will focus on
informal, as well as formal means of participation. We are not only interested in what governments and schools –at a legal level- have to offer to pupils and parents, but also in what the
latter may organise, or propose, to follow their own projects and to build pupils’ trajectories.
Indeed,, as underlined by Percy-Smith and Thomas: “Participation seen as consultation or
‘having a say’ has often resulted in little change, as adults continue to make decisions without
taking real account of children’s views or giving them an effective part in decision-making
4

The GOETE project implied a complex and elaborated comparative approach. In order to provide common
knowledge in the eight countries, we used common investigation (both qualitative and quantitative) tools,
common restitution tools (national reports), and comparative syntheses of each step. For more details, see
the GOETE website.
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processes” (2010, p. 2). This is why, as well as analysing formal consultation processes, we
will also study parents’ and students’ informal attitudes that could be classified under the notion of coping behaviour. Our hypothesis here is that participation is not always found where
it is labelled. It can be seen in the choice of schools, in the refusal of an orientation plan, in
the informal learning of pupils (peer education and solidarity. In the same perspective, we
also use the original and grounded data collected in our project, to point to some initiatives
that stand out from one school to another 5. We are particularly aware that the reality of participation also lies in the details and in the inventiveness of a principal or a teacher.
To answer our question, our chapter is divided into two parts: the first examines the forms and
tools of students’ and parents’ participation in the eight countries and relies on data gathered
in national reports that present the national and the governance systems; the second part studies the realities and perceptions of students’ and parents’ participation and legitimacy in our
panel of countries. This is based on national reports that were focused on actors’ voices, experiences and opinions on the education system.
3.2 Forms and tools of students’ and parents’ participation in Europe
In this part, our aim is to clarify the various forms and tools that enable students and parents
to participate in schools or school systems in the eight countries of the GOETE project. Data
come both from national reports and from the Eurydice data base and reports. As Andreas
Walther (2012) puts it,: “School is the institution expected to ensure the transfer of
knowledge, skills and competences representing the cultural, economic and political foundation of society from one generation to the next – or more precisely: the societal functions of
school are allocation (to unequal social positions), qualification (of the labour force) and integration (internalising norms and values) (Fend, 1974)’. Consequently, actors concerned with
democracy building and youth participation place emphasis on the role of the school: ‘[...] the
education system may be regarded as the most important medium through which to impart
and demonstrate the principles of equity, inclusion and cohesion’ (Eurydice, 2005, p 7)”.

5

The GOETE project implied national data collection but also local data collection by means of local case
studies and interviews with principal, teachers, school experts, parents and students. In each country, three
local case studies have been led in disadvantaged areas and around 20 interviews have been led by case
study. Our chapter refers to this very rich and original material to show the depth of institutional and individual participation initiatives.
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Consequently, our main question relates to the existence, classification and power of these
tools.
Pupils’ participation in secondary schools
The Eurydice report on Citizenship Education in Europe makes it clear that “all European
countries have introduced measures to promote the involvement of pupils and students in
school governance”, which can be considered as “an encouraging signal of a widespread effort on the part of national authorities to foster democratic student participation” (Eurydice,
2012, p.39). Although, these measures differ from one country to the next, this section tries to
highlight the main characteristics of the GOETE project and to show that cross-national
tendencies exist. 6 Before presenting the differences, certain caveats are necessary.
First, we do not have information on the evolution of pupils’ participation. Therefore, it is
quite difficult to examine the hypothesis of a link between the development of pupils’ participation tools and several contemporary changes.
Second, pupils’ participation tools have different aims. On the one hand, these measures can
result from the definition of school missions and be part of citizenship education. In this case,
participative tools can be used to test citizenship through “real situations” and pupils are considered as “future citizens”. On the other hand, they can be directly linked with school governance. In this case, tools are used to give pupils the opportunity to express their opinions
about everyday school life, and pupils are considered as a school’s ‘users’ or as “citizens” of a
micro-society. These two aims differ in their definition of pupils’ participation and organisation, and pupils are not always aware which category they fall into.
Third, the description of pupils’ participation tools only provides information from official
regulations and recommendations. However, as we will see in part 2 of the present chapter,
many elements and processes can influence the way those tools are implemented, for instance,
local school organisation, “school atmosphere”, interest of the different actors for pupils’ participation (mainly principals and teachers), etc.
The main types of arrangements for pupils’ participation in secondary schools are class representatives’ elections, the subsequent appointment of a class council, election of a students’
6

For this part, we use data from WP2 national reports, State of Art report and Eurydice 2012.
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council to represent pupils’ interests, and the election of students’ representatives in school
governing bodies along with others members of school community, for example teachers,
non-teaching staff or parents.
In some schools, direct participation can also exist to regulate problems within class. Outside
schools, pupils have opportunities to join associations or unions at different levels. Differences exist between lower and upper secondary schools: “regulations and official recommendations on students’ participation become more widespread across Europe as the educational
level and students' ages increase” (Eurydice, 2012). The Eurydice report notes that “about one
third of countries have adopted regulations relating to the election of class representatives at
ISCED 1 [primary school], this rises to over a half at ISCED 2 [lower secondary school] and
about two thirds at ISCED 3 [upper secondary school].” In the last Eurydice report, there is no
information about pupils’ associations and unions but data from a previous report shows that
they exist in all GOETE countries except the United-Kingdom (Eurydice, 2005). The following table based on information from regulations and official recommendations outlines the
situation in the eight countries studied. Countries can be distinguished by the level of institutionalisation (central/local) and the level of school (lower/upper) (Also refer to annex 1).
The countries where pupils’ participation is most institutionalised in secondary schools are
Germany and Poland. In those countries, the three types of tools of participation are defined at
a central level and implemented in lower and upper secondary school. In Finland, the United
Kingdom and the Netherlands there are mixed situations between central regulations and local
regulations, which means that pupils’ participation can also be developed in a transversal way.
Central regulations mainly concern student councils, and student representatives in school
governing bodies, while local regulations concern class representatives. This is the same in
Slovenia where there is a mixed situation between central regulations in upper schools and
developed local practices in lower schools. In France and Italy, pupils’ participation is more
developed in upper secondary schools than in lower schools, but always based on central regulations.
There are also some differences between the tools used: student councils and student representatives in the school governing bodies are the most common institutionalised forms of participation. In student councils, students are the only members and they “are not accorded formal decision-making powers within schools”. For student representatives, students mix with
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other school actors and participate in the decision making process. Both situations offer two
ways of organising pupils’ participation.
Table 3: Regulations and official recommendations – Secondary school - 2010/2011 (based on Eurydice,
2012)

class
tives
Germany
France
Poland
Italy
Slovenia
Finland
UK - England
UK North Ireland
UK - Scotland
Netherlands

representa- student council

student representative
in school governing
bodies

upper only
upper only
upper only
school autonomy/no
central regulations
school autonomy/no
central regulations
school autonomy/no
central regulations
school autonomy/no
central regulations
school autonomy/no
central regulations

upper only
upper only

upper only
upper only

school autonomy/no
central regulations

school autonomy/no
central regulations

The way of electing representatives differs from one tool to another. Class councils deal with
class-level affairs and are generally comprised of teachers, parents and pupils. Class representatives are elected by the pupils in their class. The Eurydice report underlines that in the
United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland), “class representatives are elected
not to participate in class councils, but to sit directly on the student council at the school level”, where they “can raise class issues at the student council and report back to their classes”.
There are different ways that members of a student council can be appointed. In France, they
are directly elected by their peers, in Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom and Slovenia class
representatives are appointed; in Finland, all pupils participate, in Poland and the Netherlands,
they take part in the definition of school procedures 7.

7

Poland: Although legislation stipulates that the appointment of members is regulated at school level, in
practice all schools organize elections for student councils. France, Italy, Slovenia and Slovakia: Regulations apply to upper secondary education (ISCED 3) only. United Kingdom (ENG/WLS/NIR): Classes are
considered as year group cohorts. Data from England and Northern Ireland refer to widespread practice.
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School bodies have different purposes and through them, pupils do not have the same power
to participate in school governance (decision-making, consultative and informative roles). The
Eurydice report concludes that the “common role of students is consultative”, mainly through
class representatives and school councils, though it also points out that when students participate in governing school bodies, they are part of the decision making process. However, this
depends on the influence that governing bodies have on school governance, their attributions
and the number of pupil representatives, and their real influence on the decision making pro-
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Figure 3: Global Influence of Pupils and Parents on National Educational System

Parents as actors in the educational governance system
This paragraph highlights the tools parents have as self-determined actors within education
systems in Europe. In a first step, possible means of participation and logics of interaction will
be described. The second step draws on available data from earlier GOETE work packages.
This will illustrate how far parents actually can participate in their local and national environments. Finally, the findings from all eight countries will be linked with theories of educational governance in order to order parents’ opportunities to actively contribute to governance
processes and policy-making.
The parents’ role is influenced to a great extent by institutional settings which derive from the
complexity and the diverging interests which are a hallmark of education systems in modern
society. The increasing importance of parents as actors can be seen as a multilateral process.
Schools themselves have come to recognise the potential of the out-of-school periphery as a
means of valuable feed-back for quality improvement. Nevertheless the ways in which this
form of reciprocal communication is implemented may vary extremely. The parents them77

selves have a growing interest in being able to participate in the school-development process
and in what is actually going on in classroom. To apply the concept of governance to the
analysis of parents’ tools of participation means to ask, whether and in what ways parents can
be part of the coordination of actions between different levels of the education system. Another important issue lies in how to classify parents as a group, since, parents together certainly
form a very heterogeneous group(Altrichter & Helm, 2001, p. 19).
As a result, it does not seem valid to talk about ‘the’ parents. This is why the perspective in
this paragraph is turned to logics of action. In the next section, participation tools are highlighted on a theoretical base. Whether they are implemented in the particular countries and
which groups of parents actually make use of these possibilities is a different question and
will be discussed later on.
In theory, several different categories of parental participation can be distinguished. The first
refers to a rather conventional form in context of hierarchical policy making. Holding positions in a legally predetermined institution, for instance on a school-council, is an example
here. This mode of participation implies a unidirectional form of parental involvement since it
does not foster cross-level communication within the education system. The different levels
remain separate and interaction between them does not occur. Bottom-up decision making is
of course possible. Nevertheless, these processes can be better described by the term “steering” than by the concept of governance.
The second and third possibilities comprise participation by direct or indirect communication
with, or, so to speak, within the organisation. A very progressive way is a form of direct
communication in which parents are actively incorporated into the development process. One
of the many possibilities for making this happen can be to permanently integrate parents into
decision-making groups to provide feedback. Basically, this can happen on all levels from
local to national. The difference from the conventional type of participation described above
is a transgression of systemic boarders. By making parents part of processes which are genuinely subject to authorities such as school boards or other chambers, cross-level decision making can become institutionalized (Altrichter, Helm, 2001, p. 19).
Forms of indirect communication with parents imply an externalization of the participation
processes. School choice is a good example here (see part 2 of the present chapter). Since
parents are able to get their information about the characteristics and performance of different
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schools from third parties, they do not actively interact with the schools themselves. Again,
this form of interaction is different to the conventional, unidirectional form of parents’ involvement. In decision making processes determined by classical steering, the different hierarchical levels can basically operate independently. Here, this is no longer the case. To stick
to the school choice example, such governance processes rely on the role of parents. If they
do not actively participate, the whole idea becomes obsolete. In contrast to the conventional,
hierarchical decision-making, model, both of these types of communication imply that parents
become integrated into a form of closed-loop communication.
A fourth way in which parents can contribute to governance processes is by addressing channels related to other societal systems. In cooperation with actors from the economic system,
such as businesses or unions, they can for example put lobbying pressure on the education
systems. Alternatively, they can constitute new actors by founding new independent organisations and consortia in order to pursue their interests. The difficulty here is the enormous heterogeneity within the whole group of parents. As mentioned before, the extent to which parents are actually willing to participate varies (Langer, 2011, p. 108 f). Accordingly, it is only
possible to designate newly established actors as representatives of some, rather than all, of
the parents.
Furthermore, all forms of participation can be distinguished by their regional scope. The extent to which parents can participate, the manner in which this participation takes place, and
the impact of all parental interactions with the school system, are influenced by this locational
aspect. For instance, there is an obvious difference – both, legally and practically – between
contributions to local school-development practices and affiliation with a national parents’
council. There is also continued discourse going on about parents’ participation in a transnational or even global context. In respect of the increasing intrusion into national education
policy by supranational authorities, some actors, as for example the European Parents Association, call for possibilities to contribute in a transnational context. This is justified on the basis
that more and more decisions that have direct influence on local schools are made on this
higher level (EPA, 2001, p. 2).
So far, we have outlined possible constellations in which parents can participate in the development of education systems on a theoretical basis and we will now turn to the actual participation tools parents have at their disposal. For this, the findings on all GOETE countries are
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highlighted first. In a second step, they are linked to the theoretical conceptualizations made
above.
In Finland, due to the Basic Education Act and the General Upper Secondary Schools Act all
forms of education must be coordinated with homes. In practice, this is realized by continuous
parent-teacher meetings and official notices. The parents are also actively integrated in the
process of curriculum planning and have influence on the studies of their children. School
boards at all levels can also include representatives of parents.
The participation of students’ parents in France has been emphasized recently. Since 1989,
their role has been recognized as essential in “co-education”. They participate in school councils to which representatives can be elected. Furthermore, they have advisory voices in specific decision-making councils. The national parents’ unions send representatives to boards on
all different levels.
In Germany each of the Länder has taken a different approach to integrating parents. Basically, they have two different levels at which they can participate: parental meetings at classlevel, and as representatives at school-councils. There are also parents-councils on the local,
regional and even national level, which only have advisory functions. A new development is
the idea of including parents in school inspection.
The situation in Italy is quite similar. There, parents can also be elected into different boards
such as the class council and the parent-teacher association. Again, these bodies merely have
an advisory function, but do have the right to convene assemblies with the school managers.
In the Netherlands, the Education Participation Act governs the participation of different actors in all educational fields. It requires every educational institution in the primary, secondary, vocational and adult sectors, to set up a participation council. This must pass every important decision regarding policy- and financial-related changes. In school this includes a
change of educational aims, the school plan, the curriculum and other. If the school managers
and the participation council do not come to agreement on a particular question, a disputes
committee can be called upon.
In Poland, the elected representatives form a parents’ council, whose duty is to communicate
with the school management, the pedagogical council and even the local community. Alt-
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hough its power is limited to advisory functions, the parents feel that the council has an important role.
Likewise, in Slovenia the parents’ council also consists of elected representatives and has a
consultative role. It makes proposals and forms opinions for the school council.
In the United Kingdom, different conceptions exist. In England, besides parents’ assemblies
which again have an advisory role, all schools have to adopt a home-school agreement and a
parental declaration. In these, the school’s aims and values as well as the responsibilities towards its pupils must be declared. When making changes to the agreement, the governing
body must make sure that all parents take notice of the modification and sign a new parental
declaration. In 2006, the Scottish Government passed the Scottish Schools Act. This law is
aimed at fostering parental improvement. School Boards are replaced by Parent Councils in
order to create a less formal atmosphere and to encourage parents to actively participate.
Obviously, the majority of the participation tools highlighted above refer to the conventional
hierarchical form of decision-making. Very often the only potential influence lies in being
elected to some form of council. The role of these assemblies is in many cases limited to advisory functions or agenda-setting. They have the right to gather, the right to be informed and
the right to be heard. Nevertheless, active integration into decision-making processes remains
excluded. The influence parents have on actual in-class processes often depends on the interaction with local teachers and their receptiveness to issues and critique. If parents become
active and gather together to establish new organisations which can get an actor-like status,
the group of parents who are actually involved typically come from specific sociocultural milieus. Marginalized groups, such as parents with migration backgrounds generally have no
access to such forms of participation.
To conclude, we can point to the fact that tools of participation for students and parents do
actually exist, and to quite an interesting extent, in our eight countries. Even if strong national
differences remain, there seems to be a broad trend in favour of a general strengthening of
tools. Nevertheless, having emphasised this tendency to decision makers’ general growing
awareness of the necessity of students and parents’ real participation, we now turn to examining the realities of practices.
3.3 Realities and perceptions of participation and legitimacy
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Part one of this chapter introduces the intricacies of the modes and instruments of governance
that – within certain institutional settings – regulate the complex interactions between professionals and lay actors, between certified educators and parents. Within this context it has been
suggested that establishing some kind of order, between these divergent interests and complexities, is the hallmark of modern education.
The first part of the chapter deals with the legal and formal side of participation. The next part
focuses on how this subject is approached in everyday school life. Students and parents do not
have the same influence and are not, as a consequence, a homogenous group. The same could
be said about the ways school systems integrate these actors into the decision making process.
Students and parents are not “new” actors, but together with professional educators have existed since the beginning of modern schooling. Education in many countries is conceived in
terms of the parents’ natural right and is also protected by the constitution (Eurydice, 2012, p.
39). Compulsory schooling therefore severely limits the parental right to educate their
child(ren). However, the forms of these limitations vary greatly from one country to another.
School systems expect families to adapt to their expectations and to change their way of life
to fit in with their aims (Crozier, 2000).
Schools and families are traditionally seen as being complementary, with teachers acting in
place of parents, in loco parentis. The understanding is that teachers assume the educative
role during school time. All systems have institutionalised forms of regulated exchanges between schools and parents. With the rise of democratic participation as a standard within
modern society, the necessity of including parents in the decision making process has increased. However, the implementation varies greatly (Kränzl-Nagl & Zartler, 2010).
The following section therefore will look in more detail at how students / parents and school
relations are conceived of in the eight GOETE countries. It will first analyse the realities of
participation in the eight countries, which suggest that pupils’ and parents’ power is still quite
limited in terms of formal participation. Nevertheless, to avoid an assertion of powerlessness,
the chapter will also show that these actors cannot be considered as simple ‘recipients’ of education systems, and will demonstrate their informal room for manoeuvre.
In this way,, we intend to question the real place conceded to children and parents in the modern governance of education systems. Doing so, we join reflexions (Smismans, 2008) on the
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realities of the European new mottos such as “participation”, “children as actors at the heart of
the system”, “rights of children and parents”, etc.
Weak formal participation – no real partnership
The semantics of governance, democratic participation and partnership should not obscure the
fact that the relationship between schools and parents/students is asymmetric. Two dimensions have to be considered, the various possibilities of exerting influence (many possibilities
in the Netherlands and Finland and fewer in France and Slovenia), and the underlying legitimacy that various actors have within each system.
By definition, in a partnership all actors should be equal (Geddes, 2002). They have the same
legitimacy and sphere of influence. Politically and legally this is clearly not the case in our
field. The idea of students and teachers, or parents and teachers, as partners, is essentially
metaphorical. Educational partnership is a term often used internationally, but it obscures the
fact that the relationship is not based on equal terms (Périer, 2012).
Some common points concern all GOETE countries and can be highlighted as follow:
GOETE reports point out many shared examples of the unbalanced distribution of power
within these partnerships:
Legitimacy not only bears on the legal and the political; in this day and age, it is strongly related to knowledge and expertise. This is borne out by fact mentioned in many GOETE country contexts that the complexities of modern education systems and the seemingly many options and paths at the crucial transition points lead in many instances to a high level of dependency on the part of parents on being correctly informed by the professionals in schools.
Weak students obviously have fewer choices. Bad grades in the transition phase from primary
to secondary education therefore limit options and may result in starting vocational training in
a field not chosen but forced on the students, with an increasing risk of drop out.
Because of the way school and family are structurally related to each other, there is a general
expectation of the school that parents take an interest in, and closely monitor the progression
of, their child through the system. In France and in Germany, for example, there is an explicit
expectation that the institution will ensure that parents are informed and able to follow their
child’s progress. This may lead to teachers and principals encouraging immigrant parents, for
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example, to attend language classes so that they are more able to understand information
about career paths and options for their children. This expectation is met with an overall complaint that while some parents (mostly “ethnic” Germans, middle class) comply with this expectation of collaboration between school and family, many do not. From the institutional
perspective of the school, the answer to the question of who does and does not take an interest, is broadly common among the professionals: teachers, social and youth workers and other
representatives.
In Italy too, especially in schools located in socio-economically disadvantaged quarters, we
find complaints by the schools about parents’ lack of support. This may be linked with culturalist perceptions about parenting styles of immigrant parents. This is concomitant to a disillusion about the role of education to open future vistas. Therefore, school is often regarded as
largely irrelevant. This perception is contradicted by students who see in their parents the
main source of support helping them to cope with school’s demands.
In all GOETE countries, students and parents with an immigrant background are less likely to
be included in decision making processes and less informed about the way the education system works. While this is generally speaking true, it would be necessary to take a closer look at
how this correlates with achievement and success in schooling. As a hypothesis, it seems to be
likely that the realisation of participation strongly correlates with position, especially that of
the student in the class and in the school. At-risk students are likely to be less informed, and
the system makes less effort to include them than it does with high achieving well-adjusted
students.
Another issue is the lack of synchronisation in the different understandings of the relevance of
schooling. Here a more frequent and more intense exchange would be desirable. However, the
common ground for the parties involved to meet is the aim to enable the student to lead an
independent life, earn a sufficient amount of money to live independently and be able to have
a family. The changes in the structure of the work force, the breakdown of the male breadwinner model and the fragility of the “normal biography” are additional aggravating factors.
In Slovenia, for instance, parents strongly support their children in choosing the gymnasium,
because it is the most prestigious and privileged form of schooling.
This finding indicates a dilemma found in all countries. Once the solution to a problem is institutionalised, it takes on a life of its own. While the solution was originally justified as the
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answer to a serious issue, it can turn out conversely, to be the answer in search of a problem.
Moreover, teachers of the same cultural/ethnic background as the students might not necessarily be prepared to act as their advocates, but on the contrary be extremely conscious of
their origin which they might regard as a kind of stigma. This was reported in the Slovenian
case with respect to a Roma teacher, but is confirmed by other national context and instances.
In Germany, for example, outside the findings of the GOETE-project, there are instances of
teachers with disabilities demanding extra effort, and especially high demands for achievement, of their students facing the same challenges.
A somewhat surprising finding about the formal influence of parents and students in the different countries encompassed by the GOETE-project is that in the end, the specifics of the
welfare regime or education system are embedded in and the mode of formal organisation,
centralised versus federal systems for the most vulnerable students, does not appear to make a
difference. As the local case studies show, countries situated at the opposite end of the spectrum of formal influence for parents and students, for instance the Netherlands as the most
participatory country and Slovenia as the least participatory, did not differ significantly in the
dealing with their populations of high risk students’. On the one hand, this sheds light on the
specific processes of how seemingly “given” categories, such as ‘high risk’, are socially constructed by the way key actors interact and mutually confirm each other, and on the other,, it
is evident that the more elaborated and differentiated a system is, the more professionals are
involved, and the placing of students becomes a contested field, where the direct stakeholders,
students and their parents, are easily pushed aside. This is not to argue against professional
differentiation. After all, specialisation occurs for a purpose and addresses a pressing problem.
It is to indicate, however, the need to be aware of unintended side effects and to firmly establish the importance of reflexivity as a professional competence in the academic education of
the professionals. Otherwise, the rationale is easily perverted and the solution searches for a
problem, which it has to create in order to solve it.
Another crucial issue is that students and parents’ participation should not be accepted simplistically as an indicator of democratic values. First of all, the asymmetries of the education
system are a given. Legitimacy of decision-making is largely linked to professional expertise
in modern societies and the operations of the system are strongly linked to professionalism
and to political processes where parents and students at best have an advisory function. There85

fore, the term “partnership” is a metaphor signifying eye level interaction that is not really
there. Even the most active parents and students, in the most participatory systems, have only
limited influence. At the same time, making active use of the possibilities of this role is important because within the limits of the sphere of influence, the voices have to be heard and
can make a difference. Among other benefits, they encourage political engagement, which is
important for the future roles of citizens in democratic societies. As is illustrated by the
French case, students not used to being included have a difficult time in defining what participation means, and what their sphere of influence consists of..
As with all instruments, it should not be forgotten that knowing how to use them is associated
with power. As pointed out earlier in this chapter, parents and students are not a homogenous
group. Social origin, the volume of social and cultural capital that can be mustered, is a decisive factor. Therefore, it is middle and upper class parents who not only are most active, but
also can make the most use of the possibilities they have. Conversely, a lack of active participation, especially on the part of the parents, might easily be mistaken for not being interested
in the progress of the child and his/her school and thus be taken into negative account when
decisions on transitions are made.
Further analysis: some differences among GOETE countries
We indicated in the first part of the chapter that formal modes of participation vary among
GOETE countries, and the same assertion can be made when we come to consider the realities
of participation.
Generally speaking, parents’ participation in France is not a major factor in shaping educational policies. This is related to participation rates being low and the representatives belonging to the middle to upper social classes. It is very important to take the variety of parents
associations into consideration, since these encompass not only the formal inclusion of parents in the school councils on the level of elementary education and the administrative councils of the lower secondary schools, at the level of secondary education, but also the variety of
organisational forms, which encompass four main national unions plus local parents’ organisations, which are neither linked to the central authorities nor have an established network. In
addition, these general observations need to be linked to the relationship between school zoning, and inequalities between families. Again, the crucial point is how the difficult transition
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points are mastered and how information is communicated. In France, this important moment
of decision-making takes place at the end of lower secondary education, with some but limited parental influence.
With regard to students’ participation, the comparison between Finland and France shows
their relationship to be situated at opposite poles on the scale of influence of pupils and parents on national education systems. In France, students’ participation is largely a non-issue
and students are largely at a loss when asked to come forward with their own suggestions.
In the Netherlands, the formal participation of non-professional actors is the most advanced of
all countries considered. In contrast to highly centralised systems like the French one, much
power is now devolved to the school boards, who have freer rein in devising their own policies, with strengthened participation councils, which all schools are obliged to have. These
participation councils include the parents at the level of primary schooling and parents and
students at the level of secondary schooling. The involvement of the students and parents is
high, with a ratio of 50%, and its rights to influence policy are substantial. One concern is the
relation of school boards to individual schools, because the board can make quite far reaching
decisions without taking the traditions and specifics, including the parents’ wishes, of the individual school into account.
It is not only parents who often are unaware about the choices they have, but also students
who have no idea about the role and significance of students’ council in addressing particular
grievances. The rather disillusioning finding is that even in national contexts such as the
Dutch one, where there is a far reaching and influential institutionalisation of parent and student voices, the information is not spread deep and far enough throughout the system so that
these actors often resort to individual solutions. Interestingly, this finding is corroborated in
the case of Slovenia at the other end of the spectrum of formal influence of pupils and parents.
The cases collected in WP 6 confirm the impression that particularly with regard to families
not very familiar with the education system to start with, and not in a strong social position to
challenge teachers and other school representatives, placement of students is decided on by
professional interests and the necessities of justifying the rationale for the job. Therefore, as in
the Dutch case, students end up being placed in special education although there is no uncontested indication, with the primary reason being the existence of specialised personnel.
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A real influence of informal participation on the educational course
Having insisted on the weak realities of formal participation in our eight countries, it seems
very important not to stop there. As a matter of fact, GOETE reports, in particular case studies, show that some pupils and parents develop abilities to face up to education systems: they
are not always passive or obedient as far as pupils’ educational trajectories are concerned. We
will develop this point in the perspective of the agency theory (Pohl and al. 2007; Evans,
2002) to show that informal participation has also to be taken into account to understand the
rooted realities of actors and their capacities to develop coherent strategies, even when they
do not belong to the most educated social classes.
To do so, we will divide this section into two steps: a first step on pupils’ and parents’ room
for manoeuvre in GOETE countries; and a second step on two detailed cases that illustrate our
assertion.
In all education systems, we can point to parents’ room for manoeuvre
As far as exerting real influence on the governance of the educational pathways is concerned,
the informal dimension does play a major role. This is borne out by many instances recorded
in the local case studies of WP 6.
The Finnish report for example, tells the story of Rami who consulted with many people in
order to find out which school would be best for him. He talked to the guidance counsellor,
and his parents, but also his brother who turned out to be very helpful. Similarly, in the German local case study the advice and engagement of an uncle proved to be very significant for
the direction of one girl’s educational trajectory. The cases reported for Italy, on the other
hand, indicate that the decisions are made by the students after discussing the options with
their families. In the Netherlands, there is even some experimenting with having parents come
into the classroom to talk about their jobs/professions and how they were obtained. Informal
consultation thus proves to be crucial in the decision making process.
Also of central importance is the question of access to information. This is true not only for
the later transition points but earlier in the case of initial school choice. Even in France,
whether to comply with the official regulation of choosing a neighbourhood school or opting
for a private or different public school, is considered consequential for the following educa88

tional trajectory. The increasing popularity of private schools, including the founding of
schools by immigrant communities, testifies to this. Generally speaking, parents want the
most prestigious form of schooling for their children. This may lead to blocking students’
wishes, and may cause students to have to settle for a form of schooling that they did not
choose. Parental activity is not always supportive, and does not necessarily present a major
contribution to the solution of problems.
Parents can also be overly present, active and ambitious. Both too much and too little activity
could cause a problem in Italy. Especially in Slovenia, the high level of demand for the gymnasium is seen as a development for which the parents are mostly responsible. They are said
to push it even though their children may not be qualified according to experts’ opinions.
Experts and parents are perceived as not infrequently working against each other, instead of
with each other. Because parents have the final say, it is their informal influence that determines the educational trajectory of the student more than the knowledge of the professionals.
The Slovenian case study reports a general decrease in the authority of the experts and professionals, teachers and counsellors, and an increase in the informal influence of parents. This is
a very interesting point because it counters somewhat the idea that knowledge, especially expert knowledge is a central authority in late modern societies. It will be commented on in the
concluding section.
3.4 Three exemplary trajectories from local cases: how informal participation influences
trajectories
A deeper focus on two individuals’ trajectories provides us with some understanding of the
room for manoeuvre that people can exert. Through these examples, we intend to point out
parents’ and pupils’ roles as actors outside formal modes of participation. In each case, we see
the importance of individuals: the pupil him- or herself, their friends, their parents. Of course,
this importance is not found as part of the formal participation system but, in our view, these
informal roles are crucial to understanding some education successes.
The first individual trajectory comes from the Finnish case study. Janne 8 is a boy who comes
from a lower social class. He is educated by his single mother and his family encounters quite

8

Pupils’ names were changed to respect their anonymity.
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important economic difficulties. He is not very gifted at school and needs special education in
some subjects. He was bullied when he attended primary school, which was quite a difficult
period for him. According to him, if he manages to enter vocational upper secondary school it
is because he found a lot of support from his friends: “If I had not had any friends, I would not
have been able to cope”. He mentions the importance of his friends for each education step he
had to pass.
The second individual’s trajectory was chosen amongst Dutch examples. Selin has a migrant
background. She has had to cope with many stigmatisation phenomena. She attended classrooms packed with unmotivated students that led to a chaotic school climate. She was enrolled in schools ranked at the bottom of the education system. She finds it difficult to claim
her belonging to the Dutch society because she does not feel accepted. Nevertheless, her will
to achieve her education is very strong: she intends to succeed, in particular because she is a
girl with a migrant background. In addition, she takes a lot of responsibilities: she is the classroom head and is convinced that she can help other pupils.
The third trajectory was picked up in the French report. Jonathan comes from a middle class
background. His parents are divorced; he lives with his mother and has very a bad relationship
with his father. He has had to change of schools numerous times because he has been severely
bullied due to his homosexuality. He began his lower secondary education in a very posh private school, selected by his father. In this school, he felt absolutely miserable because of the
ostracism he had to face. As a consequence, his mother decided to take him out of that school
and to bring him back to the public system. After her application, he received the administrative authorisation to join a lower secondary school in one of the city suburb. He was very
afraid because of the bad reputation of this school, thinking he would have to face the same
ordeal. Actually, he was really surprised and found there an open minded school community
and friendly pupils. Thanks to this change, with his mother’s help, he was able to achieve his
route and to enter a general secondary school.
We see through these examples that nothing is preordained in pupils’ trajectories: some find
great help in their own personality, or in their friends or parents’ help, and this can change
radically a route that otherwise could have appeared has already lost.
3.5 Discussion and Conclusion
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Studying the role of parents and students as “new” actors in the education arena sheds light on
interesting developments and demonstrates once more that education is a contested terrain.
The increasing significance of this group of actors has to do with the spread of democratic
values as a central tenet of society, but how these actors are inscribed into the education system remains ambivalent and uneven. One general finding of this chapter is that the informal
dimension may be even more important than the formal one. Why? Because as the Slovenian
case has shown most clearly, it is not enough for parents to have the formal right or the final
say in the transition of the child from one form of schooling to the next, they have to use their
power and perceive themselves as strong actors. Only when they see their position as vested
with some kind of higher authority or legitimacy than the experts and professionals are they
able to confidently counter their recommendations. Otherwise, if professional and expert
knowledge is recognized as having special authority, parents will much more likely confirm
the assessment and the recommendation for further education given by the school. Parents are
not a homogenous group, but how they interact, the positions they can assume, essentially
depends not only on their own background but also on the group dynamics in the way they
organise themselves.
The finding that parents’ knowledge and judgment is assumed to be so valuable as to overrule, as it were, expert opinions is interesting and worth pursuing in greater detail. It seems to
run counter to another finding proposed by world polity theorists, that expertise and formal
organizations are increasingly important in a world context, and as a means of governance in
the absence of other forms of steering and governing. In this view, it is knowledge that constitutes the actor: having access to specialized knowledge means having a voice able to exert
influence. Authoritative knowledge is power in the sense that it opens space to manoeuvre and
negotiate. Therefore it would be worth looking in greater detail at how the interaction between
parents and students as lay actors, as it were, and the professionals, is established. Is it that
parents bring to the table their attachment to their children, or do they face professionals with
a claim to their knowledge? Is this knowledge more democratized and more accessible, or is it
that two different, and in the final analysis incompatible, forms of knowledge are related to
each other? Linked to this is the question: who, among the group of parents is influential?
Under what conditions are parents from the lower social strata successfully active in questioning decisions that would relegate their children to the lower tiers of education?
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In 2009, educational researchers discussed the relation between inequality and education in a
prestigious periodical of German educational science. One of the issues they paid special attention to was the role of the parents, or more broadly speaking, the immediate environment
of the students, the life world as Hans Thiersch would say. They are not the only ones to emphasize this, but it is well worth repeating that if the achievement of the children was comparable, the chances these children had of going to the Gymnasium, the highest form of secondary education in Germany, was 8.84 times as high if their parents had a gymnasium diploma
as that of children whose parents had a Hauptschule qualification. In what ways specifically
this significantly different influence was exerted is another question (Baumert, Maaz & Trautwein, 2009, position 196-7). Our GOETE findings also tend to corroborate another finding,
i.e. the corrective function of teachers’ assessment. As was illustrated particularly well with
the case of Slovenia, the education aspirations of the parents differ significantly from the assessment of the teachers. Whether this also means that teachers make their judgment less on
the basis of the social background of the students, is another issue. There is no question that
schooling is embedded in a wider social context and that this exerts an influence on the experience and development of students. The problem with theories such as that of Bourdieu and
Passeron (1970) or even more so of Boudon (1974) is that they easily turn into a self-fulfilling
prophecy, leading to a strong focus on the cognitive stimulation of the family environment
and ignoring the emotional support. Across the national contexts of the GOETE countries, this
very significant contribution of the families has been confirmed. How emotional support relates to cognitive development and to joy of learning and pleasure in achieving is still largely
under researched, especially in large quantitative studies.
The role of students and parents as actors in the governance of educational systems seems to
be based on two key dimensions: formal and informal. At the same time, it involves factors
like power, legitimacy, knowledge, information, culture, socio-economic status.
So as a first result we can underline the multilevel and multidimensional face of both the challenges and the (potential) means of taking them on. In terms of the questions suggested in the
introduction, we could say - through data emerging from GOETE analysis – that concerning
the tools of formal participation, we find a confirmation of the growing tendency to establish
official regulations and recommendations in favour of representation on class, council and
school governing bodies.. This trend does not mean that we can think of neither students and
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parents, nor countries themselves as homogenous categories. In general, students and parents
seem to have mainly consultative and advisory functions (and power).
Beyond the formal role assigned, a key research object is given by comparing the reality and
perceptions of participation and legitimacy. Our analyses allow us to say that, if ‘partnership’
is a frequently used word within the semantic of school governance, in everyday school life
the different actors have not yet achieved an equal and collaborative pattern, specifically in
the sense of a still insufficiently effective recognition of the role of parents. It is from this
perspective that we can partly explain the recurring complaint about the ‘absent parent’,
though it nevertheless testifies to a persisting (and possibly increasing) distance between
school and families, especially in the cases of on the one hand, the more vulnerable families,
and on the other a self-selection of ‘collaborative’ middle-upper classes families. In other
words,, the weaker the students and their families are, the greater are the difficulties and the
risks of being excluded from active and informed participation (about both collective and individual destinies).
The persisting distance between school and students/parents suggests a need to pay particular
attention to the processes of institutionalization that affect problems (of students at school)
and solutions, where some unintended effects emerge, closely following the increasing relevance of professionalization.
In taking into account a formal increase in the range of tools of participation, our analysis has
shown the existence of an area of informal participation with real influence, that mainly relates to parents. In fact, they appear to retain some influence over the educational trajectories
of their children: informal consultation proves to be relevant; and a factor that is increasingly
central in realising this power is certainly access to information. Here again, we see the importance of knowledge and the expert point of view, and this reminds us of the crucial aspect
of the relation between the (heterogeneous category of) families and experts, as a partnership
that has still to be fully established and taken for granted. One final consideration concerns
the scope of the power parents are seeking to establish: is it confined to the power over their
children’s choices, or does it extend to school decision making?
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Annex 1:
The following chart presents the remit of student representatives on school governing bodies
according to official regulations and recommendations in lower and upper secondary school.
There are no central regulations concerning lower secondary in Italy and Slovenia and limits
concerning upper school in Italy9. Secondary schools have autonomy to determine governing
bodies’ remit and functions in Finland, the Netherlands and the United-Kingdom.
Remit of student representatives on school governing bodies according to official regulations and recommendations in lower and upper secondary school (Eurydice, 2012)
First line : lower secondary level – Second line: upper secondary level
UK: the United-Kingdom / UK-ENG: England / UK WLS : Wales / UK NIR: Northern Ireland / UK SCT: Scotland
Level of power
of governing
bodies
Rules

Decisionmaking

Consultative

France
Poland

Germany
UK-SCT

Rules

France, Italy
Poland, Slovenia
France

Germany
Finland
UK-SCT
Germany
Poland
UK-SCT

Extracurricular
activities

France
Italy
Slovenia

Budget

France

Germany
Poland
Finland
UK-SCT
Poland

Budget

France
Italy
Slovenia
France

Extracurricular
activities

School action
plan

School action
plan

9

France
Italy
Slovenia

Germany
Poland
Finland
UK-SCT

Depends on
school

Not decided by
school governing bodies

Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
NL
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Germany

Poland
Finland
UK SCT
Germany;
land

Informative

Germany

Po-

Netherlands
Finland
UK-SCT
NL
UK-SCT

UK ENG-WLSNIR
UK ENG-WLSNIR

Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
UK ENG-WLSNIR

Italy: For 'Extra-curricular activities', 'Budget', 'Optional lessons' and 'Acquisition of educational materials',
only students who have reached adulthood (18 years) can vote. Any decision on budget and financial matters, and/or having implications on costs, can involve only adult students.
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Optional lessons

France

UK-SCT
Poland

Germany

Optional lessons

France
Italy
Slovenia
France

Poland
Finland
UK-SCT
Poland

Germany

France
Italy

Poland
Finland

Germany

Poland

Germany
UK-SCT

Assessment
criteria

Poland
Finland

Germany
UK-SCT

Expulsions

Finland

Acquisitions of
educational
materials
Acquisitions of
educational
materials
Assessment
criteria

Expulsions

Italy
Slovenia

Finland

Germany

Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
Finland
UK
Netherlands
UK
Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
Finland

Teaching content

Finland

Teaching content

Finland

Netherlands
UK

Termination of
teacher employment

Finland

Netherlands
Finland
UK ENG-WLSNIR
Netherlands
UK ENG-WLSNIR

Termination of
teacher employment

Slovenia

Finland

Recruitment of
teachers

Finland

Recruitment of
teachers

Finland

Germany
Netherlands
Finland
UK
Netherlands
UK

Slovenia

France

France
Italy
Slovenia
France
Poland
UK SCT
France
Poland
UK-SCT
Germany
France
Poland
Germany
France
Italy
Poland
Slovenia
Germany
France
Poland
UK-SCT
France
Italy
Poland
UK-SCT
France
Poland

France
Italy
Poland
Slovenia
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4. Space, Scale and the Governing of Youth Trajectories and Transitions in Europe
Yuri Kazepov, Susan Robertson & Risto Rinne
4.1 Introduction
In this chapter on space and the governing of youth transitions in Europe, we take and make
explicit the ways in which spatial processes and relations are both a mechanism and an outcome of strategies of education governing. As a mechanism, we will be exploring how spatial
governance is deployed in ways which condition access to, the relevance of, and coping strategies, of the education experiences of youth in 24 cities spread across eight countries of Europe. We’ll be examining how and with what consequences, spatial governance is implicated
in mediating learning and therefore the life-course of youth. Applying a critical spatial lens to
the governing of the education trajectories of learners in schools means seeing the difference
that space makes to the politics and processes of governing this particular policy field (Soja,
1996, p. 71; Massey, 2005, p. 62).
We begin by noting that despite the importance of the spatial in the shaping, making, and
governing, of everyday ‘education’ lives and opportunities, there is an under-developed spatial grammar in the sociology of education (Robertson, 2009a). This is despite a rich spatial
lexicon in the sociology of education that, over the longer haul, has sought to describe sites,
spaces and processes like classrooms, regional offices, stratification, devolution, globalisation, and so on. Yet, space and scale are highly contested concepts in the social sciences more
generally, and have opened up a rich vein of enquiry, and one that is particularly helpful in
this context for reviewing an important aspect of governing.
In order to undertake this task, the chapter is divided into two main parts. The first part addresses the analytical elements of socio-spatial relations from the theoretical point of view,
providing the basis for the analysis of how they interact. It takes up the framework proposed
by Jessop et al. (2008) to disentangle the complexities involved in this interaction. The second
part of this chapter applies analytical elements of this toolkit to the empirical findings of the
GOETE project to highlight the increasing complexity that governance arrangements addressing educational transitions face, on the one hand, and which contribute new spatial arrangements and social out-comes, on the other.
Before starting, we would like to point out that space and scale were not a central element of
GOETE’s research design and empirical enquiry but rather are implicit in governance itself.
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What we want is to make their meaning explicit in order to theoretically understand why and
how they interact with the other dimensions of governance As a result, our claims around the
mechanisms and outcomes of the spatial governance of education trajectories of youth are
indicative and should be added into the wider conversation on the governance which has underpinned the GOETE project.
4.2. Spatial lenses to look at education: our analytical toolkit
How best to bring the spatial into our analysis of governance? One way is to focus on scale –
which is a particular spatial category, and one which we have ourselves been developing in
other research projects (Kazepov, 2010; Robertson et al., 2002). However, limiting ourselves
to scale and rule would also limit the insights a more comprehensive spatial approach would
offer. We therefore take up Jessop et al.’ (2008) framework that includes key concepts, such
as ‘territory’, ‘place’, ‘scale’, ‘network’ and ‘positionality’.
Territory refers to the boundaries which constitute space in particular ways; as differentiated
and bordered areas of social relations and social infrastructures supporting particular kinds of
economic and social activity, opportunity, investment, and so on. Territories are filled with
normative content, such as forms of identification. Interest in the idea of territory and processes of territorialisation emerged when attention turned to the assumption that political
power was established around national boundaries by nation states, and that these boundaries
also served to define societies as ‘nationally-bounded’. The unbundling of the relationship
between territory and sovereignty since the 1980s has resulted in changing spatialities of
statehood (Brenner, 2004), the changing basis of citizenship claims (Robertson, 2009b), and
forms of subjectivity. In GOETE, we can see the many ways in which the boundaries around
countries, regions and cities, and which determine the nature of education territories and their
differential governing, are produced, maintained and contested.
Scale represents social life as also vertically structured and governed, in this case relationally
– from the body to the institution, from the local to the regional, national, supra-national and
global (Herod and Wright, 2002). Extending Lefebvre’s insights into the social production of
space, Smith (1990) has termed this the ‘social production of scale’. What this again signals is
that scale making is the outcome of politics. This is important for GOETE in that we can see
that Europe features in the high level governance of education in ways that it did not more
than two decades ago. Similarly, the local has taken on new meaning as a result of the rescaling of aspects of education governance to local authorities and schools. As we will see, how99

ever, not all authority and resource is rescaled, and it is this that creates tensions around obligations, responsibilities and scales of rule.
The idea of place is particularly important for education, and the spatial category that has
been engaged with most in the sociology of education (Lipman, 2004; Gulson, 2010). This is
because the spatial references here are in abundance; such as in the idea of the classroom; my
school; out-of-school time, and so on. Massey argues that place emerges out of the fixing of
particular meanings on space; it is the outcome of efforts to contain, immobilise, to claim as
one’s own, to include and therefore exclude (1994, p. 5). GOETE’S work on students, teachers and education spaces, highlights these processes, and as we will see, highlights very well
the anxieties that students might display about having to go to a new school, or a new place,
and learn the rules of the game around getting to school, making friends, getting to know
teachers, how to feel valued, and so on. Amin puts this relational argument a little differently;
that place is “[…] where the local brings together different scales of practice/social action”
(2004, p. 38), and where meanings are constituted out of dwelling, of affinity, of performativity (Amin, 2004, p. 34). This is particularly useful for thinking about education territories; not
as spaces that are vertically arranged with some scales as encompassing the other, but where
places are “…complex entities; they are ensembles of material objects, workers and firms, and
systems of social relations embodying distinct cultures and multiple meanings, identities and
practices” (Hudson, 2001, p. 255).
Networks is a spatial (relational) term which in its current form is indebted to writers like Manuel Castells (1996). In arguing that networks are more flexibly-organised, inter-linked actors,
Castell’s is also suggesting that power itself has been de-hierarchised. In other words, power
relations are more symmetrically organised, offering the promise of greater levels of democracy. As education sectors have moved away from governing through government, to governance arrangements involving an array of private actors (non-govermental, for profit, households and so on), they are envisaged as operating in a more network fashion (Ball, 2010). The
question here for us is what governing gets done in the name of networks, and what does this
mean for the education trajectories of youth?
Yet as Sheppard argues, networks that draw heavily on the idea of power flowing between
nodes tends to disguise what are inevitable power relations. Positionality in a network of
places, for example, refers to “…the asymmetric and path dependent ways in which the futures of places depend on their interdependencies with other places” (2002: 308). For Shep100

pard (2002, p. 319), positionality is critical in calling attention to the fact that some actors will
have greater power to determine the outcomes of the educational trajectories of students than
others.
The importance of Jessop et al.’s (2008) intervention is to advance an approach that overcomes the privileging of one spatial form of organisation over another – e.g. scale over other
spatialities. This in turn underlines the importance of considering these processes and practices as closely linked – and in many cases occurring simultaneously – and suggests a way of
reading these together.
However their framework falls short of highlighting the ‘lived’ or ‘subjective’ dimension of
space so ably talked about by Lefebvre (1972) as a corrective to only viewing space as either
perceived (objects in space) or conceived (represented relations). Lived space, for instance,
enables us to introduce how students themselves talk about, and feel, about what places like
schools mean to them, how they are treated, their anxieties and achievements, and so on. In
other words, tracing out governing practices in ways that reveal the subjectivities that are being made gives us a way of closing the loop between the production and consumption of governing discourses. In relation to students, we can develop a richer picture of the lived through
close reading of the student cases presented in the Annex to du Bois Raymond et al. (2012).
Taken together, these spatial tools will allow us to consider the empirical findings we gathered in the different strains of research more adequately. They will also allow us to address
the question of how, by whom, and at what scale, learning and teaching is problematised,
determined, coordinated, governed, administered and managed, and ‘in whose interests are
these practices and politics carried out?´ (cf. Dale, 1996). These questions are at the core of
the GOETE project.
4.3. How do ‘territories’, ‘scales’, ‘places’, ‘networks’, ‘positionalities’ and subjectivities
interact in the governance of educational transitions?
In this section we describe the different ways in which spatial processes are implicated in
governing youth trajectories in education and which are constituted by these processes.
a) Territories and scales
As we have noted, territories refer to the boundaries which constitute space in particular ways.
However, boundaries are shifting through deep changes in regulatory frameworks that are
redesigning territorially-bounded sovereignty, re-allocating responsibilities to other scales,
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both supra-national and sub-national (Kazepov, 2010). Through processes of rescaling, new
territories with their own rules are created. This has important consequences for the governance of educational transitions. In providing different actors (and different territorial levels)
with different powers and resources to address educational transitions, European educational
systems are counter intuitively differentiating and fragmenting themselves.
Disentangling these processes is not an easy exercise, because they are intimately interrelated
with more global changes and trends, some of which have been illustrated in other chapters of
this report. We will, therefore, emphasize three territorial dimensions of educational governance and their relations to show the most relevant aspects of how the boundaries of sovereignty change from a spatial perspective. More specifically, we will show how these changes are
the result of a translation exercise of discourses into real regulations and practices. This draws
from the insight that language itself is a social practice influenced by the material conditions
in which this practice is embedded (see chapter 2). From this point of view, discourses are
reshaping processes taking place in several ways, including from different scales, and in particular from the European level downwards to the local/provincial level. These directions are,
however, not to be taken for granted, or that attempts ‘above’ to re-regulate those ‘below’
have uni-lateral outcomes. On the contrary, national states and sub-national units within national settings continue to be highly resilient to high-level governance from Europe. We therefore should be alert to the contested ways in which governing is taking place, or where parallel governing is occurring with at times very little overlap between old and new routes of governing.
European framing discourses
It is well known that the European Union’s formal and Treaty discretion over its Member
States’ education policy is limited to “…contributing to the development of quality education
by encouraging cooperation between member states and, if necessary, by supporting and supplementing their action” (European Union, 1992 [Maastricht Treaty], Art. 165). However, it is
almost equally well known that it has a significant interest in contributing to the agendas
around which those policies are formed, and it is clear that in a number of cases, its influence
has become noticeable (see: Dale & Robertson, 2009; Lawn & Grek, 2012). This is particularly true for three major different but overlapping discourses prioritized at the European level:
"lifelong learning", the "knowledge-based economy", and "new governance arrangements" all
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of which impinge on the lives of teachers, administrators and learners in our project (see
chapter 2 in this report).
The Lifelong learning programme, which has “represented the citizen as learner, not through
being a student, but through being actively engaged in learning in professional contexts as
well as in other areas and aspects of life” (Rasmussen, 2009, p. 97), is a good example of how
European Union’s actions frame the discursive opportunity structure for Member States’ educational policies (Dale et al., 2012, p. 7). It is clear from other chapters of this report (see
chapter 2) that the organization of the lifelong learning programmes had some impact on how
‘education’ as an activity and as an institution has been conceived, particularly in ways that
have implications for post school transitions and beyond them through the life course.
The same is true for the “knowledge-based economy” discourse put forward through the Lisbon strategy since 2000. The Lisbon Conference mandated the EU to over-ride the views of
nation-states and thereby strengthen the European dimension in education. This gave birth to
the vision of the "Europeanization" of education and the "European educational model", in
which lifelong learning and information play a central role (Nóvoa & Lawn, 2002, p. 1-5).
The same applies to the discourse on the "knowledge society" or "knowledge economy" that
has significantly impacted educational policy and governance inasmuch as it has reinforced
the focus on preparation for employment in secondary schools; that is, the issue of what kind
of education, what skills, knowledge and competencies are necessary and worth learning.
We must understand that "the market is today the dominant European discourse" and that
"education has moved from the position of a sensitive area for cooperation ... into a crucial
part of the new knowledge economy." (Lawn, 2001, p. 174; Kwiek, 2006, p. 364). As summarized in the Lisbon Strategy (Kwiek, 2006, p. 365f.), the core meaning of the strategy was
"providing an engine for a new knowledge-based economy and society". The European education policy may also be seen as involving the idea of "lucrative education markets" which
attract an ever-increasing number of supranational organisations and private consultancy
firms. The marketization of education and its deep economisation has led to the birth of the
so-called ‘new education policy’, which has as its central features competition, free choice,
decentralisation of power, managerialism and pressure to perform (Ball 2000; 2003, p. 30).
The joint effect of these discourses suggests the existence of what we might call a ‘hegemonic
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project’ of Europe 10 that increasingly constitutes an important element for national education
governance (see Dale, 2009) becoming the context of (national or subnational) contexts. Describing it this way is important, for just as Lukes (1993) highlights the fact that the rules of
the game are less visible to those playing them (they assume that they are there and play accordingly), then we can see that what is possible and feasible in national settings is often defined in relation to broader political projects operating at less visible scales above.
This multi-layered perspective should allow us to highlight the key changes that have taken
place in the governance of education, in particular the patterning of educational governance,
and the most important influences shaping and constraining conceptions, expectations and
challenges of education. The European discourses will provide – as Brenner and colleagues
put it – “the evolving macrospatial frameworks and interspatial circulatory systems in which
local regulatory projects unfold” (Brenner et al., 2010, p. 202). What we should be aware of,
however, is the fact that the supra-national discourses play out substantially differently at the
national and subnational levels, and these differences might even change the meaning of the
discourses themselves as a consequence. While there has been deeply significant and far
reaching changes at the level of the global economy, the responses at the level of the education systems have remained to a notable degree within the set of assumptions that surrounded
the ‘old’ national economy discourse and the long lasting path-dependency (see chapter 2).
Territorial and scalar diversity of educational systems and transition regimes

The ‘context of contexts’ constructed by European discourses provides ‘the discursive and
institutional opportunity structure’ that frames possibilities for the governance of education at
national and sub-national levels. In general terms, however, the national state still stands out
as the structuring actor in educational governance throughout all countries analysed in the
GOETE project. This is particularly true when it comes to policy-making as opposed to policy

10

Part of this hegemonic project is also the European Social Fund (ESF). The ESF provides significant help to
young people, as the EU’s main financial tool for boosting youth employment, entrepreneurship and the
learning mobility of young workers, preventing school drop-out and raising skill levels, as well as contributing more broadly to the reform of Member States’ education and training systems and to lifelong learning.
EU countries select their own priorities for ESF investment, in line with national needs, embodied in Operational Programmes (OPs) and implemented through projects. Over the 2007-2013 period, all countries are
addressing young people, who are covered in 91% of the OPs, accounting for 68% of the budget. ESF also
operates at intra-national/regional levels, and local political, educational, welfare and economy stakeholders
can apply for funding. However, such funds do not initiate new policies in themselves but are fed into existing structures and decision-making bodies to which local educational networks may belong.
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implementation 11. The national dimension plays a relevant role, not only and solely in terms
of policy making, but also because it frames the practices of educational governance that each
country develops.
From the territorial/scalar point of view while certain countries kick-off decentralization processes (for example in the UK where devolution to schools was aimed at breaking the power
of the Local Education Authorities), others might opt for them (Italy, though with limited resources following a change in scale of governing), or will even determine new state competencies (usually, the definition of programmes, of exams and assessment (for example the
influence of the OECD on national and sub-national policy and practice). Differences emerge
because of existing path dependencies (Pierson, 2000) so that what we see are common trends
framed by supra-national discourses, that are in turn mediated by contextual specificities. The
importance given to actors, such as local authorities or parents, may also vary considerably
from one country to another (see also Duru-Bellat & Meuret 2001).
This variation, however, isn’t related necessarily to the differentiated role played by the
mechanisms of stratification and/or standardization in their organizational deployment (Parreira do Amaral et al., 2011, p. 182f.) but, rather, to the overall architecture of the educational
systems. Indeed the spatial organization of stratified or standardized systems cuts across different scalar arrangements. For instance, France, Germany and the Netherlands –present quite
different territorial arrangements ranging from highly centralized to regionalized. This imposes caution in interpreting the existing differences in territorial/scalar terms and how they
change.
Caution is required also in establishing a direct causal link between European discourses and
the way they are translated into national educational policies. It is true that supra-national
bodies exert some sort of influence (e.g. in the conceptual framing, the rhetoric, PISA, and so
on), but this level of influence rarely trickles down into concrete converging measures. This
becomes quite clear from the analysis of how the issue of migration is addressed in the different countries (Dale et al., 2012). Actually no particular or strong references are made in any
of the countries to European discourses related to migration or more generally. It is only minor or weak in its connections. Is it because it is taken for granted? This is difficult to believe.
11

For instance, the responsibility for planning policy (i.e. standards, curricula, etc.), tends to be centralised
with only some exceptions, namely Finland and the UK, followed by the Netherlands. Germany having educational governance centralised at the Länder level (Parreira do Amaral et al. 2011, p. 183).
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Migration challenges national boarders and sovereignty. It also requires targeted measures to
address complex issues related to language, to socio-economic disadvantage. The question
here is whether decentralization/devolution could be an easy solution for nation states not to
take on responsibility for the issues that are created.
b) Places and governance
Places are the locus where all scales conflate, from the supra-national through to the national
and local. There, the educational system becomes “real schools” embedded into a web of multi-scalar and multi-actor relations. Their degree of freedom in defining strategies, taking decisions and accessing resources, relies on those relations, but is not fully determined by them.
Here the explicit reference to supranational discourse is quite rare, even though most reforms
are changing this situation by explicitly fostering new governance arrangements. The latter
are influenced also by broader educational policies, interest groups, the working of the economy, public meanings, and ways of conceiving the specific issues, evaluation results and other factors. This applies to all aspects, from teacher training (Cramer et al. 2012), how to handle educational disadvantage (Gideonse, 1993; Cramer et al. 2012: 97-98) or the involvement
of other actors (Du Bois Raymond et al. 2011; Dale et al. 2012).
In this section we will try to establish a link among all levels; an attempt which is seldom undertaken because it is such an underdeveloped topic in education research. It is underdeveloped for many reasons, but primarily as there have been major methodological issues in researching across scales (Burawoy, 2000) and in making the argument that distant social phenomena might be related in some way. It is indeed difficult to discern if the common trends
are related to common functional pressures (post-industrial societies deploying specific educational needs, …), or to supranational discourses, or neoliberalization, democratization, subsidiarization, […] ,or – most probably – a mix of all of them. It is exactly in this mix where
the ambiguity lies. For instance, we can discern common trends at the level of policy discourse, yet if we attempt to establish a causal link, we face greater difficulties in locating
causes, drivers and brokers. For example, the increasing autonomy of schools and the tension
in finding a balance between centralization and decentralization, fits perfectly all of them (at
least at a relatively abstract level). Indeed, these trends might be seen as neoliberal, democratic-participatory, subsidiary or even functional. Yet, in important ways, it is a matter of the
‘details’, i.e. of what resources they get in these processes, the role of the different actors, the
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rights that can be claimed and the reciprocal duties, and the overall regulatory framework
within which these trends deploy.
More specifically, school autonomy has come to be a widespread policy in Europe. Initially
pursued as a basic principle in order to guarantee teaching freedom, to strengthen local school
democracy, and to complete the process of decentralisation, school autonomy has today, as in
most countries, become an instrument to achieve primarily educational goals. In other words,
ostensibly more freedom is given to schools and teachers in order to improve the quality of
education, whilst in many cases the goal itself being defined at the centre. Although all countries now view the purpose of school autonomy largely in educational terms, there remain
marked differences across Europe with regard to its implementation. Differences in the implementation of school autonomy policies also exist with regard to the body or individuals to
whom powers are devolved (see also Eurydice 2008). And it is exactly in these differences
that the ambiguity resides. Can we combine this positive framing of school autonomy with the
existing neoliberal framing of the reforms? Can we link cuts in school budgets with the “decentralization of penury”? What is important is that though we are at times unable to determine the weight of effects of political projects and discourses from above on the governing of
places, we should be open to seeing that new actors on the governing horizon whose agendas
aim to limit the possibilities for action on those below – such as in schools.
Discussions about New Public Management (NPM) have dominated the whole debate about
reforming public administration that has been in progress globally already for several decades.
The discourse on "new governance" in the field of education with its different dimensions is
connected with discourse of NPM and relates to new ways and means of educational steering
and management. It has implicitly and explicitly exerted influence on education policy discussion and implementation, and is visible, for instance, in issues of school autonomy, of quality
assurance on all levels of education, issues of teacher training, a trend towards outcome orientation and cost-effectiveness in child and welfare services, etc. A central theme in educational
policy and governance is narrowly linked to the shift towards post-bureaucratic outcomeoriented governance and school effectiveness (Scheerens and Bosker 1997; Daun 2007;
Townsend 2007; Maroy 2008; Reguleducnetwork 2004; Aro et al. 2012: 16).
Changing landscapes of centralisation with attempts of decentralization
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European countries present a quite diversified landscape from the point of view of their territorial organization. In the United Kingdom, for example, most aspects of education and training fall under overall responsibility of the Department for Education in England the Scottish
Executive in Scotland, and in Northern Ireland, the Department of Education (NI). The local
administration of schools also varies across the regions in relation to state schools in England
and Scotland. Most schools are administered by elected local authorities whilst in Northern
Ireland, state schools are currently administered by government-appointed Education and Library Boards. There is a vast, and rapidly expanding, array of complex and constantly changing non-governmental, charitable, and private bodies, across the UK. This in turn raises important social justice issues, as territories themselves carry uneven resources and opportunities
for learners.
In Italy the governance of the educational system is passing through a reform period, which
started some 10-15 years ago. The Italian State used to be quite centralist and based on a hierarchical organization, with a system of ministries, prefectures and local branches that partly
resembled the French bureaucratic model. At the same time, Italy is characterized by intranational differentiation that has been more and more acknowledged in the political and institutional arena through different processes of decentralization and devolution of powers. As for
the education system, a regime of autonomy has been introduced (Eurydice, 2008). Autonomy
is now given to organization and curricula matter, though with some government control
(through the Ministry of Education. As a consequence, autonomy in practice tends to be focussed more on the pedagogical side (with some degrees of flexibility in balancing and choosing offered training and education, curricula and timetables). In France, notwithstanding certain decentralisation measures through which responsibility for the construction and maintenance of public-sector school buildings has been entrusted to the local area authorities, the
central government has nonetheless retained a decisive role in the area of educational policy.
The ministry responsible for national education draws up in detail the curriculum for each
subject and level of education, and provides guidelines for teaching without however obliging
teachers to adopt a particular method. It administers the recruitment, training and management
of teaching staff, determines the status and regulations of schools running, allocating them
their appropriate quota of staff. The Ministry also organises examinations and awards national
qualifications. In order to implement this policy and accomplish its numerous management
tasks, the Ministry has ‘external’ administrative departments known as académies. France is
thus divided into 30 such académies each headed by a rector acting directly on behalf of the
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minister. An académie is the administrative level enabling the regional application of education policies, as defined by the government like a préfet. It allows action to be taken according
to local contexts in collaboration with territorial communities: communes for primary education, départements for colleges (institutions providing lower secondary education) and régions
for lycées (institutions offering higher secondary education). Within the overall system established at national level, schools are to some extent independent as regards their administrative
and teaching activity and, at secondary level (in collèges and lycées), their financial affairs
too.
In Poland there are two separate ministries: Ministry of National Education and Ministry of
Science and Higher Education. Vocational schools, which in the past were run by other ministries, are now the responsibility of the Ministry of National Education. At present, only a few
schools (artistic – only with respect to artistic subjects, as well as correctional institutions) are
under the supervision of the Ministry of Culture and the Ministry of Justice, respectively.
Since the reform of the State administration system and education sector, it is assumed that
only national educational policy is to be developed and carried out centrally, while the administration of education and the running of schools, pre-school institutions and other educational
establishments are decentralized. The responsibility for the administration of public kindergartens, primary schools and gymnasia has been delegated to local authorities (communes). It
has become the statutory responsibility of powiaty (districts) to administer upper secondary
schools, artistic and special schools. The provinces (voivodships) have a coordinating function, supervising the implementation of the policy of the Ministry and being responsible for
pedagogical supervision.
In Slovenia, administration responsibilities are distributed amongst national and local authorities, and schools. The Ministry of Education and Sport is responsible for the development of
pre-higher education policies; inspection procedures; the allocation of funds; and the implementation of laws and administrative decisions relating to pre-primary, compulsory and upper
secondary education institutions. The Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Technology
is responsible for the field of higher education, research, technology, metrology, development
and promotion of the information society. Most of the responsibilities for higher vocational
education (short tertiary education) fall within the authority of the Ministry of Education and
Sport, while some belong to the higher education sector. Local authorities (občinski sveti) are
responsible for setting up pre-school institutions and basic schools; they take part in their administration, and co-finance their operation and the salaries of pre-school employees. Schools
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councils (sveti šol) composed of representatives of the founder, employees, and parents, are
the central governing bodies with considerable responsibilities regarding management, finances, and the teaching process.
Some countries go for more autonomy

Some countries privilege a high level of school autonomy within a frame provided by the national state. This is the case in Finland, where education is the responsibility of the Ministry
of Education which works with the Finnish National Board of Education (FNBE) to develop
educational aims, content and methods for primary, secondary and adult education. Local administration is the responsibility of the local authorities (municipalities), who all play a prominent role as education providers. Responsibility for funding is divided between the State and
local authorities. Local authorities determine how much autonomy is passed to schools. The
schools have the right to provide educational services according to their own administrative
arrangements, as long as the basic functions, determined by law, are carried out. The strong
changes from very centralized national governing model towards very autonomous schools
have been carried out quickly with far reaching consequences.
In the Netherlands, a similar level of autonomy is granted to local schools. There some 70%
of pupils attend privately run schools that are statutorily equal to public schools. The freedom
to organise teaching gives private schools the space to determine what is taught and in what
way. This freedom, however, is limited by the qualitative standards set by the Ministry of
Education, Culture and Science in educational legislation. In recent decades, there has been a
growing trend in the Dutch education system towards greater autonomy and decentralisation,
as many central government powers have been transferred to the level of the individual school
or to the local authority (municipality). The autonomy of individual schools might nevertheless be restricted by educational measures which are taken on at a higher level by school
boards for private schools, and by municipalities for public schools. The central government
has increasingly focused on defining the general outline of education policy, leaving the interpretation and implementation of this general policy outline to those directly involved,
namely the school boards and the schools. The expansion of autonomy pertains to both the
schools/school boards and the teachers. The municipal authorities are responsible for all education in their area, whether publicly or privately-run (Parreira do Amaral et al. 2011: 15355).
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What do all these short descriptions tell us about the spatial arrangements of education other
than that the landscape is quite diversified? We argue that they tell us not only that territorial
organization matters, but that the content of education policies matters as well, and that this
might cut across different territorial layers of organization. However, it does not tell us about
the trickle down of European discourses into national-regional-local arenas of discussion.
c) Networks and Positionalities
The role of networks of actors and the cooperation with actors outside the educational sphere
varies substantially across countries (Cramer et al. 2011: 57; Du Bois Raymond et al. 2012),
and becomes concrete at the local level. There, in particular, the European discourse on the
necessity of spreading new governance arrangements has been taken up by the vast majority
of countries, even though in most cases implicitly. The weight of its power in the network,
particularly when it is able to provide resources, or generate sanctions, is important in thinking about positionality. Similarly, teachers’ claims to expertise and autonomy in countries like
France limit the power of networks in relation to places that claim, hold, and exercise discretion.
A rather different example of the diversified landscape of actors is teacher training. For instance, Finnish schools quite commonly co-operate with social workers. Child welfare social
workers quite regularly have meetings with school personnel. At least in the larger cities,
there are also policemen who are specially designated for the co-operation with schools, i.e.
‘school police’. The emphasis in their work is in distribution of information and prevention of
problems Many GOETE countries also strived to build networks around teacher´s work so
that they might facilitate opportunities for teacher training.
In France cooperation with external actors concerning teacher training is not developed. For
example, initial teacher training is entirely in its entirety in the training institutions. Similarly,
in Germany the planning and delivery of teacher training is predominantly an institutional
task. While ministries of education set the framework conditions, usually universities prepare
the curricula on that basis. Representatives of other institutions partly participate, e.g.,
churches in the case of religious teaching. However, there is no institutionalised or intensive
cooperation with external actors, such as employers, youth and welfare services, or institutions of non-formal education. In contrast to most other countries, the Netherlands educational system is not closely connected to the youth and welfare services. Teacher colleges do not
prepare their students systematically for working together with youth or welfare professionals.
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In Poland there is a lack of cooperation between institutions. If the cooperation is set up, this
is the initiative of individual employees. Differences do occur, however, between the local
environment at the level of communities, districts and cities. The Polish legislative does not
create a necessity for cooperation. Nor did interviewed experts mention cooperation with external actors or the lack of such, because this issue does not occur in their practice.
Slovenian cooperation with external institutions in the development of new study programmes
is possible in the development of general and subject-specific competences. Some interviewees stated that universities were inappropriately responding to the change of reality and social
atmosphere and that the cooperation between schools and teachers, on the one hand, and the
faculties of education, on the other, , is weak. The most systematic form of collaboration between universities and schools are internships. In connection to that, one interviewee pointed
to the increased role of teacher-mentors at practical training, and that this should lead to the
additional training of mentors in order to obtain a suitably qualified colleague.
In general there is no coordination with external agencies in the planning or delivery of teacher training across the United Kingdom. There are some exceptions to this in England, one of
which is ‘Teach First’, a charity founded in England in 2002 with the aim of recruiting ‘exceptional graduates’ into the teaching profession to address educational disadvantage. Teach
First teachers are placed in schools in challenging circumstances where they must work for a
minimum of two years as part of a Leadership Development Programme. After this they attain
the status of ‘Teach First ambassadors’. From here, they may continue as teachers or enter
other professions (hence, teach first). The charity’s philosophy is that through placing highachieving graduates in schools where there are many children who suffer from educational
disadvantages, the expectations of these young people can be raised. They define educational
disadvantage as ‘a series of social and economic circumstances which limit a child’s aspiration, achievement and access to education’.
In synthesis, in most countries cooperation with external actors is rather weak (Cramer et al.
2011: Table 23). What might be a pre-condition for helping pupils to cope with educational
disadvantage becomes a missed opportunity.

Governance in practice within large scale co-operations

More appropriate examples of governance in practice come from large-scale co-operation.
Reference is made here to those activities aimed at increasing opportunities for disadvantaged
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students and supporting their transition through the cooperation between school, local enterprises, community work and independent projects.
The largest forms of cooperation are generally enabled through European funds (Du Bois
Raymond et al. 2012: 150), in particular the European Social Fund (ESF), and put to work in
initiatives, such as in Germany the training of “Berufseinstiegsberater” (BEREB) (career
coach). Other countries carry out similar projects: local political, educational, welfare and
economy stakeholders can all apply for them. Such funds, however, do not initiate new policies themselves; rather they feed into existing structures and decision-making bodies to which
local educational networks may belong.
Yet, governance in practice requires specific contextual conditions in order to fully maximise
outcomes. In both Belfast and Glasgow this becomes evident from the fact that limited employment opportunities mean that there is reduced direct contact between schools and employers, though in both cases, the schools have sought to create links with local employers. In
addition, liaison does occur through specialist agencies linked to schools. One notable example in Belfast is the role of the school’s Police Liaison Officer. He visits the school regularly
and delivers a program called Citizenship and Safety Education to all ages in the school. In
Bristol there is active cooperation with local industry and other employers who visit the students on a number of occasions before students made their General Certificate of Secundary
Education (GCSE) choices (in Year 9). The principal and teaching staff see this as a vital aspect for making the students’ education relevant in terms of employability. Belfast and Glasgow are good examples of the difference that space makes. The presence of student and other
gangs all organized on a territorial or religious basis, demand concerted network co-operation
to make the schools in that area work.
EU programs can help in broadening educational programmes at schools and in the number of
actors involved, for instance as in our case study schools in Catania (Italy), or in the Polish
schools. The project’s funds are used to keep students at school in the afternoon through participation in workshops, theatre and music, sport, photography, gardening, ceramics, or language labs for non-native speakers, either organized directly by the school, or outsourced to
other acknowledged parties. There is also psychological advice for children and parents, and
even teachers if need be. In short, a rich palette of non-formal and informal activities are undertaken within single schools, often involving teachers and other pedagogical professionals
and assistants (psychologists, social workers, police officers) who are paid with school re113

sources. These are mainly obtained through public calls, tenders and covenants at EU, national and local level, and from public as well as non-public actors.
Disadvantage is often caused by the difficulty in establishing good relationships with other
kids, the school environment or with adults. By building a meaningful relationship between
adults and teenagers (inside and outside school), educationalists try to provide students with a
stronger consciousness and engagement in their own education process. From this point of
view, family support is viewed as very important for children, even though it is unequal, as an
Italian expert noted:
“We try to work a lot on the relationship. The school informs us of the children
with difficulties in relating to fellow students. […] our job focuses on the group,
but it’s not easy for a kid to be part of a group. In fact, many times we assume that
the group can be the solution for all problems, but it’s also true that sometimes we
must start by an individual approach. We also have to remember that groups give
us the opportunity to understand the way kids relate to each other, during homework activities as well as in their free time. It is clear that learning is the most demanding activity for those kids, because of their disadvantage” (B-SV1).
There are general differences in the countries we considered in the way youth work is connected to the school. In Italy there is no state-established and financed youth work sector, and
out-of school life has to be organized by municipalities and other national or internationals
(EU) players. Possible transition problems, including connecting the school with the labour
market, therefore must be solved to a large extent by outside institutions and projects, although we have no evidence that such projects succeed in (or intend) facilitating labour market
entry.
The opposite pole is represented by Germany which has a highly professionalized youth sector and established lines between vocational school and labour market (the dual system) besides school-based school workers. Other countries are in-between these oppositions, and
have other problems and solutions. The Netherlands is similar to Italy, France, UK, Slovenia
and Poland in that there is no integration between youth-work and school-work. Much of the
support structures provided in Germany by the youth sector, are also part of Dutch school
organizations (the care teams – see Du Bois Raymond et al. 2012). Contacts with the labour
market are mainly organized by upper secondary schools, a pattern that is followed also in
Italy.
French schools are most remote from any out-of-school institution; they form a world of
themselves; one of splendid isolation. School and labour market are not connected. There are
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individual schools though which have sought to open up by building up a network of NGOs
and social workers, but that is clearly an exception in France. Other schools have no such
networks.
Polish schools are similar to French ones in refraining from engaging with the outside world.
There is no cooperation between lower secondary schools and the labour market because that
school type was established and meant as a general education institute without any vocational
training. Cooperation with employers exists only at upper secondary level and at the level of
basic vocational schools to organize apprenticeship places only for very disadvantaged students. There are some examples of NGO projects, like the school in Gdansk where there is
provision of support for children in community after-school centres. The Gdansk school also
cooperates with a Foundation whose expertise is in support for children of maladjusted families. The foundation is co-financed by the European Commission. The dwellers are students of
the school. Gdansk school carries out the Maritime Educating Program, also co-financed by
the EU. The Warsaw school in the GOETE project cooperates with social welfare centres. All
these are methods and strategies compensate for the aloofness between school and the labour
market and/or other outside institutions.
Finland has the most integrated school-youth services, although the sectors as such are separate. But they closely cooperate, and the youth service runs out-of-school programs, like a
nationwide anti-bullying program “KiVaKoulu” in cooperation with other institutions, along
with multi-cultural projects funded by communities with high amounts of students with immigrant backgrounds and special needs. Finnish experts, the researchers note, “have trouble
remembering all the names of the projects” because there are so many! There are complaints
that the service system does not always work efficiently, or that the resources are not sufficient to meet the demand. For instance, students might wait for a long time in order to get the
support they need.
In Slovenia, external help options refer to different student needs that cannot be met by the
school. The external institutions that schools usually co-operate with are the local social work
centre, the Counselling Centre Ljubljana, health institutions, municipalities, NGOs focusing
on children’s welfare (such as Zvezaprijateljevmladine Slovenije – Association of friends of
youth of Slovenia), and other institutions that are available in the local environment.
These descriptions tell us that governance in practice has moved and is quickly moving to
more lateral arrangements and away from the centre. It would have moved fast even without
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the European discourse on new forms of governance as it seems to be an intrinsic necessity –
or a functional pressure – of the educational systems in order to meet the new challenges by
the labour market. But is this the whole picture? Probably not! It is also the likely result of a
silent, but steady, spread of “market tyranny” and the need to have education matching “the
requirements of the market” rather than other goals (“self-realization”). To this market turn
the EU and the OECD have contributed significantly.
Parents’ participation
Contrary to optimistic expectations, parents are probably – together with pupils – the weakest
actor in these new governance arrangements. Parental participation in school affairs mirrors
that of their school-going children: both parties feel that they do not have the means to influence school decisions substantially or at all, independent of the existence or absence of formal
representative bodies (see chapter 3). What counts for Slovenia, counts more or less for all
countries; parental participation is reduced to the individual level, solving individual problems
rather than collective ones, despite formally-granted rights and bodies. Also, like their children, parents of disadvantaged students in all countries regard the educational system as highly complex and intransigent. Immigrant parents in the Netherlands, Germany and UK all also
hold this view. They feel discriminated against in that their children get systematically poor
school advice and they get irritated about alterations in access to certain tracks and further
schools the implications of which they cannot estimate. Neither do not seem to have intricate
knowledge, as UK researchers put it, of how the educational system functions, nor of the transition stages open to their children. They are aware, however, that their children are not as
well-off as those children from more affluent areas, and stress to their children that they must
work twice as hard to have a chance of succeeding after compulsory school ends. In France,
parents are “deeply ignorant” of the system as well but like their children, they have come to
know that general courses have a higher reputation, and thus provide more chances. Parent
unions stand very distant from schools and positions are occupied by better-educated parents.
As in most countries, French parents come to school only for institutionalized parent-teacher
meetings (once a term for delivering school report).
Whereas teachers complain about lacking parental commitment, parents for their part complain about lacking teacher engagement. This can be stated for most of our countries. Italian
researchers quoted one of the external professionals as saying: “The school perceives the parents as the origin of the problem while the parents perceive the school as over-emphasizing
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the problem.” (Barberis et al., 2012, p. 79). Italy is the only country that explicitly mentions
the supporting function of community engagement for activating parents sufficiently to attend
meetings where parties can encounter to compensate for lack of direct school-parent contacts.
But in as much as parent activation is an integral part of regional transition management, the
Italian emphasis is not unique and pertains to other countries as well. The Italian researchers
report on the appeal of parents in Ancona to the Regional Ombudsman for Children to help
them lobby and negotiate with the Regional School Office about retrenchments in teacher
allocation for remedial teaching. We have no such samples of political action of other countries.
In Finland parents may be members of school boards and have some influence on curriculum
matters at the level of the school in parent-teacher meetings. That is more than seems to be the
case in other countries although it is doubtful to what extent parents use their influence in
such bodies: in two of the three case studies there was almost no parental interest at all.
Much communication between school and parents takes place via electronic information,
though parents prefer individual and face-to-face contact with teachers to institutionalized and
electronic cooperation. All educational actors time and again voice their conviction that pedagogical work without active engagement of parents is incomplete and cannot fully accomplish
its goals of more personalized contacts, let alone home visits of teachers in order to get closer
to the parents and broaden their knowledge of the out of school life world of their students. In
synthesis, the low level of parental participation hints at the long way still to go for more participatory practices to become a reality, and the fact that new governance arrangements at the
local level are still seen as the realm for specialized professionals or voluntary (and intermediate) organizations rather than for parents on an individual basis. Did representational bodies
fail? Isn’t their real aim to enhance participation? Or do parents simply delegate the educational function to educational institutions? Is this outcome a negative consequence of neoliberalism? For the moment it is difficult develop an argument either way from our data.
Lived space
An important dimension of space in the governing of education, which is often overlooked, is
the idea of lived space. Lived space, as we have argued above, is concerned with the ways we
inhabit spaces, and which in turn constitute us as particular kinds of subjects. Viewed in this
way, governing youth transitions in Europe can be looked at from the bottom up, and not just
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the top down. From the bottom up we are concerned with what it means to live in governing
projects that mobilize and deploy a range of spatial strategies.
Students like Janne, for instance, reported in the Finnish study of education space, highlights
some important dimensions of lived space. For instance, the school in which Janne studies is
located in Tampere, a large Finnish industrial city that has suffered, much like other industrial
cities, in that unemployment is high. This means that students like Janne find themselves facing the prospect of unemployment, and the difficulties that might ensue when newer networked forms of governing, such as Public Private Partnerships to deliver youth services, do
not work well. In Janne’s case, though he likes school, the cross-crossing over different
school jurisdictions as a result of his more problematic family life, means he begins to experience some periods of his school life in particular ways – including bullying, special school
support, and pressure by teachers to motivate him to do better than he does. Life for Janne is
also partitioned spatially – between the inside and the outside – with the outside being where
he enjoys the more informal and less intellectually demanding time with his friends. These
different kinds of inhabited spaces – the inside and outside, the special education space of the
inside – and so on, all offer different kinds of possibilities for becoming someone.
By way of contrast with Janne, Rami lives in the capital city of Finland, Helsinki. He therefore navigates the dynamics of a larger urban conurbation, including a broader mix of nonFinnish inhabitants. Importantly, Rami’s ethnic background is Somali. Given that the foreign
population in Finland is around 6.7% - this makes Rami both visible in an otherwise monocultural population, and also vulnerable to forms of exclusion and bullying. Yet Rami’s sense
of who he is, what is important, and how to strategise his learning career, emerge after a period of time back in Somali, where he is confronted with a very different set of realities. His
determination to work hard at school on his return to Finland generates a new set of possibilities for him that in turn opens up the possibilities of a new education trajectory.
These two contrasts provide us with important insights about student’s lived lives and how
they are governed in education settings.
What governance arrangements exist between schools and other actors?
Complex relations among actors in combination with financial cuts characterize the school
systems in almost all case studies we investigated in our countries, regardless of the welfare
regime type they belong. In relation to the territorial dimension and our spatialized analytical
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framework, we can identify three main governance strategies to deal with these challenges
that stand out (Du Bois Raymond et al. 2012: 155-58): 1) regional transition management, 2)
networking and 3) community development.
These strategies have several aspects in common. First, the attempt to coordinate the different
actors involved. Second, the way they use existing resources in and out of school. Third, the
fact they create new resources by bringing together agencies and actors who had operated
ignorant of each other’s work. Actors are brought together, for instance assembling teachers,
local employers, and municipality administrators, members of housing cooperation, youth
workers and representatives of minority/migrant and parent associations. Unfortunately our
empirical material is not sufficiently rich in being able to demonstrate how these new governance strategies come into being, how they are mastered, and how successful they are (Du Bois
Raymond et al. 2012: 161). Also an evaluation of effectiveness is missing. Most striking is the
fact that practically all countries converge in their critiques. They comment negatively on the
relation between different power levels and the different expertise of actors which makes cooperation particularly cumbersome.
Actors who have gained experience with network structures – principals, active coaches, local
enterprise people, and youth workers – know that cooperation only succeeds if the individual
members do agree on goals, on a viable infrastructure, and on agreed procedures to achieve
them. Maintaining a stable infrastructure and continuous motivation and participation of actors needs support from higher authorities in charge of financial means and willing to warrant
continuity of programs and started innovations. The tension between project and programme
to which our countries refer in this respect is telling: numerous short-term projects as opposed
to long-term programs result in huge amounts of spilled money which frustrates the actors in
charge.
Governments (in all countries) are inclined to delegate “transition responsibility” to individual
schools or school boards and look benevolently at local network initiatives or even push regional cooperation. But at the same time, government agents are not willing to face the consequences of decentralization. They would not be willing to disregard the 4-year voting cycle
with implied changes in government ideologies and school reforms that overrule existing cooperation networks and draw back previously introduced school experiences, or to overrule
schools with new reforms which school personnel did not ask for. Power relations are such
that the local context is always subordinated in favour of more distant decision makers who,
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because they are distant, take the wrong or inconclusive decisions (du Bois-Reymond et al.,
2012, p. 227).
4.4. Conclusions: emerging issues in spatial governance of youth transitions in Europe
The picture that emerges from the analysis carried out so far shows that territories are undergoing deep scalar changes; it shows also that these changes become visible in places (schools,
cities, …), where all levels conflate into concrete practices. The changes are not just vertical,
but also horizontal, and that the two are connected through specific multi-scalar (multilevel)
governance arrangements.
Generally, these arrangements follow a more or less hierarchical structure with top-down decision flows. However, new forms of governance emerge as well, which stimulate more autonomous initiatives of schools and give them more room for experiments, as some of our
case studies highlight (more so in the Netherlands, least so in centralised France). This strategy of experimentation is the result of giving schools more autonomy to establish new cooperation relations with other societal actors and institutions. While this makes schools more independent from general national guidelines and accepted educational ideas, it forces them into
budget autonomy within the frame of economic principles of efficiency in the educational domain. Yet, local (down to the single schools) education systems are held responsible for the
“output” (success rate of students; percentage of decrease of dropout rate; country and school
position in international evaluation studies) despite shrinking financial means.
The trend towards marketization in education affects the transition of students in various
ways, some positive and negative (Du Bois Raymond et al. 2012: 176). In Germany, firms
begin to have a say in curriculum content. Firms may also screen classes for promising future
employees (“creaming off”) and provide training places for the most promising students (also
in the Netherlands). While such practices are advantageous for some students – particularly
the most motivated and capable ones – they are clearly disadvantageous for others, most evidently students with migrant backgrounds. Teachers and career counsellors take a difficult
double role: their professional ethos is based on equal opportunities for all students but cooperation with the local economic sector nevertheless pushes them into selective practices.
There are other effects of marketization, like segregating tendencies in “bad” (“black”) and
“good” (“white”) schools (“white flight”) which are not only characteristic for the Netherlands (du Bois-Reymond, Koşar Altıyelken, 2012) but also for other countries with migrant
populations (e.g. France, Jahnich et al. 2012). New selection mechanisms are established that
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way. Another trend of marketization is the increased number of private schools, private
homework classes and so on in combination with a vigorously developing discourse of excellence and new criteria for financial allocation. As far as we can see from our comparisons,
this trend is most advanced in the Netherlands, where schools are in danger of being closed
down (or are closed already) when they perform below a minimum quality standard (du BoisReymond, Koşar Altıyelken, 2012). New selection mechanisms create or strengthen new
ideologies of explaining differences among students and justifying differences of treatment.
“Othering” is such a mechanism, introducing new differentiations and generalizations in a
student body (Spivak, 1985; “doing difference” – see Fenstermaker and West, 2002).
We found as a general feature of new governance structures, networks which are organised in
most of the cases entirely following a non-hierarchical spirit. Their main function is to connect actors of different educational and societal fields, not only with regard to cooperation
within a school or between the primary and the secondary school, or among secondary
schools in a region, but with larger and more diverse associations. Networking with local
economies is seen by vocational schools as a main new governance strategy, and that must not
remain restricted to ad hoc cooperation, and only if the respective firms need apprenticeships,
but should take on a permanent character in order for the school to be sure it can rely on it
when preparing the students for vocational trajectories. If networks are also supported (and
financed) by town municipalities or regional authorities (e.g. in Germany, the Netherlands, or
for community development in Italy), then the chance for them being sustained grows, although not without important risks. For instance, the grass-root engagement of participants
may be smothered by too many decision-layers and actor levels closing off possibilities for
democratic engagement, rather than opening it up.
Teachers and principals: All our research countries converged in their negative evaluation of
educational reforms from above. Teachers and principals believe, they say, that their
knowledge of what is lacking in schools, and how it should be done better, is disregarded by
educational state politicians who operate and decide at some distance from the daily practice
of schools. A repeated complaint of teachers and principals was that reforms, even if they
might be sensible, were so hastily introduced that there was no time for careful preparation
and evaluation – and while implementing one reform, the following was already issued without taking note of what the effects of the former were. Schools were particularly dismayed
about the insertion of ever more students with special needs whilst at the same time being
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confronted with financial entrenchments. How could they possibly respond to the individual
needs of disadvantaged students with no additional personnel?
It seems a decentralization of penury is rife; a form of passive subsidiarity (Kazepov, 2010),
that is, of delegation of responsibility, without a delegation of resources aimed at addressing
the newly acquired responsibilities. This ambiguity is reflected in many contradictions between rhetoric and practice. A further example is the fact that students and parents in almost
all case study schools report of no or only marginal influence in school matters (none on curriculum). This can be seen as an indication of the absence of student and parent participation
which is claimed necessary by educational professionals and by discourses developed on European and national levels.
What becomes clear is that we are experiencing a ‘fragmentation’ and ‘de-synchronisation’ of
processes and practices at different (also territorial and scalar) levels of governance of young
people’s educational transitions. Indeed, it could be argued that there are two separate processes taking place, albeit deriving from a common source: territorial/scalar fragmentation,
and temporal de-synchronisation.
These processes have consequences both on the context of contexts for high-level governance
and for the strategies and opportunities relevant to the life courses of young people (Dale et
al. 2012: 213-15). The perceived fragmentation has multiple causes and effects, generated
from below as well as from above. These converge in the local or street level problems and
practices, and in their problematic relationship with high-level governance. Individual life
courses, and educational provision become both separately and mutually fragmented and desynchronised, as schools encounter radically new problems, at the same time as their ability to
address them effectively is considerably reduced by the effect of the same wider context of
context on the capacity of their own high-level governance to contribute to solving those
problems.
The broad response to these issues at the European level has been the heavy promotion of
lifelong learning. Whilst it received little attention in our empirical evidence we should be
aware of:
“…the many consequences of the new paradigm of lifelong and lifewide learning:
the educational realm appears increasingly un- bounded, it dominates both time
and space especially in the life phase of youth. Because of the new ubiquity of education, governance becomes an issue of orchestration – at least from the point of
view of state policy actors. (Amos et al., 2012, p. 31, emphasis added)
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It is therefore difficult to evaluate new forms of educational (multilevel) governance and their
effects on transition as there are so many contradictions in the on-going developments. What
is evident though is that regardless of country and education system, schools are confronted
with similar problems and trends, and undergo growing pressure to increase output figures
with decreasing personnel and financial means to do so.
Tentatively we draw the following conclusions:
a) A general trend can be noted from traditional top-down decision making to bottom-up
models giving schools more autonomy and encouraging own initiatives and new cooperation associations (strategy of experimentation); at the same time though no abolition of old governance structures which leads to an increase and duplication of decision layers.
b) The adoption of economic principles of efficiency affects schools in all countries; ever
more output measures are developed.
c) Marketization of education leads to new segregation lines between schools (“black”
and “white” schools; private schools).
d) New selection mechanisms (“othering”; psycho-medicalization) enforce justifications
for finer and finer categorizing of students, and sorting out specific groups of students
(the unmotivated; those with language difficulties; those with behavioural problems,
etc.).
e) Reforms from above are largely negatively evaluated by teachers and principals because they do not respond to the real needs of schools and transition problems of students.
f) Lower school levels (including external experts) are primarily interested in strategies
(and would like reforms to that effect) of social inclusion while higher authorities emphasize differentiation of skill levels which tend to hamper social inclusion and equity.
g) Fragmentation and De-synchronisation have altered the patterns of discursive and institutional opportunity structures available to young people, in turn decoupling them
from established life-course related resources.
Devising new ways to understand the issues at stake
Given the scenario we have sketched in this chapter, what educational system can better cope
with the emerging issues and challenges? Can we state that comprehensive education systems
are better equipped to engage in productive (multilevel) governance strategies – forming and
maintaining vital networks, using their given autonomy in a sensible way, protecting students,
parents and teaching staff from the negative effects of hastily imposed reforms – than are selective systems? Not necessarily. If we look at France and Slovenia, which belong to different
education systems, they equally lack viable network structures, as does Poland. What they
share are increasing complexity as a result of levels and actors interacting in complex, multi123

ple (and different) ways, paving the ground for increasing inequalities. The impact, however,
is differentiated because the interaction between the different layers and actors occurs following diversified borders drawn in terms of new forms of inclusion/exclusion.
In order to grasp the implications of the increasing complexity of the emerging multiscalar/multilevel governance arrangements, we need to devise a new set of lens to look at the
issues at stake. In this chapter we have sought to offer some arguments in favour of integrating more established analyses with a territorial and scalar perspective of the processes of
change. This perspective has allowed us to take the first steps away from a more methodological nationalist understanding, and to explore the emergence of new functional and scalar relations in education, and the new patterns of inequality attached to them. However, there is still
much to do in order to design spatially sensitive approaches in the analysis of the governance
of educational transitions.
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5. Translation/Interpretation of Policy Instruments and Negotiation of Subject-Positions
Karin Amos, Alessandro Martelli, Patricia Loncle & Roger Dale
5. 1 Introduction
The aim of this chapter is twofold: it draws on the rich empirical data of our research in order
to demonstrate how policy instruments related to the significance of schooling as a key element in the lifelong learning regimes of late modern knowledge based economies are shaped
and translated, adapted and modified, in institutional relations as well as in the intersection
between institution and actors at various levels. This question focuses on modes of translation
and interpretation. Related to this, also on an empirical level, is the question of how subject
positions closely linked to educational transitions are negotiated, who the main actors involved are, what kind of leverage they bring into the arena, and how they interact in the negotiation process. The subject positions under negotiation linked to crucial educational transitions are important predictors for future status allocations, which is an important reason why
they are contested. The other intention of this chapter is to advance the theoretical debate by
bringing together two perspectives with interrelated but separate disciplinary trajectories:
governance and governmentality.
The reason for addressing this relation explicitly is grounded in the simple fact that more than
in other parts of our research, this chapter is directly concerned with the effects of institutions
and societal discourses on subjects, as well as with the converse case, the manoeuvres of subjects in challenging institutional decisions.
This chapter complements chapter 2 in particular, with the mediating link inter alia the concept and analytical tool of “discourse”. Since the theoretical background and methodological
assumptions have already been elaborated in chapter 2, they will not be repeated here. In the
next section we will discuss the theoretical frame, focusing on those strands not covered by
the introduction of this report which dealt with governance in some detail. We will then look
at how trajectories are diverted and how the knowledge economy and lifelong learning discourses are resignified in specific policy instruments.
5.2 Theoretical background
Without going into the details of governance as an analytical concept, since this has already
been covered in the introduction of this thematic report, we would like to highlight a few
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characteristics. It is a concept shaped by many disciplines that bring complementary perspectives into the discussion. The impression of a primarily “technical” perspective---how actions
are coordinated in a common policy area, what are the processes of decision and legitimation
aimed at creating order; the various forms and instruments of governance--- should not obscure the fact that governance is unavoidably and undeniably political in its origins and its
consequences. Thus, if in the context of education, the concept of governance is employed to
answer questions like: how and by whom is education provided, what are the relations between, and constellation of, the various actors and sectors; the modes and procedures (both
individual and collective) employed, then it is clear that ‘governance’ is not a neutral concept
(in emphasis of its critical potential, cf. Baer, 2009).
Governance as an analytical concept has proven to be especially helpful in investigating the
relations between spatial levels and in researching complex forms of creating order, especially
with regard to the changing role of the nation-state. Although hierarchies are recognized,
“power” is not a prominent category in the governance debate, unless associated with various
forms of influence. Power relations, which are frequently implicit rather than explicit in the
governance-debate, figure prominently in a concept which at first glance shows a close etymological relation to ‘government’ – the Foucauldian concept of ‘governmentality’. This neologism is explained in two different ways. One definition sees in it a composite of ‘governance’ and ‘mentality’, the other views it in analogy to terms such as musicality, i.e. a certain
disposition, or inclination, and although the two perspectives are not completely incompatible
there is nevertheless a difference in focus and in emphasis. Power relations are inherent to the
concept and its main focus is to study how subjectivities and collectivities are created through
certain techniques of ruling, steering and guiding in a very broad sense. Governmentality,
especially in relation to schooling, can also be linked to another famous Foucauldian concept,
the dispositive. 12 Foucault thought of power not in terms of repression, although this may be
12

What we want to highlight with this term is, firstly, a thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consisting of
courses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific
statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions–in short, the said as much as the unsaid.
Such are the elements of the apparatus. The apparatus itself is the system of relations that can be established
between these elements. Secondly, what we am trying to identify in this apparatus is precisely the nature of
the connection that can exist between these heterogeneous elements. Thus, a particular discourse can figure
at one time as the programme of an institution, and at another it can function as a means of justifying or
masking a practice which itself remains silent, or as a secondary re-interpretation of this practice, opening
out for it a new field of rationality. In short, between these elements, whether discursive or non-discursive,
there is a sort of interplay of shifts of position and modifications of function which can also vary very wide-
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part of it, but in terms of productivity; there is no ‘outside’ of power relations-- they can only
be recoded or diverted but it is not possible to step outside of them and they are always related
to epoch-specific systems ofexpression. Disciplinary power, the last type of these historical
formations (Gilles Deleuze has since modified and updated the concept to late twentieth century conditions) is articulated in many institutions, not the least of which is the school. In this
theoretical horizon, as Ludwig Pongratz wrote: school is related to the problem of disciplining
docile bodies (1990, p. 146). If the main function of the dispositive consists in answering to a
strategic imperative (ibid.) in a given historical situation, we have to ask whether the original
“answer” of disciplining docile bodies is still an adequate description for twenty-first century
conditions. We are convinced that in relating governance, governmentality and the concept of
the dispositive to a modified conceptualization of the “school” in late modern knowledge
economy conditions, we can identify the “strategic imperative” that the school as a dispositive
responds to. In particular, the sensitive points of educational transitions, their governance, and
their rationalization, provide important indications to address this question. There is no doubt
that discourses of ‘responsibility’ and ‘partnership’, autonomy and self-regulation/selforganization, mask the coercion and the bureaucratic necessities that are still at work, but no
longer easily recognizable as such. Despite all the criticism of schooling, never before in history has this institution been more important than today. As the distinction between self and
school is blurred due to the breakdown of ‘being’ disciplined and exerting self-discipline,
students are more closely tied to school and more vulnerable (Pongratz, 2005). The strategic
imperative of schooling today is a thorough socialization of the next generation and preparing
them to accept unequal allocation processes.. At the same time, this needs to be harmonized
with universal access and the tenets of meritocracy. During the years of schooling, dispositions are acquired and subject positions assumed that shape and limit future possibilities. We
therefore suggest that processes of school governance and governmentality are interlinked.
Before elaborating this conceptual constellation in greater detail, we need to address Foucault’s concept of governmentality:
ly. Thirdly, we understand by the term “apparatus” a sort of–shall we say–formation which has as its major
function at a given historical moment that of responding to an urgent need. The apparatus thus has a dominant strategic function. This may have been, for example, the assimilation of a floating population found to
be burdensome for an essentially mercantilist economy: there was a strategic imperative acting here as the
matrix for an apparatus which gradually undertook the control or subjection of madness, sexual illness and
neurosis” (in: Gordon, 1980, pp. 194-228)
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As noted above, governmentality is concerned with issues of “ruling, steering and governing
in modern societies in all major areas of the state, the economy, the oikos, i.e., the family and
children – both with regard to others and in the sense of self-techniques.” (Amos, 2012, p. 84)
Governmentality as conceived by Foucault is defined thus:
“The ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses and reflections,
the calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex form of power, which has as its target the population, as its principal form of
knowledge political economy, and as its essential technical means apparatuses of
security. 2. The tendency which, over a long period and throughout the West, has
steadily led towards the pre-eminence, over all other forms of (sovereignty, discipline, etc.) of this type of power which he termed government, resulting, on the
one hand, in the formation of a whole series of governmental apparatuses, and, on
the other, in the development of a whole complex of savoirs.” (Burchell, Gordon,
& Miller, 1991, pp. 102-103)
In Foucault’s view, states have become increasingly governmentalized as they have evolved
through the centuries, with distinct power formations. Bringing the deliberations on governance and governmentality back to the present context, we can identify a common concern
with the problem of how to create order, how the allocation of subject positions which is necessarily associated with social stratification is legitimated, and how this allocation process is
organized and negotiated. In this context, discourses (see chapter 2) play a major role and they
are closely linked to actors and actor constellations. The discourse particularly relevant in the
context of our research is that of the knowledge society or knowledge based economy and the
reconstruction of education in terms of lifelong learning (see also chapter 2). Related to this
and of particular relevance in explaining the links between discourses, institutions and individuals is the concept of scientization as employed in a neo-institutionalist context (Drori &
Meyer 2006; Krücken & Drori 2009). In a neo-institutionalist perspective, scientization is a
key concept in explaining how late modern actorhood is legitimized and authorized. Scientization thus may be taken as the dynamic link between education and society in modern
knowledge economies, or knowledge societies. Education is considered as a rationalized practice, crucial for the preparation of future members of society. Without extensive socialization
in the form of institutionalized education, the whole concept of “knowledge-based” would not
exist. Scientization is a key mode of governance. However, we should remember the ironic
twist neo-institutionalists give to concepts like these in their writings by referring to them as
myths in a social constructivist sense. In a different terminology ‘scientization’ is a discourse
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related to a social practice, conveying connotations of ‘objectivity’ and ‘neutrality’. In educational contexts, the term implies that decisions are no longer based on ‘trust’, but on evidence;
the contingency, situatedness and at times even willfulness of decisions is thus excluded. Thus
a.

scientization fulfills an important function of governance in the absence of other
strong forms of regulation in a global environment. Scientization is one form of creating order in an otherwise anarchic global system.

The powerful self-description of societies as in one form or another strongly linked to
knowledge implies a certain construction of actorhood.
b.

In particular, scientization fulfills the task of turning unspecified participants in social processes into social actors (Drori & Meyer, 2006, p. 31). In turn, this means
that only those actors that participate in, or tap into, the discourse/paradigm of scientization are legitimated and powerful.

The concept of scientization helps to explain how the organizations and their governance are
linked to governmental aspects of subject positions. We will give one illustrative example of
how this impacts on the negotiation of subject positions before turning to our research questions in a more systematic manner: parental consent is of important legitimating interest to the
school as an organization in the context of the transitions decisions. Parents with the capacity
to understand and question the rational procedures of the school, in which elements of scientization are implicated, have much greater chances of challenging decisions than those who
view the authority of the school as sacred. Similarly, those parents able to access information
about alternatives, who become active shapers of their children’s destiny, likewise bring much
more negotiating power to the table than those who do not. In the context of the “professionalization of everyone” – a term coined by Wilensky in 1964, but more significant today than in
the past, with the expansion of access to information and knowledge– we see an increase in
the participatory potential for formally weak actors, but also in the negative consequences if
the concomitantly rising expectations are not fulfilled. We will show how this impacts disadvantaged students, whose parents usually show lower levels of participation. However, and
this is borne out by our empirical material: students with parents from lower educational or
socio-economic backgrounds may be powerful actors in the decision-making process by circumventing the whole idea of educational partnerships and simply making decisions in what
they consider to be the best interests of their children. Here, the ‘myth’ of scientized actorhood is strategically countered by individuals refusing to play under these rules, and the con131

cept of the ‘individual’ itself, in the form of the ‘pupil’, ‘learner’ is assumed, rejected or redefined.
All these---the formal structures of governance, the conduct of conducts of governmentalityaspects such as scientization mediating between the two; the logic of professional action, but
also the life world logic and specific situatedness of youths and their parents--- contribute to
the allocation of subject positions. In modern societies, this allocation cannot be decreed, it
has to be negotiated in order to do justice to its ethical and legitimatory imperatives. This task
is further complicated in the face of the inherent uncertainty or indeterminacy relation attributable to individualism and the future ‘orientedness’ of education – students are educated
now for a future that may or may not occur as anticipated and prepared for. This indeterminacy is addressed by a complex but rigid education system that is matched with “its” students,
who are matched with “their” schools. How does this occur? We are not the first to ask this
question, but in the past, questions of this kind have been answered primarily with reference
to the oeuvres of Michel Foucault and Pierrre Bourdieu, both of whom were concerned with
issues of structure and agency and showed a high interest in the allocation of subject positions
(Bourdieu 1987; Foucault 1978; 1987). What is new today are the increased stakes of formal
education, despite the LLL discourse under the conditions of ‘liquid modernity’ (Bauman,
2000). If we were to look even more microscopically into the micro-(inter)actions of the
classrooms we would find another approach useful: positioning theory as developed by Harré
and Langenhove (1999) drawing on constructivism, language games and a Vygotskian perspective. In our view, this perspective is most useful in studying micro situations, but for our
present purposes the combination of theoretical perspectives outlined in these preliminary
remarks is sufficient for elucidating the material and appropriate for our research questions.
5.2 The diversion of trajectories and the re-signification of knowledge economy and LLL
discourses in specific policy instruments
Beyond their normative and financial apparatuses, educational systems can be interpreted as
fields of interaction among several subjects, namely principals, teachers, experts, students,
and parents. This section presents a synthesis of the emerging definitions of the situation,
logics of action, and trajectories among these different actors as the main ‘products’ of multiple, on-going interactions. The analysis develops within a conceptual framework that is based
on the following elements: an interplay between macro-level discourses and rhetoric; facts
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and figures related to ‘real’ everyday life in schools; practices and interpretations illuminating
the way people, with specific statuses and experiences, face educational transitions and decision-making. Looking at empirical data and results from the different WPs, the next paragraphs aim at answering the research question “how do actors within local spaces translate
and negotiate political injunctions?”
5.3.1 Diversion of trajectories: translation and negotiation of political injunctions
Education is much more than a complex set of assigned functions, roles, and standards – it is a
densely populated area of expectations, competencies, and life histories, with the overarching
need to deal with the “context of contexts” (Dale et al., 2012) represented by other connected
sub-systems and by general societal imperatives. Thus, it is characterized by a number of discourses (Rogers, 2011) that strongly influence internal educational dynamics, demanding consequent (isomorphic) behaviours and answers. Both our case studies (Aro et al., 2012; du
Bois-Reymond et al., 2012; Dale et al., 2012), and the social sciences literature in general,
highlight the presence of some dominant discourses.
‘Individualism’ is the first and most pervasive one, deriving from a quite well-known, if not
so recent, general societal shift. If, on the one hand, it allows people (here, students and their
families) to follow their expectations and choose their destiny, it also moves all systemic frictions and structural imbalances on their shoulders, as if individual actions could address and
solve systemic contradictions (Beck, 2000).Alongside this powerful discourse, we find that of
‘knowledge economy’, with its corollary of the ‘lifelong learning’ society.
Deriving from these two main discourses, education is given other tasks, and so we can find
pressure towards ‘excellence’, ‘normalcy’, and ‘information’ (Dale et al., 2012).
The discourse of ‘excellence’ emphasises the promotion of latent talent and policies aimed at
creating more talent. ‘Normalcy’ refers to conventions for normal/average learning attainments and acceptable behaviours, and introduces the idea of standards and measurement as
ways to evaluate schools and students performance. ‘Information’ is based upon the conviction that the correct route to effective and efficient educational trajectories, within the framework of individualism in a knowledge society, is represented by increasing the availability of
information, as a means of improving people’s capacity to decide.
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One more fundamental feature of the societal environment around education system, and also
a very general issue of contemporary societies, concerns the redefinition of the idea of ‘the
public’ (ibid.) – the public realm, the public interest, the public services. This is a key process,
which has been going on for some time, where matters of redistribution and universalism are
redefined in terms of both procedures and outcomes, with effects on education as well as,
more generally, on welfare systems.
Against the backdrop of these discourses, which can be taken as pervasive codes of late modernity, the ‘facts and figures’ emerging from our empirical research (McDowell et al., 2012;
Aro et al., 2012; du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012; Dale et al., 2012) reveal deep contradictions
and challenges stemming from everyday school life and experience.
Welfare states, including education, have experienced pressures towards retrenchment and
recalibration for many years. The ‘mission impossible’ assigned to school is explicitly and
critically stressed by principals, teachers, and educational experts (Aro et al., 2012; du BoisReymond et al., 2012):
“Education systems, while being allowed or even forced into budget autonomy,
are at the same time held responsible for sufficient ‘output’ (success rate of students; percentage of decrease of drop-out rates; country and school position in
international evaluation studies) despite shrinking financial means” (du BoisReymond et al., 2012, p. 173).
From the perspective of high-level governance, it seems that there is no agreement between
States and educational policies on how to achieve excellence and cultivate talent. It is even
more apparent that the idea of equal opportunities is weakening. The excellence discourse
competes strongly with the older discourse on equal educational opportunities – behind the
idea of ‘normalcy’ itself, a categorizing, dividing code is operating:
“In schools, transition problems are framed, besides normalcy, in discourses of individualism, personalization and medical-psychologization. To illustrate (as indeed teachers
often do): if motivation is seen as a key force for relevant learning, then unmotivated
students are regarded as disadvantaged and either held responsible themselves (individualization, personalization) or helped by specialists, who are not the teachers, but
medical and psychological experts (medicalization). In that way, educational systems
are relieved from their responsibility and their social task of guaranteeing educational
opportunities for all students and enhancing the life perspectives of all of them” (ibid.,
pp. 173-174).
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Within these powerful discourses and their connected contradictions, generating an increasing
risk of a further divide between winners and losers in education, teachers and school counsellors are expected to play an ambiguous role. On the one hand, they are consistently critical of
higher authorities and policy makers, and frequently stress that their professional ethos is
based on equal opportunities and connected to a high motivation to improve accessibility to
education. On the other hand, they are asked to take part in selective practices as a result of
their (potential) cooperation with the economic sector/partners and, more generally, to
“instil in their students an urge to want to (further) learn, and that it is their own responsibility to do so (discourse of individualism). They should not despair, students are
told, because they will get help in the form of career counselling and other support
measures. Support measures, we have shown in discussing old and new strategies, are
ever more split between an ever more extended group of specialists and may lose the
“object” of support: the individual student” (ibid., p. 164).
They are also part of the general discourse and of the general blaming process: they play an
active role, for instance, in the general trend that consists in denouncing weak parental involvement (in particular single mothers and parents with a migrant background); they also
participate largely in the “cooling out” process that is generated in the name of efficiency.
The complexity of their role, together with that of social experts and youth workers inside and
outside schools, is confirmed by their scepticism about the future of students: they are often
more sceptical and pessimistic than pupils and families .
So, when we examine the coherence and effects of dominant discourses on the field, we find a
scene characterized by a range of (usually expected) consequences in terms of contradictions,
further differentiations, disadvantages for under-privileged people, risks of confirming/reinforcing social inequalities, etc.
An emblematic example of the contradictory logic of the ‘context of contexts’ as applied to
education is the competition between the relevance of education in the framework of a
‘knowledge society’ and the relevance of economic trends in the framework of a ‘knowledge
economy’:
“Never before were education systems to such a degree dependent on economic
developments and turbulences. There is growing evidence that the educational
trajectories and life perspectives of the younger generations are decoupled from
the immediate economic sphere as is proven by the growth of general education
tracks at the cost of vocational tracks on the one hand. On the other hand, we
found a closer coupling through more direct economic interference. In both cases
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young people have to learn to cope with structurally induced anxieties” (ibid., p.
184).
Nevertheless, when faced with these conditions, rhetoric and challenges, the people involved
at the local level are not passive, but act according to their cultural and social (and economic)
capital, adopting inter-connected views and practices that allow us to uncover features of the
on-going processes in local school spaces. Adopting a well-known perspective, we could say
that people act in a range of ways, including ‘exit’, ‘voice’, and ‘loyalty’ options (Hirschman,
1970).
Generally speaking, students seem to face requests of “do(ing)-it-yourself” their own (educational) lives with a wish to be ‘normal’, as something that is hard to reach (Ule & Zidar, 2011)
as well as a refuge from the harshness of individualization: “the tendency towards ‘normalization’ could be an innovative response of young people to the contradictions of new modernization” (du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012, p. 69). In addition, pupils appear convinced of the
importance of education and of the opportunities provided by extended schooling careers,
even if they are much more concerned with ‘next year’ transitions than with long-term perspectives and planning. In this perspective, they adopt part of the dominant discourses. They
do not seem at all aware of social and territorial inequalities and tend to develop very normative discourses (of the type: “all is a question of will”). There is a general trend in the eight
countries in favour of general education courses and a rejection of vocational tracks, even
where vocational tracks are well developed, as in Germany and the Netherlands. As far as
transitions are concerned, ex-students (lower secondary school graduates) are especially critical when retrospectively evaluating transition support and counselling: “students miss more
individual and more specific coaching, in other words a better fit and acknowledgement of
their present life situation and future life course” (ibid., p. 172). In a wider perspective related
to their school experience, they call for more practical experience and knowledge of the labour market, more excursions and out-of-school activities, more relaxation in-between lessons, more sport facilities, more attractive and comfortable school buildings and classrooms.
Pupils (and parents alike) feel they are not taken into account in school decisions, or consulted
on school matters. In terms of their relationships with other actors in the local school space,
they are quite satisfied with the participation of their parents and feel they can rely on their
teachers, mainly – but not only – for school-related concerns (McDowell et al., 2012).
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Families are certainly the actors that most directly influence students’ choices, with a stated
(and confirmed) predominance of the mother in terms of participation both in the domestic
sphere (homework, talking about experiences at school and future options), and in school activities (ibid.). Most families think that children must choose by themselves. Parents – according to school staff comments – often emerge as oscillating between being too distant and being too involved (putting pressure on their children). The most disadvantaged complain about
the high complexity and intransigence of schools, while there is a common perception – as
mentioned above – of having no influence on school dynamics:
“parental participation is reduced to the individual level, solving individual problems rather than collective ones despite formally granted rights and bodies. […]
Whereas teachers complain about lacking parental commitment, parents on their
part complain about lacking teacher engagement; that can be stated for most of
our countries” (du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012, p. 154).
Parents can be regarded as the fundamental ‘gatekeepers’ of the decision-making process,
whether competent or not. They tend to become “a corrective for systemic insufficiencies: not
only do they want to support their children, but they have to in order to guarantee a safe
school career” (ibid., p. 184). It is easy to conclude that the weaker the capacity of the family
of giving support, the more disadvantaged the student.
As we have already pointed out, principals, teachers and experts are often very critical of the
way high-level decision makers program and reform education systems. At the same time,
they are daily involved in students' learning and transitions, and are usually strongly engaged
with this role, even if parents think they do not do enough : “whereas teachers complain
about lacking parental commitment, parents on their part complain about lacking teacher
engagement” (ibid., p. 154), and indeed, teachers-parent ‘conflict’ is a well-known feature of
school life. Their mutual scepticism is accompanied by each party's awareness that the other
is crucial for the pupils’ trajectories. Teachers and counsellors are important gatekeepers, who
represent both different points of view on the basis of their competence and adulthood, and
key sources for transmission of knowledge and information: “the dominant discourse regarding the school’s role in students’ transitions is to offer an adequate information and provide
good career advice” (ibid., p. 55). Principals indentify relational competences as among the
most important characteristics of a teacher, (Aro et al., 2012), thereby confirming the specificity of lower secondary school and of the age of students, who are considered (by parents as
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well as by teachers and experts), too young to come to an informed and rational decision.
Teachers and experts tend to find pupils sometimes making unrealistic plans or wishes for
their future and overestimating their capacities. An interesting point made by experts and
school staff, caught between political injunctions and restricted resources, concerns the
school's relation with the local context. Local actors know that “the specific conditions in
their work enter higher political levels only partially and that they cannot expect perfectly
fitting solutions from above” (du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012, p. 164). In this sense, they seem
to benefit from the existence on the territory of cooperative practices,
“networks which are organised in entirely non-hierarchical spirit (v. community
of practice). Their main function is to interconnect actors of different educational
and social fields: not only through cooperation within a school (by no means selfevident in all schools), or between primary and secondary school (usually nonexistent, although crucial for the transition of students, as teachers and principals
themselves would admit), or among secondary schools in a region (currently more
common in the Netherlands and in Germany) – but larger and more diverse associations. Networking with local economies is seen by vocational schools as a main
new governance strategy, one that must not remain restricted to ad hoc cooperation, and only if and when firms need apprentices, but should take on a permanent
character in order for the school to be sure it can rely on it when preparing students for vocational trajectories. Where such networks are additionally supported
(and financed) by town municipalities or regional authorities (Germany, the
Netherlands, community development in Italy), the chance of sustainability grows
although not without risks: grass-root engagement of participants may be smothered by too many decision layers and actor levels” (ibid., p.174).
5.3.2 Local school spaces between subjects and institutions: constraints and opportunities
The debate about the relationships between subjects and institutions is very extensive in the
area of social sciences. In addition to seminal works by Weber, Durkheim, and Simmel, classical positions include Parsons’ proposal of “The structure of social action”, “The social construction of society” by Berger and Luckmann, and more recent reflections by Bourdieu
(1977), Giddens (1979), and Archer (2003), to mention just a few of the most renowned sociologists.
In terms of the different positions in the field, the concept of ‘practice’ and the associated
‘community of practice’ (Chaiklin & Lave, 1996; Wenger 1998) seem to have some heuristic
potential in revealing the negotiated, changing, and situated nature of the micro-macro link,
suggesting a feasible way to collect and analyse – at the same time – structural effects and
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agency effects. This offers an adequate framework for understanding the combined mechanisms of inequalities, willingness, experience, and contextual as well as structural situations
(meant as sets of both constraints and opportunities) in the study of educational trajectories in
local school spaces, where actors translate and negotiate political injunctions on the field of
policy instruments.
The practices revealed in our case studies, enable us to identify some key aspects of the ongoing educational processes. A first element pertains to the distinction between comprehensive and selective systems: if the former generally offer more relaxing transitions from primary to lower secondary and then to the higher secondary, there is no evidence of other automatic differences in terms of safe and equal careers for all, within school and towards the labour
market. From the one side, the power of general socio-economic and cultural dynamics overcomes the range of educational systems, and from the other the local context (including in this
case national, regional, and local levels) presents a peculiar set of problems, patterns, and resources that makes the ‘scene’ the typology applies to more complex..
In terms of the power of dominant discourses and structures, all main actors' behaviours and
dilemmas in local school spaces appear to be deeply affected by the dynamics of individualization: in times of increasing erosion of collective entities and devices (Castel, 2003), we find
a reinforcement of logics of categorization under an individualized perspective, that of an
‘individu par dèfaut' (Castel & Haroche, 2001), with which also the currently promoted practices of life designing and self-construction through information and counselling seem to be
compatible. From this perspective, for example, both parents and teachers, often emerging as
conflicting actors, are—albeit differently according to different roles and expectations—
challenged by frictions and contradictions generated at the macro level that shape local contexts and everyday school life.
The crucial issue of information as gate-keeping affects many relations in the field, particularly in the interaction between school staff and students/parents. Apart from the risk of legitimizing systemic trends towards weak individualization mentioned above, a strong investment
in information must be aware of the need to consider how it is constructed and delivered by
school staff and experts (avoiding the risk of being self-referential, selective, and/or hindering
effective interaction), its contents, and also the importance of thinking about information in
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terms of its implications for participation. Many complaints from students and parents suggest
the need for strong improvement:
“much communication between school and parents takes place these days via
electronic information, but parents prefer individual, face-to-face contact with
teachers to institutionalized, electronic cooperation. And although all educational
actors time and again voice their conviction that pedagogical work without active
engagement of parents is incomplete and cannot fully accomplish its goals, more
personalized contacts, let alone home visits of teachers in order to get closer to
the parents and broaden their knowledge of the out of school life world of their
students, is in no country an educational strategy; apart from possible indignation
of the teachers (not my task), it forbids itself because of personnel and financial
restrictions” (du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012, p. 155).
A recurring issue throughout theoretical and empirical research has been the possible distinction-as-competition between local school spaces and societal dynamics and politics (seen as
expression of liberalism and selectivity). Local contexts do not have real opportunities to
challenge or change or macro-level decisions,, and at the same time, the claimed autonomy of
local units within the education system appears not to be as extensive as it is alleged to be
(ibid.; Dale et al., 2012). Many initiatives are nevertheless developed by schools and local
authorities to implement partnerships that enable links to be made between education, social,
cultural and health issues. This tends to slightly soften education inequalities which are, of
course, linked to social categories or classes. The main strength of local contexts lies in their
proximity to the needs of people and, most importantly in the case of education and (more
generally) social solidarity, they show a high potential in terms of regional or infraregional
transition management, promoting partnership, networking and community development as
main governance strategies for dealing with financial cuts and dominant rhetoric:
“they have in common the chance to use existing resources in and out of school
and, which is most important, create new resources by bringing together agencies
and actors who operated up to then ignorant of each other’s work. That is done by
new combinations of actors, like assembling teachers, local employers, and municipality administrators, members of housing cooperation, youth workers, and
representatives of minority/migrant and parent associations. They all may have in
their different functions to do with multi-problem schools. Not always, and not in
every country/city/school, do all these actors come together but, depending on educational and local resources, traditions, and financial means, there may be larger or smaller gatherings, more regularly or more irregularly conducted” (du
Bois-Reymond et al., p. 162).
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Nevertheless, if these initiatives exist they are mostly optional and the diversity of deliveries
and the subsequent territorial inequalities (both inside each country and between the countries) is quite evident. The effectiveness of these actions depends on the local systems of actors and how far it is able to influence the (local) decision making process (Martelli, 2007;
Loncle, 2011). Our fieldwork revealed some critical aspects of existing experience: a lack of
evaluation of effectiveness; tensions between projects and programs due to the prevalence of
many short-term as opposed to long-term projects; difficulties of internal commitment, common aims, and internal governance; risks of weakening participation because of the excessive
number of layers of decision and levels of actors. However, local cooperation appears to be
one of the more promising and autonomous paths of local school spaces.
A concluding, but fundamental remark: within the framework of individualization in times of
reducing resources and increasing selectivity, there is evidence of the persisting influence of
social status on transition trajectories and decision making.
One important reason for this is the way rational actorhood is constructed a process in which
elements of scientization as a broad heuristic concept is deeply implicated.
5.4 Renegotiating the subject positions of disadvantaged children: access to and use of
policy instruments
Focusing on the group of children and youth who might be classified as “disadvantaged” in
GOETE countries, this section illustrates and discusses how actors and actor constellations
and their specific means of exerting influence in the policy implementation process impact the
(re)definition of subject positions. From a governance perspective, it is important to include
the typology of high and low levels of stratification/standardization (see also section 9 of du
Bois-Reymond et al., 2012) of the education systems in the eight GOETE-countries in the
following considerations. A further governance issue, which we have not systematically explored, is the question whether a system determines the possible “connections”, with the issue
of the leaving certificate, or whether the certificate plays a less significant role because the
next receiving institution has its own instruments for determining access (see also Trautwein
& Wischer, 2011 chapter 3).
All education systems of the eight European countries under investigation currently struggle
with the same policy imperatives: raising the standards of education, increasing educational
attainment and participation rates, decreasing drop-out rates; in short, justice and equity on the
141

one hand and the best possible development of individual capacities, irrespective of social
origins, on the other.
These aims are pursued against very specific national traditions. Finland with a long common
education of all children in a comprehensive school system arguably is the least selective and
Germany, with an early division of educational trajectories after the fourth grade can taken as
the most selective (see country reports for general background information). Throughout the
project we have also seen that although disadvantage is defined in various ways, it nevertheless seems to rest on certain common distinctions. The current education report in Germany
(Bildungsbericht 2012) focuses on three risk factors (Risikolagen) that determine children’s
educational trajectories: financial risk, associated with lack of material resources; educational
risk, where, for instance, both parents have no educational certificate’and social risk, for instance where both parents are unemployed. These ar very often associated with migrant status.
Since this a common feature in most of the European countries we have studied, Migration
has been a prominent focus throughout the project. In Chapter 2, we argued that the
knowledge economy is not discursively linked with immigrant children. Instead we find the
old stereotypes of ‘backwardness’, anti-modernity; Islam vs. science; dispositions unconducive to higher order learning etc. Although rarely spelled out as explicitly as this, the best
proof is found in the common confounding of low educational and socio-economic status of
families with migration. Highly skilled workers and professionals are subsumed under internationalization and globalization. More broadly speaking: the knowledge economy is not associated with children from the kinds of ‘risk’ situations identified in the most recent German
education report.
Confirming the findings of empirical education research we have also found that there is no
European country where the social origins of the children are irrelevant; the degree of the relation that varies, not the relation as such (Dale et al., 2012). In this section we will look at
how these subject positions that are closely linked to societal selection and allocation processes are negotiated, on the basis of our findings from the local case studies and our studies of
high level governance.
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5.4.1 High level-governance: which policy instruments for which disadvantaged?
In most of the GOETE-countries, migrant children and youth are identified as a significant
educational at risk group. Education policy thus consists in increasing and strengthening support measures, with a strong focus on language acquisition in all countries focusing on migration as an indicator of disadvantage. In Finland, the attainment rates especially of young nonEuropean females are lower, their drop-out risk higher and their successful transition into upper secondary education more unlikely (Dale et al., 2012, p. 67-70). The French situation is
similar to the German, with the difference that in Germany migration is strongly emphasized
and in France it is not. In both countries, the correlation between social origin and educational
attainment and the way it contradicts the meritocratic aspirations of society, are identified as
the core problem. In Germany in particular, the often unreflective ascriptions of teachers are
seen as being particularly relevant in this context. Thus, we find a renewed debate on the socalled worker’s child in Germany (see Die Zeit, No 5, January 2013). In France, as in other
countries, there is a debate about which inequalities are due to the education system and
which are not; whether and how educational responsibility is recognized and addressed.
Again, directly comparing France and Germany, there is a tendency to solve these issues
through support, guidance and local authorities, i.e. leaving the basic structure of the education system intact, although the dynamics of change appear to be greater in Germany than in
France (see Dale et al., 2012, section 3). This is also due to the fact that the highly centralized
French education system (a) does not easily accommodate regional differences, and (b) is
highly cognitively oriented and thus not easily recognized by disadvantaged students as being
relevant (ibid., p. 73-75). There are some promising experiments in France on a sub-regional
level developed by the head of departmental bodies which tend to take into account the importance of territorial inequalities.
“They are particularly important in Seine-Saint-Denis where the difficulties are
deep. In this department, an internal plan has been implemented to focus on five
training elements: the development of vocabulary, particular attention to narrative structures, more systematic use of writing, foreign language competence echoing French language competence, and borrowing books. Outside schools, several large partnerships have been developed with other public actors to struggle
against early dropouts, such as the Conseil general (the elected body of the Department level), justice and police. Some experiments have also been tried, such
as micro high secondary schools or classes for special needs pupils. Several interviewees underlined the important and recurrent gaps between discourses that
are developed by decision makers (at national or regional levels) and the reality
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of practices and means. Overall, the interviews contained few references to social
inequalities); knowledge about socio economic conditions seems very low; the attempts that are developed to reduce inequalities are rather peripheral; and the
question must be closely articulated to the issue of the reform” (ibid., p. 75).
As has already been indicated, not only is the issue of migration strongly linked to disadvantage in Germany, it also marks the intersection of various policy areas:
Migration “relates, first, to an element of social policy, namely, the issue of social
cohesion and national integration through access to education but also strengthening social inclusion and avoiding exclusion through it; particularly, the focus
on language skills in German is represented as the sine qua non to social integration and educational success. Focusing on children and youth of migrant background represents a policy for achieving equality of opportunity in education and
in society at large. Second, it pertains, in a narrower view, to education policy inasmuch as it addresses the close relationship of educational attainment and ethnic
and social origin. The general tenor, however, points to a rather compensatory
strategy (improving language proficiency levels of individuals). Third, it entails
an element of labour market policy since youth of migrant background are among
those pupils most affected by early school leaving and low chances of entering a
training contract (Ausbildungsplatz). Also here, the focus is placed on lacking
competencies and dispositions of the youth themselves and refers to a discussion
of ‘trainability’ (Ausbildungsfähigkeit) that is closely linked to employability. This
means that the skills and competencies of school leavers transferring to the employment system are regarded as problematic both in cognitive and social areas”
(ibid., p. 76).
With the release of the first rounds of the PISA results and other large scale student assessment tests, there has been a greater willingness to recognize the part played by the education
system in creating and reinforcing inequities.
In Italy, the we-they distinction of “native” Italians and non-nationals is similar to Germany
albeit the educational frame is different, which is not surprising since education system are
nationally bounded and show specific path dependencies; the political hesitation to address
issues related to migration and disadvantage links the Italian situation to the French one. The
Dutch situation resonates with the tension observable in all European countries, how to deal
with excellence and provide equity. The report states a general unwillingness to specifically
address disadvantage in educational policies: “The discursive priority is on general quality
improvements, perceiving no or little need for specialized policies for migrant children”
(ibid., p. 86)
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This does not mean however, that there are no interest groups taking up the issue of disadvantage as it relates to migration, and designing policies to tackle the problem from various
angles and at different levels: system, classroom and individual. Language figures prominently, as does a revised teacher training to better prepare future teachers for dealing with multicultural classrooms. In the Netherlands too, migration is increasingly linked to socioeconomic status and addressed with compensatory or supportive measures, such as language
and other conditions of participation, working with parents, getting communities involved.
These are universal strategies to be found everywhere.
Poland, like France, does not directly address migration as a category of disadvantage on its
own, but rather works with the concepts of disadvantage and at risk. One reason why migration itself does not figure prominently in the overall policy concerns with disadvantage may
be attributed to the fact that emigration is a bigger problem than immigration. “Inclusion” is
the big policy concern in Poland. Both Poland and Slovenia strongly relate to the European
policy level, which might be accounted for by their new status seeking to find identities both
as national entities and as parts of the European Community. In Slovenia, migration is explicitly addressed as a factor of disadvantage and various measures are suggested to remedy this
situation. Here, as elsewhere, improving language skills and better cooperating with parents
from migrant background rank highly on the list of measures to be taken.
The UK is a very diverse case and requires a differentiation between the regions concerned. In
England, the measures to be taken are reflected in the following list derived from a prominent
guidance document:
“•Schools that are effective in raising the attainment of Pakistani, Bangladeshi,
Somali and Turkish heritage pupils have the following features in common.
They:
•

identify where pupils from Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Somali and Turkish
communities are under-achieving;

•

strengthen the use of data to inform learning and teaching;

•

target appropriate support;

•

develop inclusive learning and teaching approaches;

•

build effective whole-school structures and systems that focus on underachieving groups as part of a whole-school improvement strategy;

•

ensure that senior school leaders take a lead in the monitoring and evaluation of impact on pupils’ learning and attainment;
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•

embed coaching as a means of professional development to support partnership teaching and to bring about improvements in learning and teaching;

•

plan regular opportunities to enlist pupils’ view on learning and what the
school can do to improve practice;

•

strengthen the work with parents and the community to support the learning
of their children” (ibid., p. 98).

Cultural and religious equality has a central place as does the role of schools in providing social cohesion.
By way of concluding this section we would like to emphasize striking similarities that exist
despite the diversity of European education systems. The similarities may be summarized
thus:
•

There is a tension between excellence and equity in all European states investigated in the
GOETE project;

•

These tensions are not directly addressed. Instead, schools are expected to develop
measures to better address diversity while being a vital part in providing social cohesion;

•

The policy measures remain on a very general level and leave the basic structures of the
education systems intact. Most countries therefore emphasize the importance of drawing
non-school actors into the catalogue of measures, i.e. there is a strong emphasis on
support.

Although it may appear that these measures were actually translating the assumed new conditions of the knowledge based economy into practice, we find that in the event the ‘halo’ of
schooling is extended, even expanding, and that the structure of schooling itself is not addressed.
5.4.2 The intricacies of universal (regulated on a systems level) and particular (regulated
on a local level) governance structures
The complexities of schooling and the rising significance of education as an institution
throughout the twentieth century has led to the situation where many actors are involved in
shaping educational processes, some very visible, some more hidden. In this section we address the “visible” actors, those, who, by definition, assume key positions in decisions over
subject positions. We will draw on the same material as in section 2 but will study it from a
different perspective. Career counselling is a case in point. Our local studies showed that what
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is meant as a major support can also be an obstacle depending on how the role is filled and
interpreted. An especially good example here is Finland which is justifiably proud of its elaborate support system in the comprehensive school, but where what is generally positive may
prove to be an obstacle, as was shown in one of our in depth examples.
The same may be illustrated with the case of Germany. Here too, a highly differentiated support system is meant to aid students and their families, but it can sometimes encounter rejections as in the case of Julia “The teachers there (in the Gemeinschaftsschule) always have
been so stressed; they never had time for you” (du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012, section 9.2.1).
The Slovenian system also is characterized by a highly elaborate professional field of various
pedagogical and psychological experts, including specialists for particularly marginalized
groups such as Roma children. From the perspective of the penetration of scientization, the
proliferation of experts bringing their respective knowledge regimes to bear on educational
decision may be viewed as a confirmation of its central role in late modern societies. When
the research report (ibid.) mentions a tension between the general availability of experts and
the perception of many students who feel left alone and confronted with the expectation that
they will take responsibility for their own educational paths, we should not necessarily interpret this as a contradiction. The presence of a “scientized” professional staff has great legitimating power, which is affirmed by a general assumption that support and career counselling
is especially relevant for disadvantaged students (ibid.), irrespective of its real influence,
which could even be a negative one, as was confirmed in instances from our case studies..
Immigrant parents in particular experience career guidance as filled with obstacles; generally
the system is not supportive of upward mobility (ibid., section 9.4.2.; see also Lipsky, 1980
and Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003 for an evaluation of the overall means and ends of
professional cooperation).
The question of student participation which varies greatly across the GOETE-countries is especially ambivalent as far as participation is concerned. The main problems, whether institutionalized or not, are who do students represent? Do they all have the same interests? This is
clearly not the case. In addition, it is unlikely that students who are in precarious situations
due to structural obstacles which interfere with their educational aspirations, such as sickness
or unemployment of their parents or low family income, will have the time and energy to become actively involved although they may need to defend their interests.
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Parental participation is another area where diverse interests clash even if formal bodies of
collective participation exist. We know that immigrant parents are almost everywhere dissatisfied with the way they can or rather, cannot become involved. We have evidence that this is
particularly the case in the UK, the Netherlands and Germany (Du-Bois Reymond et al., section 9.3.3.) Conversely, as we know from parent associations, active and politically engaged
parents complain that many other parents are too passive and do not take an active interest in
the education of the next generation. Here, too, scientization plays a role which has not yet
been sufficiently investigated. What the mechanisms through which having highly educated
parents comes to be one of the most influential predictors of educational success?. One hypothesis would be that the way that social status is brought to bear on educational decisions
has something to do with patterns of teacher-parent interaction, where the assumption might
be that educated parents are able to communicate more easily with teachers because they have
higher levels of shared cultural capital, which might also enable them to adopt the role of quasi experts able to back their arguments with scientific findings.
In addition to these traditional and well established actors, we also find new forms of actor
constellations on a community level, including volunteers as well as non-school based professionals and public-private partnerships. These network-like structures are vulnerable and fragile if not provided with more permanent resources.
5.5 How are subject positions (re)negotiated?
Having (a) addressed the discursive dimensions of the knowledge society, lifelong learning
and individualism; (b) related this dimension to how policy instruments are translated and
interpreted as they affect the trajectories of the educational pathways; (c) then turned to high
level governance issues related to disadvantaged students as a particularly precarious category
of subjectivity, this section is concerned with the actual negotiation/renegotiation processes.
The first example is a Finnish boy in vocational education with declining motivation and performance, although he recognizes the importance of education. It becomes very obvious from
this case, that the Finnish education system is highly supportive although in this case upward
mobility had not been realized. The boy comes from strained family circumstances with low
income and an absent father, and the mother has not completed her education. Although it is
difficult to make an informed judgment from the data available, there are questions left that
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indicate that his talents have not been sufficiently recognized. Despite frequent school changes and an inconvenient commute, his social skills are impressive, as is his resilience to deal
with adverse circumstances.
The case story of an immigrant boy in Helsinki shows that upward mobility is possible even if
not in the form of a linear trajectory. The individualized accountability for educational success is illustrated in the following interview segment:
“I was sitting in our; there in our house we had these kinds of stairs, I sat there
and looked at the heaven. Then I started thinking about my schooldays and compared it to this [school/moment]. Then I was like, oh my, how much I messed
around and like that, and where did it take me? Then I thought about it. I thought
how I could do better in school. So it wasn’t only one night, one evening. So,
many times I have reflected upon it” (du Bois-Reymond, 2012, p. 200).
In hindsight this scene is constructed as a cathartic moment. From then on he is resolved to do
better in school. He succeeds but is accepted not into a general secondary education school,
but in the vocational track which he attends. Besides the guidance counsellor who is described
as having had a positive impact, it was his brother who was helpful and continues to be so; his
parents are supportive but could never help him directly. After vocational school, he plans to
continue studying in further education.
The French cases confirm the first tentative impression that schools are not enthusiastic about
their prognosis of future developments if the students have to deal with obstacles and strains.
Generally speaking, schools have developed competencies in recognizing deficits and problems but there is less evidence of their ability to recognize strengths in coping with problems,
and to assist students in improving their resilience and self-efficacy capabilities. Another instance concerns a school that deliberately targets disadvantaged students. Coming from a family with a single mother who is raising three children but has never been employed, the case
of a girl is illustrative of all three risk factors: educational, social and financial. As her case
illustrates, she had no access to the necessary information to make informed decisions but
instead ended up in pursuing an educational trajectory by default. She still makes the best of it
and is aware of the necessity of educational certificates. There are indications that her mother
supports her by motivating her to stick with it and not give up. It is also a good example of
school alienation, especially for disadvantaged students who find no access to the relevance of
the subject matter. Case three provides further examples of overworked counselling personnel
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and the ambivalences of their professional mission, between channelling students according to
the requirements of the system and addressing their individual needs. “As regards guidance,
with hindsight, Charlotte does not find the support provided at school very useful. She has the
impression that the only aim of the educational staff was to convince students to go into vocational course.” (du Bois-Reymond et al., 2012, Annex, p. 246) The transitions she made were
successful however, due also to her personal network and the support of family and friends.
The case illustrates that there are “normal trajectories” even in disadvantages surroundings.
The case of a German girl coming from a working class background is a classic case of “how
working class girls get working class jobs” to allude to the famous study by cultural theorist
Paul Willis: Learning to Labour (Willis 1977). Although the girl is happy with her apprenticeship as a salesgirl in a bakery, the question of whether there would have been other possibilities besides cultural reproduction was not really addressed. Professional advice in the form of
guidance or counselling is strikingly absent in her interview. It is mainly her parents and family network who have helped her. It is an interesting finding that in the German case study
professional staff are rarely mentioned by the young people as having been relevant, in contrast to the Finnish case, and there is little overlap in the mutual perception of relevant actors;
where the pedagogues view the parents as taking little interest in the educational careers of
their children, the families are identified by the students as their strongest support.
One factor whose relevance had already been recognized in the sixties, but had been forgotten
until the release of the large scale student assessment tests, is the role of the state in a federal
system like the German one. The sociologist Ralf Dahrendorf had identified the education
systems of the state in which a student attends school as being crucial with regard to the allocation of subject positions: “I think ‘Realschule’ here is like ‘Hauptschule’ in Bavaria. That’s
so funny (…) that achievements/performances are so different from one federal state to another. Gosh!” (ibid., p. 264). Having transferred from Bavaria to Saxony proved to be easier than
it would have been had the situation been reversed. In this case also, the family was of crucial
importance, in addition to a very dedicated teacher who knows her students well and goes out
of her way to help them.
The most striking example of a downward educational trajectory is provided by a German boy
in Baden-Wuerttemberg, who aspired to go to the Gymnasium but had to go to the Realschule, where his grades were deteriorating, so he had to go to a Hauptschule. There is no
150

indication that professional personnel tried to support him in staying in one of the higher
tracks of secondary schooling. He now seems to be drifting and without real motivation for an
apprenticeship.
The Italian case shows other variants. Although formally successful, the example of a boy
having migrated with his family from Southern to Northern Italy and living in a disadvantaged suburb, illustrates the high emotional costs that come from elevated aspirations, which
are perhaps not quite matched by academic inclination and talent, in addition to issues of social uprootedness. There seem to be insufficient streaming and guidance mechanisms, because
the decision appears to have been made on a subjective basis with little expert advice. The
lack of expert support is also illustrated in the case of a girl whose learning difficulties would
have made constant and reliable support very desirable, but which did not occur. In contrast to
her low level of self-esteem, is the case of a boy who is the opposite. He imagines himself as:
“… the boss of a firm, I don’t think I could be an employee … I just can’t help it! Because I
cannot bear to be ordered about by somebody else. I need to have an executive role” (ibid., p.
314) His positive self-image is backed by supportive teachers and a caring if poor family.
Despite difficulties such as the death of his father when he was ten years old, he successfully
managed transitions and is supported in his ambitions.
The Dutch cases are especially illustrative of the intricacies of the Dutch education system,
which in combination with migrant background are difficult to understand and make it difficult to make the right choices. The case of a girl illustrates similar dilemmas of identity which
are also discussed in Germany, especially with regard to language proficiency, but also with
overall issues of belonging. Even for dedicated students like the one presented in the study,
the difficulties are significant. There is little mention of professional advice but a strong emphasis on family support. The lack of individual support is confirmed by the case of a boy
who ended up in the wrong educational track. This is also attributed to the reproduction function of early selection. Underestimation and lack of professional guidance is also the theme of
the third case, although the girl in question is overall satisfied with the developments.
The Polish cases again confirm that many young people do not yet have clear plans and goals
for the future but nevertheless are fully aware of the implications of their educational trajectories for their lives. All three cases come from low income families and in all three cases there
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are significant obstacles to overcome. All of them are in a vocational track. Except for one
instance, teachers and guidance do not play a significant role.
The Slovenian cases again illustrate the many facets and intricacies of decision making. A 15
year old girl who had been bullied in primary school is now in the Gymnasium although she
was interested in becoming a florist. She chose the Gymnasium because this had been the
advice of the people who counselled her – primarily her family. She regrets not having realized her strong vocational desire and hopes to be able to follow it in the future. Another girl of
immigrant origins is determined to be educationally successful and study medicine although
her family pressures her to go to work early.
The cases from the United Kingdom confirm what may be identified as a common trait despite the differences in individual circumstances and the structural differences in organizing
education in the eight GOETE-countries: the fragility of very young people’s educational trajectories and the vulnerability of allocating them subject positions. There is only one fairly
certain common outcome: the improbability of significant upward mobility for young people
from families with risk factors, the most important of which is the educational attainment of
the parents. Children with immigrant background prove to be more diverse: often they associate migrating with higher educational expectations and have higher aspirations than their
peers from similar social backgrounds.
5.6 Discussion and Conclusion
This chapter has been concerned with the translation/interpretation of policy instruments and
negotiation processes of subject positions, and has examined empirical findings from the
GOETE-project to address one fundamental question of primary importance to all education
systems: how does the allocation process work? How is it that, given the emphasis on individualism and meritocracy on the one hand, and a rigid organization with distinct points of
transition, on the other, the end result “adds up” so to speak. That is to say that in the final
analysis, students and schools are matched in such a way that for the vast majority of cases, a
working relationship is established..
With respect to our findings, we can say that the discourse on the importance of the
knowledge society and lifelong learning, though rarely directly addressed, is an important
backdrop to the emphasis on the importance of education articulated at the levels of high level
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governance as well as in our case studies. However, we have also seen that the structural positioning of actors and actor constellations at a systems level plays out very differently in the
“real” decision situations. We think that it is of great importance to introduce an important
distinction here between the students and the stakeholders, gate-keepers and other professionals and lay people involved which is obscured when a position-theoretical approach (Harré &
Langenhove (1999) is applied.
Although the great diversity of the case studies underlines that the specific conditions of interaction which vary with each individual student whose transition is decided are more important than the conceptual, structural, and “formal” positioning, these subject positions are
nevertheless “fixed” in their formal settings. This is to say, the subject position of a career or
guidance counsellor is not questioned even if he or she fails to provide the necessary advice;
and the same is true for parents and teachers. What is at stake here, and it is in this sense in
which we speak of negotiating or renegotiating subject positions, is the matching between
student and institution, including all of its future implications.
The claim of modern schools to best further individual talent through individualism and autonomy, while at the same time dealing with institutional constraints, makes this process a
very complicated and complex one. It is our argument that in late modern societies these conflicting requirements lead to an elaborate choreography which can best be explained by bringing a governance and a governmentality perspective together in order to study how school as a
dispositive is reshaped in late modern conditions. It is no longer answers to the imperative of
disciplining bodies, but allocates future life chances through the positioning of subjects. It
does this in such a way that in the end, the majority of students are more or less content – at
least there is no mass uprising. Students who suffer from “wrong” placements do so silently –
mostly blaming themselves. Even if the outcomes are largely statistically predictable, and it is
no accident that the dissatisfied students come mainly from families with low educational
attainment and that many of them will not rise much above their parents in social status, each
individual case is unique and to some extent unpredictable. It depends on the involvement of
gate keepers and stakeholders, on highly individualized constellations of personal networks,
as well as, of course, on the student’s attitude and his or her faith in self-efficacy and dedication to the requirements of schooling.
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The highly elaborate networks of professional actors comprising modern schooling tend to be
associated with those who are visible because they have official positions in the school. Although this has not been our main focus, we should not forget the almost equally elaborate
“shadow system involved in education”, the commercial and non-commercial forms of remedial learning, the many forms of counselling, therapy and general support outside of the
school. Even sports or being active in the life of the neighbourhood or religious community
may be re-interpreted when viewed from a position of the primacy of schools as places where
the physical and mental well-being of students is established to make the case for favourable
transitions. However, if we focus only on the “official” professional non-school specific presence, we find a broad range of actors more or less directly involved in the allocating process.
This is not to say that the network of professionals involved in the school setting, those who
are directly and immediately concerned with transition decisions, are there only for formal
legitimating or “ritualistic” purposes – to employ a neo-institutionalist term. They have “real”
influence and they are called upon to prove their true legitimation today more so than in the
past. We have argued in the preliminary remarks that we think that scientization is a useful
concept in further elucidating the relation between professionals, but also of lay people such
as parents, and the institutional structure. “Scientization disciplines and rationalizes the chaotic uncertainties of social environments, facilitating the creation of articulate rule systems, so
that social actors can organize to deal with them. And given scientization, social actors must
organize to manage the newly rationalized uncertainties in order to be or appear to be sensible
and responsible. They must incorporate new technologies and create organizational routines
to deal with the now supposedly manageable environment, in order to be properly accountable.” (Drori & Meyer, 2006, p. 31) Having said this is not to deny that very often the process
seems to be rather wilful and dependent on chance circumstances rather than on rational deliberations. In the end however, students generally resign themselves to their “fates”, and
identify with the subject positions allocated to them as a result of a briefer of longer negotiation process. Given the complexities of modern education systems, it is almost selfexplanatory that students are highly depending on those who know the rules of the game, are
willing to advocate their interests and, if possible, invest time and energy on them, especially
if the students come from a disadvantaged background. This advocatory function may be carried out by a professional, but the family as a support in the background plays an important
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role as well. Disadvantaged students who lack this support suffer most, as the case studies
illustrated.
Two factors in particular explain the tensions inherent in the way the system is inserted into
the wider societal tensions and even contradictions of the early twenty-first century: on the
one hand, the adaptability of young people, and their own insecurities, and on the other, the
formal effort made by the system to steer the negotiation process – mostly in favour of the
system.
This section summarizes the chapter and seeks to open up further questions. Unquestionably,
education figures prominently in the lives of young people and even those who question its
personal relevance for their lives because they are unconcerned with the future, do not deny
its general importance, often associated with voicing regrets that they are unable to make a
stronger connection. And despite their different situations and circumstances on a systems as
well as on an individual level, all the interviewees attributed high significance to education.
However, at the level of the specific school, this has only a very loose connection with the
diffusion of the discourse of the knowledge society and lifelong learning.
The analysis outlined here suggests that we are faced with differing discourses and practices
at different levels of governance, carrying different messages, aimed at different audiences.
High Level Governance discourses –about the importance of LLL, etc.-- do not have much
impact on the school as an institution, or on its embedded practices—because these are not the
audience such discourses are aimed at, except at a rather high level of generality. So, while
formally we are concerned with the ‘translation/interpretation of policy instruments’, the evidence we have suggests that this is not really taken seriously at local and intermediate levels—as is most clearly evident in the Italian case. Here, the idea of ‘logics of appropriateness’
(March & Olsen, 2009)—how we do things around here—could be very useful. It points to
the embeddedness of the practices of schooling, and their relative impermeability to (almost
any kind of) change. This is evident in the French insistence on the dominant importance of
the reproduction of an elite, the neglect of the inclusiveness implied in LLL, and more generally in the recognition that ‘policy measures remain on a very general level and leave the
basic structures of education systems intact’. One significant consequence of this is to shift
the balance of responsibility and blame to the schools, which are made to be seen as failing
and carrying responsibility. Thus, what we find in the area of educational governance is that
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the logic of appropriateness of schools—which may, indeed, be seen as a ‘global’ logic, taking different forms in different countries, but essentially comparable/compatible—remains
broadly what it always has been, augmented by some ‘expert knowledge. And the outputs/outcomes of education systems also remain effectively unaltered—producing populations
whose stratified nature is legitimized by students’ unequal performance in educational
achievement.
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6. Distributing Conceptions of Access, Coping, Relevance and Life Course through the
Governance of Educational Trajectories: Discussion and Conclusion
Roger Dale & Marcelo Parreira do Amaral
We have already pointed out the central significance of governance in respect of educational
transitions in Europe, and most explicitly and analytically in Dale et al. (2012). One major
finding of those investigations is that the issues around the nature, forms and consequences of
patterns of governance appear to be extremely, and increasingly, complex. Our basic aim in
this concluding chapter is to lay bare the elements and nature of that complexity, and to indicate something of how they have affected the processes of educational trajectories, especially
as experienced by socially disadvantaged young people.
The nature of this increasing complexity is certainly experienced quantitatively—there is just
‘more’ ‘governance’ going on, at more levels, and involving more actors (though often at the
cost of the loss of influence of other actors). However, for our purposes it is important not just
to map this quantitative increase, but to try to explain it in qualitative terms. We need to ask
what kinds of changes, rather just how many changes, are going on, and with what consequences, for whom.
These qualitative changes involve both new activities of governance, and new forms of existing activities, such as funding, regulation and provision of education, as well as new sets of
actors, and new ways of operating for existing actors (see Loncle et al., in this report). They
also involve new scales of governance, as has been pointed out clearly in Chapter 4 (see
Kazepov et al., in this report). Equally significantly, and challengingly, these new sets of discourses, activities, actors and scales combine in multiple different ways, in different sites, at
different levels, and with different—though not, it is important to note, random or limitless—
ways, with quite different sets of consequences.
On the surface, this represents a picture of an almost impossibly complex analytic problem.
However, the compass of those problems is narrowed by the continuity of existing approaches
in some areas, and the emergence of key discourses that frame the issues involved, and thus
set limits to the forms that might be generated by the complexity. On the one hand, these multiple possible variations are visited on existing education systems that have distinctive and
embedded elements of continuity. Key features of the institutional structures of education
systems remain unchanged, or at least relatively stable. The most obvious way that this is evi159

dent is the continuing existence of organisations called schools, where attendance is compulsory for all children between certain ages. This period of compulsory education is almost entirely publicly funded. These institutions also have very concrete forms, in the shape of their
buildings, and are characterized by the employment of specially trained and qualified work
forces. Most pertinently for our purposes, in all the GOETE countries, it still makes total
sense to refer to the same key transition points, in structures that retain broadly similar distinct
levels of primary, early secondary as well as upper- and post-secondary levels, characterized
by specific forms of educational practice and goals. It is this fundamental institutional structure, and the embedded and often tacit assumptions on which it is based—and which are evident in all the GOETE national reports—that form the bedrock of education systems as we
have known them. There remains a discourse of the school as a social as well as an economic
institution, with social and individual aims and outputs. Together they form what we will refer
to as the ‘Institutional Opportunity Structure’, (IOS) which filters and mediates, even as it
responds to policy set at higher levels of governance. Earlier GOETE reports have mapped
dimensions of this opportunity structure, without necessarily using that term, as well as
providing numerous examples of the complexities and problems generated by the accelerating
complexity of the issues ad ways of approaching them and their associated challenges generated by ‘higher’ levels of governance.
We have sought in this report to address the nature and consequences of that increasing complexity in four areas, designated by the chapter headings and contents. In chapter 2, Parreira
do Amaral, Amos & Rinne pointed out that while all our countries have policies that are nationally distinctive and hence somewhat different from each other—for instance, the French
emphasis on excellence, the Dutch on maintaining parental choice, the Finnish on equality,
the UK on standards not structures—their policies are all broadly framed by a common discourse, that organized around the Knowledge-based Economy (KBE), Lifelong Learning and
‘new governance’. This, in essence, constitutes the Discursive Opportunity Structure (DOS)
within which all countries operate. Discourse as defined in Chapter 2 may be viewed as “the
set of meanings, rules and practices manifest in language use that orient the social construction of political and social relations and institutions as well as cultural identities, which has
practical consequences for the social world” (Parreira do Amaral, Amos & Rinne, in this report) and, in particular, the KBE discourse, as Jessop (2008) pointed out, “has been influential
in shaping policy paradigms, strategies and policies in and across many fields of social prac160

tice.” As such, it fundamentally sets the limits to what the aims and objectives of national
policies could be. The Knowledge-based Economy/Lifelong Learning discourse does not determine those policies, but it does set common limitations on their stated purposes and objectives. That is to say, the DOS operate proscriptively and on a basis of exclusion rather than
inclusion—to rule out policies that do not conform to the KBE discourse, rather than to prescribe particular policies—though this does not rule out the possibilities of some ‘ventriloquism’—putting of words into someone else’s mouth—in policy proposals. Though these
policies may be contested, at national and other levels, the contestation takes place within the
discursive opportunity structure provided by the KBE discourse itself, rather than providing
alternatives, and while national variations may be substantial, and lead to rather different conceptions, framings and implementations affecting access, coping, relevance and life course,
these variations remain broadly within the common DOS.
The Knowledge-based Economy discourse, then, affects the goals, processes and outcomes
that might be associated with educational trajectories and transitions. It acts as the ‘context of
context’ for national and local policy towards educational trajectories. It is important to note
here some very important consequences of the dominance and influence of this DOS. Most
importantly, perhaps, the effect of concentrating our attention almost exclusively on the relationship between education, and the two transitions – into and out of lower secondary education – in particular, has two crucial consequences. First, it prioritises almost exclusively the
importance and significance of the relationship between education and the labour market, and
second it imposes this set of assumptions on the ‘lower’ levels of educational governance, for
which it represents a quite different set of problems, a point we will elaborate more fully below.
These consequences raise two critical sets of questions for our analysis in GOETE. On the
one hand, the conception of ‘labour market’ is homogenized, as is its relationship with education systems. We do not have to search very far in the earlier GOETE reports to find evidence
of this, and of its consequences especially for the transition from lower secondary school. The
‘labour market’ confronting individual schools is unique and complex in its specificity. Similarly, and relatedly, conceptions of educational qualifications and credentials are also confusingly represented though this discourse. There is little recognition of the difference between a
qualification for a specific job—the traditional link between schools and employers, which
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has been to a considerable extent superseded in most countries—and a general credential,
whose worth tends to be measured by the level at which it is achieved rather than by its vocational relevance, and which represents the currency of the mechanisms of selection and inclusion.
The second issue is a more ‘academic’ one. It is that we have to take care analytically as well
as empirically not to homogenise the idea of the labour market, or to assume that it stands as a
real and consistent entity. What schools encounter as the labour market are fluctuating rather
than fixed, institutionally as well as discursively. As well as defining out of existence other
outcomes of education and its transitions, this places something of an empty signifier, at best
connotative rather than denotative of the desired end point of the transition from secondary
education, at the centre of discussions around that transition. This focus minimizes the significance of, even removes from view, the development of the kinds of ‘inadvertent’ but crucial
forms of socialization that young people undergo in school, as well as the wider capacities
and competences that schooling provides them with. This is especially important in the case
of migrant young people, whose multiple social needs are the clearest example of the irreducibility of educational transitions to the labour market, which, significantly, become more
prominent as we move ‘down’ the levels of governance (see Dale et al., 2012).
A further notable point in respect of the relationships between the DOS and the IOS is that the
origins and energy behind the KBE discourse are essentially supranational, while at the level
of the education system they come into contact with the IOS. It is important to note that the
DOS is not the exclusive framer of national education policies, though it may set broad limits
to them. Indeed, we do see rather different forms of policy all fitting easily into the DOS,
since, in essence, the DOS, especially as framed and policed by international organisations,
essentially precludes national governments from justifying them in any other way (bearing in
mind the points made about the proscriptive rather than prescriptive nature of the dominant
discourses). Indeed, we may see a kind of ‘dualisation’, or even ‘trisection’ of educational
governance, in line with the broad differences of scale, with the national level heavily focused
on issues of electorally attractive policies, where education is always a prominent (not least
electorally) and polyvalent issue, by no means immediately responsive to the DOS, and the
local level strongly framed within the IOS.
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In chapter 3 Loncle at al. focus on how students and parents fit into systems of educational
governance and raise some very interesting issues of governance. In particular, they give
some indication of the consequences for relevant outcomes in what appear to be in the chapter
somewhat under-regulated areas, or at least areas where precise governance instruments have
not been developed. Formally, it is acknowledged that parent and student participation in educational governance is based in both formal and informal dimensions. However, it is also recognized that it “involves factors like power, legitimacy, knowledge, information, culture and
socio-economic status” (Loncle et al. in this report), a formidable list of intersecting complexities. These issues are found, of course, in all the areas covered by this report, but it is particularly interesting and revealing in this aspect of how educational governance works, since
those intersecting complexities are for the most part linked by relatively loose or non-formal
forms of governance. Thus, while in the case of formal relationships between levels of governance, the interplays of power, legitimacy, knowledge etc., can be relatively clearly linked
to each other, and their relationships broadly traced, in the case of parental and student involvement in governance this appears not to be the case. It appears that this is not a consequence of a sheer absence of legislation; while, as Chapter 3 makes clear, there is strong support from international organisations for student representation in the governance of schools,
and “all European countries have introduced measures to promote the involvement of pupils
and students in school governance” (Eurydice, 2012, p. 39), on the one hand there is considerable ambiguity, and lack of common understanding of what this involvement might mean,
and on the other, the Chapter concludes that ‘the reality and perceptions of participation and
legitimacy (represent) a key research object’ (ibid.). Furthermore, the Chapter acknowledges
that we do not have information on the evolution of pupils’ participation, and hence cannot
examine how that might be related to other changes. Nor is there any overall agreement about
the purpose of student participation, and how it relates citizenship education. The ways that
representatives are elected vary considerably, as do their levels of formal participation, which
is regarded in Chapter 3 as “not always found where it is labelled” (ibid.) while their ‘common role is consultative’.
We find much the same situation in respect of parental involvement, since while schools are
coming to realize the potential of parental involvement, ‘forms of reciprocal communication
vary extremely’. The nature of parent representatives’ relationship with school boards varies
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somewhat across the GOETE countries, though the evidence shows that their involvement is
largely advisory, and an active involvement in decision making remains barred.
There is also significant evidence in Chapter 4 about the ‘spatial’ aspect of parent participation, which suggests that although electronic communication between parents and schools is
quite common, parents prefer face to face contact with teachers, while, from a governance
point of view, such participation is limited, due to personnel and financial restrictions.
These findings raise a number of important issues around educational governance. Two are of
particular interest, the ‘informal’ roles that these arrangements enable parents to play, and the
nature of schools’ democratic accountability. In terms of schools’ accountability to parents,
there are broadly two ways in which parents might be involved. The first is through the forms
of representation they currently enjoy, but with added ‘teeth’; that is to say with a formal input into school level decision making. This sounds very attractive from the point of view of
parental and public involvement in what is taught and how in schools, how schools were organized and so on—and particularly in the case of educational transitions, how these transitions were organized and what possible alternatives there might be. However, before taking
this road, we need to look at little more carefully at who the ‘parents’ actually are. As chapter
3 points out, it is middle and upper class parents who are not only the most active, but who
can also make the most use of the possibilities that have. The relatively loose ways that parental involvement is organised make it especially prone to what Albert Hirschman (1981, p.
244) called ‘treacherous voice’, where ‘a few voice on behalf of a much larger or dissatisfied
claimant group, it is possible that the changes achieved through voice are primarily in the interests of the articulate few’(see also Dale & Ozga, 1993). We may also witness a version of
this where the ‘articulate few’ are more able –for a variety of reasons—to have much fuller
access to crucial information, for instance in cases of school choice. This reached its apogee
in England with what Brown referred to as ‘the rise of parentocracy’, 'a system whereby the
education a child receives must conform to the wealth and the wishes of parents rather than
the abilities and efforts of pupils' (Brown, 1990, p. 65). This is clearly pointed out in Chapter
3, where ”the volume of social capital that can be mustered is a decisive factor […] and middle and upper class parents are not only the most active but can make the most use of the opportunities they have” (Loncle et al. in this report).
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The second relates to forms of accountability propounded in the NPM, where a central impulse was making organisations (and especially public organisations) accountable to the publics they served. Some elements of this have been imposed, of course, in the UK (England)
where schools are all ranked in league tables that are accessible to all, and subject to regular
and rigorous—if narrowly focused—inspection, where the findings of the inspection are made
public. This is rather different, however, from making schools accountable to their local
communities, for the consequences of their policies and actions upon those communities.
Both these examples illustrate the likely consequences of the relatively loose regulation of
what might be seen as a ‘symbolic policy’, in the sense of a policy that reflects and responds
to apparent social concerns—in this case, the desirability of parental participation in education—that has not, and is not really intended to have, any perceptible effect on practice. The
value of a symbolic policy is as a public statement of principle, rather than to bring about significant change or any intent properly to implement it. It is important to distinguish symbolic
policies, which there is no real intent to implement, from policies seen as desirable, but for
which resources are lacking—a very common finding in this report, often taking the form of
what is referred to in Chapter 4 as ‘passive subsidiarity’.
However, as we have seen, this does not mean that the policy is quite without consequences,
albeit some quite unintended ones. The ‘unimplemented’, or at least only formally implemented, nature of the policy of parental involvement in schools that is revealed in Chapter 3
can be clearly be seen as a lost opportunity for greater democratic and community involvement in the schooling received by the young people living there, and the consequences of that
schooling for the future of the community, as well as for the families and the young people
themselves. It may have been intended to enable consideration of such wider consequences of
forms of educational transition, but the lack of commitment to its effective implementation is
palpable throughout Chapter 3. One major effect of this is to empower those officials involved in policy making at national level, as well as those running the schools, who are presented with relatively unfettered authority over the issue of parental involvement and influence, though within regulatory and financial limits. On the other hand, we have aimed to
show that another result of the symbolic nature of the relevant policies and their implementation, has been to present a significant range of opportunities for parental class privilege to be
able to exploit to their own advantage the weak structures put in place.
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This does represent a very significant contribution to the understanding of how educational
transitions are governed, almost in the interstices of the policies, processes and instruments
constructed to bring them about. It is not only by focusing on the ‘big issues’ of policy that
we are able to lay bare the consequences of the range of policies aimed at improving educational transitions; this report has shown how important it is also to examine the apparently
relatively minor issues, the ways that they are implemented and the range of possible opportunities they open up for particular groups to exploit, in ways that have indirect, but nevertheless very significant consequences for the transitions, and hence life courses, of socially less
advantaged young people. One significant consequence is the diversion of efforts to extend
the opportunities for socially disadvantaged into areas related to coping, rather than to access,
or from prevention and intervention to compensation, as these were elaborated in Dale et al.
(2012).
Kazepov, Robertson & Rinne introduce in chapter 4 a new perspective on the governance of
educational trajectories (that was not included in the original application, but which has
proved indispensable in our analyses), and a new means of problematizing the nature of, and
the issues related to, the governance of educational trajectories and transitions. This approach
enriches and deepens the analyses we are able to make, through pointing to the ‘differences’
that space and scale, and related concepts make to those transitions. It reveals the effects of
both ‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’ features of governance; vertical implying different scales,
from global and regional (especially European) to local, often implying a dimension of rule,
and horizontal pointing to the complex interplay of national and local level institutions and
discourses in the emergence of policies and especially practices drawing on them.
The chapter opens with key distinctions, drawn from Jessop et al. (2008), between territory,
scale, place and networks. The concept of territory becomes especially important as we see
the separation between the two elements that were taken for granted as the basis of ‘policy’
and its authority, territory and sovereignty. National governments are no longer the only
source of legal regulation in the territory they occupy. At one level, all our countries recognize the superior authority of European law over national law. At another level, it is now evident other bodies than the state—including market institutions—are responsible for setting
rules in national territories.
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One useful way of visualizing these changes in governance was presented in the introduction
to this report (see p. 20, section 1.1). That figure indicates that educational governance is
made up of a range of distinct activities—funding, ownership, regulation and provision, and
that these can be carried out by a wide range of actors, represented here, though not exhaustively, by state, market, community and household institutions. And the third dimension is the
one that concerns us in Chapter 4—the scalar dimension, where we find at least three essential
levels—national, subnational and supranational, who interact in complex and multi-faceted
ways.
One way of reading this figure, and of understanding the interactions involved, is to see it as
representing the basis of a complex “functional and scalar division of the labour of educational governance” (see Dale, 2003). The diagram also reflects the argument that it is neither
'natural', inevitable, nor essential that all these activities are carried out by the state, or by any
other single agency. Rather, they may be carried out by any of the broad set of agents indicated, either separately or, very much more likely, in combination, creating various forms of
hybrid actors. So, one purpose of the diagram is to assist in recognising the pluri-scalar nature
of educational governance, that education policy can no longer be seen as the exclusive preserve of individual nation-states, and to indicate a basis for addressing and understanding
more clearly the consequences of that. And if we take due note of the arguments about the
relationship between global and national (and subnational) scales not being zero-sum, we are
led to expect and look for some kind of functional division of labour between scales. (It is
important to recognize, however, the point made in Chapter 4, that “scale is the outcome of
politics” (Kazepov, Robertson & Rinne, in this report), rather than any naturally occurring
phenomenon). One central and significant debate in most GOETE countries that Chapter 4
draws attention to is that between centralisation and decentralization of particular activities of
educational governance Two very relevant illustrations in Chapter 4 of the forms this might
take are as a “translation exercise of discourses into real regulations and practices” (Kazepov
et al. in this report), and the “fact that supranational discourses play out substantially differently at the national and subnational levels”, while ”the responses at the level of the education
systems have remained to a notable degree within the set of assumptions that surround the
‘old’ national economy discourse and the long lasting path dependency” (ibid.), And this very
nicely links these processes to the distinction, and relationship, between DOS and IOS, elaborated above.
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The emphasis on place, especially ‘lived’ space, is both welcome and important. It enables us
to get closer to the actual experiences of the young people whose trajectories we are following, particularly as a means of “closing the loop between production and consumption of governing discourses” (Loncle et al. in this report). It offers a means of ‘finding the universal in
the particular, as well as the ‘reverse process’—such as ‘finding the local in the global’—
which is much more commonly found.
One very significant aspect of the relationship between place and educational opportunity, is
what is referred to as the ‘neighbourhood’, or ‘school’, effect on young people’s educational
trajectories and outcomes. Based on what is almost ‘common knowledge’ about factors affecting educational success, we tend to identify young people’s family backgrounds and the
neighbourhoods they come from as major elements in leading to that educational failure. 13
For instance, in a study of early school leavers across the EU, Dale and Jones (2009) found
that they were more likely to “come from socially disadvantaged backgrounds, such as workless households or households which would be described as the working poor, with insecure
conditions of employment; and to be concentrated in particular areas”, and that “the clustering
together of young people from poor families, in communities with particular patterns of occupation, employment and unemployment, (and) of migrant and minority populations, with low
community levels of educational achievement, produces a form of class and ethnic ‘ghettoisation’ with increased risks of and consequences for ESL” (Dale & Jones, 2009, p. 12). In a
study of regional education inequalities in Europe, Ballas et al. (2012, p. 61) suggest that
“spatial disparities in educational attainment might be seen as the geographical manifestations
of deeper divisions in income, wealth, power and recognition that historically and contemporaneously govern which groups have access to educational provision and the economic, social
and cultural capitals to exploit it”, (and this is backed up by PISA data (OECD, 2008)). However, while such effects are widely noted, we need to recognize in a text on educational governance that they do not occur by circumstance alone, but also result from the ways that
“[educational] institutions reinforce social divisions as they group students into
classes, subjects and streams, or fail to compensate for material inequalities, so
that equal access to education does not provide the equalising effect on outcomes
that might be expected. In these ways, educational disparities between social
13

see also the GOETE thematic report on Access and Education: Stauber & Parreira do Amaral (2013).
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and ethnic groups arise from a combination of their economic and social position
and the design and functioning of the education systems available to them. These
differ from country to country and are historically conditioned, as well as being
mediated by the different roles that states have played in smoothing inequalities
through legislation, fiscal policies and transfers” (Ballas et al., 2012, p. 62, emphasis added).
Such differences are strongly reinforced at the level of individual schools and the areas
they recruit their students from, through what is known as the ‘school mix effect’. This
refers to the ways that the characteristics of a school’s student body as a whole, especially
its social class make-up, affect its processes, and influence the achievement of its students, even after taking into account individual students’ socio-economic status (SES).
Thus, going to a predominantly low SES school is likely to depress students’ average
scores, while going to a high SES school will tend to raise them. The effect is that a
young person—with the same mix of dis/advantages and the same history of school
achievement—would leave one school early but would not leave another school early.
(Dale & Jones, op cit., p. 22)
In the same way, Willms (2010) found on the basis of US students’ performance in PISA
tests that their scientific literacy performance was “associated with the extent to which
school systems are segregated ‘horizontally,’ based on the distribution among schools of
students from differing SES backgrounds, and ‘vertically,’ due mainly to mechanisms
that select students into different types of schools’. (Willms, 2010, p. 1007)
In terms of policy, and with clear implications for the choice and consequences of governance arrangements, Willms suggests that such differences are critical in
“discerning whether reform efforts should be directed mainly at improving the
performance of particular schools or at striving to alter policies and practices
within all schools. Both horizontal and vertical segregation are associated with
lower student outcomes; therefore, we require a better understanding of the mechanisms through which students are allocated to schools. When the correlation of
school composition with a particular contextual variable is strong, it calls for policies aimed at increasing inclusion or differentially allocating school and classroom resources among schools serving students of differing status”. (ibid. p. 1008,
emphasis added)
This argument sheds considerable light on the relative absence of such policies, which might
include school zoning, for instance, from the education policies of most of the countries we
have been looking at, in essence allowing the status quo to continue by default.
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The voluminous literature around these issues typically distinguishes between ‘neighbourhood’ effects—the experience of living in poor, disadvantaged neighbourhoods—and ‘school’
effects, but the general conclusion is that school effects are more important in explaining levels of educational performance (see for instance, in the case of Netherlands (Sykes & Musterd, 2011); and for the case of Helsinki, Bernelius & Taupinen (2012). Thus, when we put
together the two findings about the role of the ‘design and functioning of education systems’
and the clear evidence on the significance of school effects—which must to at least some degree be susceptible to those designs and functioning, we do see that educational governance,
even though its effects vary, plays a key role in the maintenance of the inequalities thus generated. And Ballas et al. (2012) reinforce this when they point out that “[it is] combinations of
national, region and local circumstances (that) combine to shape material inequalities, forms
of capital, educational habitus, and issues of recognition and status, as well as having direct
influences on opportunities to learn” (ibid., p. 64). The relevant point for GOETE’s discussion
of these issues is that they are clearly ‘policy-able’, that is, susceptible to change via policy
mechanisms, such as changing school zones.
The conclusion of Chapter 4 makes the very important point that all the changes generated by
shifting geographies of governance “become visible in places where all levels conflate into
concrete practices” (Kazepov et al. in this report). And the corollary of this, theoretically and
methodologically, is that this approach then presents the possibility of ‘tracing back’ the processes, practices, conjunctures, etc., from which the practices emerged.
Moreover, the chapter’s main theoretical conclusion, that what we are experiencing is a result
of the dual process of territorial/spatial fragmentation and temporal desynchronisationhas serious consequences for our understanding of the governance of educational trajectories.
In chapter 5 Amos et al. provide us with an original and creative account of governance in
GOETE, which opens up new ways of examining the issue that has run right through the project. It develops two different, but essentially associated, strands of discussion about governance and its relationship to activities of ‘governing’ at local level, with the first setting out
broadly the spaces and conditions of governance, and the second providing close detail of
how those spaces are occupied and utilized by practitioners, students and their parents.
In terms of the first, the focus and emphasis on the centrality of the notion of ‘scientization’
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requires us to interrogate the issues of governance of educational transitions from a quite different perspective. This approach to governance also privileges it as a key aspect of late modernity, and it is through this somewhat ‘culturalist’ lens that issues of governance are addressed. This is related to the suggestion governance has been taken as a ‘technical’ issue, to
some extent at least temporarily bracketing the particular political background to the emergence of the idea of governance rather than government, and the nature of the politicaleconomic contexts in which that emergence took place. The move to governance is unavoidably ‘political’ in its origins and its consequences. This may be seen especially in the promotion by major international organisations of the New Public Management as a private sectorlike approach to, and takeover of, previous forms of bureaucratic public administration (see
Dale, 2001), which in essence, if it were to be considered as a ‘technical’ improvement in
public administration, links back to a form of scientization.
Similarly, while scientization and individualization are properly identified as key features of
modern polities, they are not politically ‘innocent’; they do not remove or replace, but rather
represent, ‘politics at its most basic’. Scientization is implicitly equated with Western modernity, and while it seems to be used very flexibly, it is difficult to see how it might embrace
other competitors for its important function of governance (3), such as Islam (given the implicit secularism of scientization) or Confucian forms of institutionalisation. These are not
merely fanciful objections, but clearly experienced by some migrants, as shown in Dale et al.
(2012). In fact, if we take seriously the statement that
“In particular, scientization fulfils the task of turning unspecified participants in
social processes into social actors (Drori & Meyer, 2006, p. 31). In turn, this
means that only those actors are legitimated and powerful that participate or tap
into the discourse/paradigm of scientization” (Amos et al. in this report).
which might be considered as the apogee of scientization, we apparently have a clear answer
to the question of the educational failure of migrant young people, as well as any others who
do not tap into the scientization discourse, such as those who do not embrace the modernity
and secularity which scientization assumes, and others whose parents performed poorly at
school; they are not legitimated actors. This does not mean that such people have no ‘ideas’,
or opinions, but that these ideas and opinions go unheard and unrecognized if they are not
expressed through the discourse of scientization.
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This is clearly recognised, since ‘there is evidence of the persisting influence of social status
on transition trajectories and decision making. We claim that one important reason for this is
the way rational actorhood is constructed and we find that elements of scientization as a broad
heuristic concept is deeply implicated’.
The chapter also addresses the nature and degree of the continuity between levels of governance, in the context of the possibility that we are faced with differing discourses and practices
at different levels of governance, carrying different messages, aimed at different audiences,
for instance. It also questions the possibility that high-level governance discourses –about the
importance of LLL, for instance-- have little impact at the level of the school as an institution,
or on its embedded practices, because these are not the audience such discourses are meant
for, except at a rather high level of generality. So, while formally we are concerned with the
translation/interpretation of policy instruments, the evidence we have suggests that the ways
that these discourses are apprehended at local levels and intermediate levels, are, to all intents
and purposes, what we have described above as symbolic politics; this is perhaps most clearly
evident in the Italian case (see Dale et al., 2012). Here the idea of local ‘logics of appropriateness’ (March & Olsen)—where ‘Actors seek to fulfil the obligations encapsulated in a role, an
identity, a membership in a political community or group, and the ethos, practices and expectations of its institutions. Embedded in a social collectivity, they do what they see as appropriate for themselves in a specific type of situation’. (March & Olsen, 2009, p. 1)—or, in
brief, how we do things around here—could be very useful. It points to the embeddedness of
the practices of schooling in specific local practices and circumstances, and their relative impermeability to (almost any kind of) change. This is evident in the French insistence on the
dominant importance of the reproduction of elite and more generally in the recognition that
policy measures remain on a very general level and leave the basic structures of education
systems intact. One significant consequence of this is to shift the balance of responsibility and
blame to the schools, which are made to be seen as failing and carrying responsibility. So,
what we find in the area of educational governance is that the logic of appropriateness of
schools—which may, indeed, be seen as a ‘global’ logic, taking different forms in different
countries, but essentially comparable/compatible—remains broadly what it always has been ,
augmented by some (little) ‘expert knowledge’. And the outputs/outcomes of education systems also remain effectively unaltered—producing populations whose stratified nature is legitimized by students’ (necessarily) unequal performance in educational achievement.
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The second half of the chapter takes up the issue of how actors at local level respond within
the broad framework set by the Discursive and Institutional Opportunity Structures, drawing
on their logics of local appropriateness. The answer appears to be, ‘frequently creatively and
constructively, but with somewhat unequal consequences’. The opportunity structures are not,
of course, visible or palpable; the evidence in the second half of the chapter shows that they
are largely assumed and unproblematic. In this context, rich levels of local interactions between different players, many of them non-school actors, drawn in to offer support, emerge—
emphasising again the opportunities and closures that they afford, within the very broad limits
set by the opportunity structures. One notable feature of the chapter is the discussion of how
individual young people deal with the consequences of the governance frameworks within
which their transition opportunities have been framed (though they, of course, don’t put it like
that!). At another level, the chapter points to the significance of ‘information’ at the school
level, and the ways that forms of provision of, access to and understanding of information can
differentially empower particular groups and social class backgrounds; as the chapter comments, there is evidence of the persisting influence of social status on transition trajectories
and decision-making.
However, many of the potential differences and difficulties pointed to here are to a large degree effaced in the final Discussion section of the Chapter, where the different conceptions of
educational governance discussed here are productively combined, though scientisation remains prominent, but qualified, in the acknowledgement that, for instance, ‘this is not to deny
that very often the process seems to be rather wilful and depending on chance circumstances
rather than on rational deliberations. In the end however, students (especially those who come
from a disadvantaged background) are generally resigned to their “fates” and identify with the
subject positions allocated to them as a result of a briefer of longer negotiation process’. At
the core of the issue of the governance of educational trajectories, then, is the recognition that
these outcomes are not due to ‘fate’, or only to a ‘negotiation process’, but to the operation of
governance, which itself frames those negotiation processes.
In the end, then, what we learn from this chapter is the crucial importance of educational governance, both in the ways that it is framed and in the ways in which it is experienced, and
some of the consequences for the individual and group trajectories followed by socially disadvantaged young people—that is sufficiently great to make it a legitimate matter of both
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political and academic contestation.
6. 1 Concluding remarks
It is very apt that the final section of the final report to be written for the GOETE project
should be concerned with the nature and consequences of the governance of educational transitions, especially for socially disadvantaged young people (and by socially disadvantaged we
refer to both the socially constructed nature of their disadvantage an the social basis of their
experience of disadvantage). 14 It is via the structures, processes and practices of educational
governance that the forms taken by, and the contributions of, access, coping and relevance,
together with their implications for life courses, are framed, discursively and institutionally.
However, lest this sound excessively deterministic, it is crucial to recognize that those structures, processes and practices of governance are essentially contingent political creations, and
could be recreated in different forms. Indeed, the forms of educational governance we encounter today have been intentionally constructed to replace and reorder the forms through
which education was governed in all our countries—albeit in different ways—in the third
quarter of the last century. One intriguing element of these changes has been the persistence,
despite the range and nature of the changes, of the idea of, and the very points of, transitions
in education (see also Cuconato & Walther, 2013). They form part of the institutional opportunity structure in all countries, and might be seen to provide an especially valuable ‘window’
on those changes. So, in this final section we will attempt to address the wider questions of
how various groups of differently socially-related actors, in a range of socio-economic contexts, operating through the structures, processes, institutions and practices of educational
governance, shape educational transitions, their outputs and their outcomes. The way that we
will attempt this is through the device of the ‘Education Questions’. The basic idea behind the
Education Questions (see Dale, 2000, 2005), involves replacing the single term education by a
series of questions that any understanding of education has to take into account. The point is
that rather than assuming/accepting that we all mean the same thing when we are talking
about education, we pose a set of precise questions that can frame discussions and provide a
14

The chapters in Stauber & Parreira do Amaral (2013) drew from the concept of intersectionality of social
differentiation in order to point out to the processes in which differences and thus disadvantages are produced socially. In fact, we might go on to say that possibly different intersectionalities operate at the moments of the construction and experience of disadvantage.
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basis for coherent discussion and systematic comparison. The questions are intended to provide some common ground where the nature and bases of different conceptions of education
and its purposes, institutions and practices, might first be made clearer, and eventually lay the
ground for the kind of productive dialogue that their mutual neglect and incommensurability
had denied. This essentially entails stipulative representations of ‘education’ as a set of variables, in the form of questions related to the moments of educational practice, policy and politics.
Table: Education Questions and moments of educational practice, policy and politics (based on
Dale, 2005)

Level

Education Questions

Moment 1

Who is taught, (or learns through processes explicitly designed to foster learning),
what (RELEVANCE), how (incl. COPING) and why, when, (LIFE COURSE),
where (ACCESS), by/from whom, under what immediate circumstances (COPING, SCHOOL CLASSES, TEACHER) and broader conditions (SCHOOL, RESOURCES, etc., incl. SCHOOL MIX), and with what results?

Educational
Practice

How, by whom and for what purposes is this evaluated?

Moment 2
Education
Policy
Moment 3

How, in pursuit of what manifest and latent social, economic, political and educational purposes; under what pattern of coordination of education governance; by
whom; and following what (institutional, sectoral and cultural) path dependencies,
are these things problematized, decided, administered, managed?
What are the dominant discourses framing education policy, and what are their
sources?

The Politics
of Education How do they prioritise the goals of schooling?

How do they relate to issues of ‘social contract’ (how does education contribute to
it?)
How are the boundaries of the ‘education sector’ defined and how do they overlap
with and relate to other sectors? How is the education sector related to the citizenship and gender regimes?
What functional, scalar and sectoral divisions of labour of educational governance
are in place?

Moment 4
Outcomes

What are the individual, emotional (COPING), private, public, social, economic,
collective and community outcomes of ‘Education’, at each scalar level (RELEVANCE, ACCESS)? What are their consequences for equity, individual (LIFE
COURSE) and collective capability, democracy and social justice (RELEVANCE)?

The relationships between these moments can be illustrated as follows, and the intention is to
briefly discuss each of the reciprocal relationships between the moments, signalled by the
arrows.
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Figure 4: Moments of Educational Practice, Policy and Politics

The relationship between the moment of Practice and the moment of Policy
It is crucial to recall that the moment of Practice itself, as it is conceived of in contemporary
settings, is made up of, and draws on, sedimented strata of generations of ‘policy’, which
have become embedded in what now manifests as the IOS, and forms a significant part of the
‘grammar of schooling’ (Tyack & Tobin, 1994), and this undoubtedly helps explain why it
has been so difficult to change. It is equally crucial to note that the moment of Practice is also
shaped by the expectations and experiences of the young people schools have to deal with.
These are fundamentally, if in rather taken for granted ways, shaped by Policy; the discussion
above of school mix and neighbourhood effects, whether benign or malign, illustrates this
very well. It is not suggested for a moment that the moment of Practice is determined, or
wholly controlled, by something specified as a policy (which is not to say that this has not
been the intention of some education policies—for instance, the National Literacy Strategy in
England, in which teachers’ work was subject to considerable official prescription (See Alexander, 2004)). Thus, while it is undoubtedly true that there is a very strong degree of continuity in teaching methods, it is also the case that increasingly pedagogy seems to be becoming a
matter for policy rather than professional judgment. Certainly, it appears to be the case across
the GOETE countries that teacher’s autonomy is becoming more closely regulated, and more
prescriptively directed (see Robertson 2012).

176

At the same time, the moment of Policy has always set limits to and shaped practice, though
such activity has become much more prominent in recent years. The biggest change can be
seen as associated with the spread of the New Public Management, with its emphasis on public as well as private organisations being held to account via their outputs rather than their
inputs. The shift from ex ante to ex post accountability in education systems has had a very
dramatic effect on educational practice. This is most obviously seen in the notable consequences of, and responses to, the introduction—and crucially publication—of the results of
the OECD’s PISA programme. This strongly concentrates national policy action around improving performance as measured in international league tables, which is taken as the clearest
sign of the ‘health’ and effectiveness of national education systems. In a sense, PISA can be
seen as the mechanism through which the transnational DOS of education systems becomes
implanted in national IOSs. And last but not least, traditionally, and still, the main tool that
the moment of Policy has held over that of Practice has been funding, which ultimately imposes a large degree of control over what is possible in the work of schools, as many of the
national reports in Dale et al. (2012) demonstrate.
The relationship between the moment of Policy and the moment of Politics
We have just drawn attention to one of the clearer influences of the moment of Politics on the
moment of Policy, in the form of the PISA reports. What is distinctive about PISA is that it
not only constitutes part of the DOS; the prescriptions it effectively advances also penetrate
deeply into the previously rather sacrosanct, and carefully guarded pedagogical aspects of the
IOS. The greater part of the Politics moment of governance operates at a transnational rather
than a national level. In the global knowledge society, the discourses are global, rather than
national. International organisations such as the OECD, the World Bank, UNESCO and not
least the EU, all see themselves as creators, carriers and to a degree, enactors of such global
discourses as the Knowledge-based Economy, and Lifelong Learning. However, it would be
mistaken to see these discourses as centrally or exclusively intended to provide solutions, or
nostrums, to be plugged into national policy plans. Rather, what these discourses do—and this
is a key characteristic of discourses—is to represent to those suffering problems what the ‘real’ nature of those problems is; they help define and describe the nature of problems, rather
than offering solutions to them. The OECD’s educational scenarios are an excellent example
of this, describing the nature of the problem in graphic terms, such as ‘Teacher exodus’; the
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‘meltdown’ scenario’’, or ‘Bureaucratic school systems continue’. 15 The EU necessarily, because of its very limited educational mandate, operates in similar ways, by turning particular
issues into ‘problems’ to be addressed, through commissioning expert studies on them. The
highlighting of the problem of Early School Leavers is a recent and pertinent example of this,
and especially of why it is a problem and for whom. As was noted by Dale et al. (2012), there
is a qualitative difference between characterising someone as an ‘early school leaver’, thus
implicitly placing the responsibility on the individual, and as an ‘unemployed young person’,
which shifts the focus to the employment system.
In relation to the moment of Politics, the main expectation of the moment of Policy might be
expected to be one of implementation of the high level DOS. However, the evidence of the
national reports as represented in this Chapter suggests that the relationship between the two
moments seems as likely be characterised by discontinuity, or rupture, or, as it is described in
Chapter 4, “what we are experiencing is the dual process of territorial/spatial fragmentation
and temporal desynchronisation” (Kazepov et al., in this report). At a number of other points
in this report we have drawn attention to the distinction between the moments of Policy and
Politics, suggesting that in essence the audience for the former is national policy, and for the
latter a transnational one, demonstrating adherence to the dominant international discourses.
As noted above, while this may place the moment of policy in a ‘bridging’, or ‘translation’
role, the evidence from the national reports does indicate a more fractured relationship.
The relationship between the moment of Practice and the moment of Politics
At first sight, it may appear that there are few direct or notable relationships between the
grand politics of high-level governance and what goes on in school, except as these are mediated through the moment of Policy. However, there are several more direct links between the
two moments. The best known is possibly the identification, at the moment of Politics, of
‘Education’ as the solution to any and all social problems. This is perhaps most evident in
GOETE in the case of the education and socialization of migrant young people, but it extends
more widely, for instance in the tendency to address an almost infinitely wide range of social
15

See: ‘The OECD Schooling Scenarios’ developed by the Centre for Educational Research and Innovation
for
schooling
in
the
future
up
to
2020.
Online
at:
http://www.oecd.org//edu/school/centreforeducationalresearchandinnovationceri-theoecdschooling scenariosinbrief.htm [last 22. 02. 13].
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problems, from drug taking to teenage pregnancy, by making the moment of Practice the
place and time where they can be ‘nipped in the bud’. On the other hand, it is not at all uncommon for schools to be held responsible for the generation of a wide range of social, but
also allegedly-education related issues, often related to levels of literacy. And beyond this, it
is typically from the moment of Politics that we see emerge what Stephen Ball (1990) has
referred to what he calls ‘the discourse of derision’ directed at teachers by government, where
the moment of Practice is not only held responsible for all manner of national failings and
individual shortcomings, but where teachers themselves are represented as lazy and incompetent at best. These instances demonstrate clearly the huge canvas across which education is
held accountable, and the pressures that are heaped upon the moment of Practice from many
directions. As noted above, these criticisms and pressures have recently evoked something of
a transnational response, in the form of an international project on teachers’ work, produced
by the OECD, and aimed at its national members, called TALIS—the Teaching and Learning
International Survey (TALIS), an international survey of the conditions of teaching and learning. This indicates the level at which the moment of Practice is now taken seriously enough
for an organization like OECD to make it one of its major targets, in a programme which to a
considerable degree seeks to ‘leap frog’, or at least to incorporate, the moment of Policy at
national level in the governance of education (For more on the background and nature of
TALIS, see Robertson, 2012).
In the reverse direction, and to some extent turning some of those pressures back upon the
moment of Politics, the moment of Practice remains deeply based in sedimented practices
and a particular grammar of schooling. That grammar of schooling includes, for instance, the
idea of the ‘school year’, which acts as the key basis of the temporal division of labour within
societies. Education is the only institution in which it is compulsory for all to participate. It
also represents a significant reservoir of both societal and individual ‘sunk costs’, costs that
have already been incurred and cannot be recovered. At the societal level, the investment in
the plant and hardware of education is enormous. It cannot be replaced overnight. And along
with that plant and hardware comes what we might call the ‘software’ that makes them productive, that is to say, the teachers and the IOS that has grown up around them. At the individual level, parents make investments—not at all confined to financial investments—in their
children’s education, and especially perhaps in the case of the choice of school, though the
nature of such sunk costs has changed considerably over recent decades as conceptions of
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school choice—which essentially emanate from the moment of Politics rather than of Policy—have sought to reduce the level of those sunk costs. In a sense, it is these sunk costs
which may act as the most powerful limit on the moment of Politics.
Finally, let us move to consider the relationship between the three moments and the outcomes
of education. Here we distinguish between objectives—what it is intended to achieve; outputs,
the results that are actually achieved or produced; and outcomes—what results from those
outputs. There are two common pitfalls here. One is the failure to separate outputs and outcomes; in education this takes the form of regarding a credential as an outcome of schooling,
when a credential is an output that may open up the possibility of achieving certain outcomes.
The second is the limitation of what are considered outcomes of education to those that are
officially stated as the outcomes of education, in particular the limitation of the outcomes of
education to labour market outcomes. With this in mind, let us briefly consider how the three
moments of education may be related to its outcomes.
The three moments of education and the outcomes of education
It is crucial at this point to look back to the set of outcomes listed in the Education Questions.
Two features of them strike us straightaway. First, the most obvious, and frequently the sole,
outcome considered, individual economic gain, is almost submerged among all the others.
And second, they enable us to recall and re-introduce, the core elements of GOETE, Access,
Coping, Relevance and especially Life course, and thus to consider the wider impacts of the
construction and experience of educational trajectories, as they may be facilitated or hindered
through the forms of governance we find reflected in the three moments of education.
First of all, we can quickly see that it is the moment of education Politics that frames the outcomes in such a way as not merely to prioritise individual labour market outcomes—and
through those, collective economic outcomes—but to effectively excise the possibility, or
even the necessity, of other outcomes, if we accept the trickle-down assumptions that the collective economic gains thus generated would eventually benefit everyone. There seems to be
little evidence, if we take the continuing emphasis on the centrality of the Knowledge-based
Economy discourse (despite the claim by the Secretary-General of the OECD, Angel Garcia,
that as a result of the failure of trickle-down theory, “the social contract is dead” (quoted in
Timmins (2011)), of any significant shift in the dominant discourse. It almost seems to have
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been assumed that trickle-down in itself would automatically deliver all the other desirable
outcomes of education listed above.
The moment of Policy, too, seems, at least rhetorically, to remain committed to the idea of
labour market success as the dominant, if not sole, outcome of education. It has to be recognized here that another very powerful buttress of support for the priority of economic/labour
market outcomes is found among the socially disadvantaged young people themselves. This is
neither surprising nor anything but sensible; entering the labour market must be the major
element of the outcomes of their education. One consequence of this, however, is to intensify
interpersonal competition, on the one hand, and to leave those who fail to enter the labour
market with few or no outcomes of perceived value from their education. And this then reduces the possibility of the emergence of forms of collective outcomes, such as the reduction
or elimination of social exclusion, or the benefit for all to be gained from living in a society of
people with an effective understanding of the world.
In many ways, these issues hit hardest at the moment of Practice. For all the ways that the
moment of Policy shapes and limits opportunities for individuals, for instance through creating or allowing the development of school and neighbourhood composition that is known to
reduce the possibility of success of everyone involved, it is the moment of Practice that is
often seen as crucial in implementing the possibilities of achieving desirable individual economic outcomes. This is exemplified through grouping and streaming practices, by the forms
of assessment employed, which all influence the distribution of such key outputs as examination results. This is not in any way to ‘blame’ schools, but to recognise the pressures they
face, for instance in the basis of the judgments of their ‘effectiveness’, which tend to be heavily based on the test results obtained by their students.
This very brief digression into the moments of education has been intended to reveal something of their relationships and how they individually and collectively shape and order the
terrains on which educational transitions are governed and practised, and to link them briefly
to the outcomes of those processes. The discussion aims to show how widely the responsibility for the governance of those transitions is dispersed across those mutually imbricated moments, while being reducible to none of them. It points the multiple complexities surrounding
educational trajectories, at a range of levels and in a wide range of practices. No simple answers can be identified, but the exercise generates key questions about where the ‘crunch
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points’ in the governance of educational trajectories might be found.
Fundamentally, forms of governance shape outputs and outcomes of the work and efforts of
different groups of actors—students, parents, teachers, advisors, experts, consultants, businesses, politicians—each of whom hold these roles and influences as the result of, and not just
as contributors to, forms of governance. They not only create and are created by the forms of
governance, but it is in the context of these forms that they take on their meaning, though by
no means unambiguously or uncontestedly.
We can identify these structures, processes and practices at work in all eight of the GOETE
countries, with similarities and differences within and between them, and we can ask what
combinations of actors, moments, and activities are required or enabled by governance structures, and what limits and opportunities do they construct for the processes of transition. And
we can go on to ask what are the likely or unlikely, predictable or variable, outcomes, in the
wider sense, set out in the education questions. Educational outputs and outcomes are undoubtedly the consequence of enormous and dedicated efforts on the part of a wide range of
individuals and groups, but the thrust of this report has been that it is governance arrangements, broadly conceived, that shape and give them meaning.
6.2 Recommendations for policy and practice
•

The potential contributions of changes in governance and policy for improving the outcomes of transitions and subsequent trajectories of socially disadvantaged young people.
It has been emphasized throughout this report that it is the policies and practices involved
in the governance of those transitions and trajectories that most distinctly place their
stamp on the forms and possibilities of those transitions and trajectories. Yet, it is also
made clear through the report that those forms and possibilities are eminently open to
change by policy. This is perhaps most clearly evident in the instance of the school or
neighbourhood effect. School zones are not ‘natural’—except in the case of small towns
or villages, where one school will serve all young people in the population—but ‘constructed’ through policies, and this in an area where the effects of policies on the distribution of educational goods and outcomes are clearly known, as shown in the conclusion to
the report. Reframing school zones, then may be the single most effective way of reducing
educational failure among socially disadvantaged young people.
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•

Greater continuity and collaboration between levels of education policy making. There
seems now to be a rather embedded set of gaps between national and various levels of
sub-national levels of educational governance, which seems to be to a degree based on
their different responsibilities and constituencies. Though its forms and significance vary
from country to country, the transnationalisation of elements of education policy may
have ‘lifted’ the concerns and the eyes of national policy makers ‘upwards’, while the persisting need to ‘deliver’ remains dominant at local level. This takes different forms and
different levels of intensity in different countries, but almost everywhere we see a passing
down of responsibility, often unaccompanied by any matching or adequate devolution of
resources or authority. One result of this is the development of local initiatives at local
levels, often including non-educational actors, which seem to have been well received in
many places. There should be encouragement of—and support for—these nationally as
well as locally, and the development of cross national exchange of practices.

•

Greater and more equitably distributed parental involvement. This should be not only
officially encouraged but effectively and equitably enabled. Current practice in this area
clearly favours those who are already knowledgeable and well-informed about both the
processes and the stakes involved in educational transitions, and this adds a further dimension to the inequality of opportunity experienced by socially disadvantaged young people
and their families. This is an area in which good practice can be developed and shared
widely, but it should include adequately funded measures to improve the accessibility of
crucial information, and the possible consequences of particular options.

•

The current emphasis on the school—labour market link, to the exclusion of the consideration of almost any other outcome of schooling. This distorts the experience of schooling
by diminishing the apparent value of anything else that school may have to offer. This is
to the detriment of the possible contribution the experience of schooling might make to
both individual growth and development, and the collective benefit, or ‘public good’, that
education is able, and should be expected to deliver. This is especially important in the
case of socially disadvantaged young people, for whom school may represent the only
way of being able to avert social exclusion, and to access the full benefits of citizenship.

•

More effective and formal value must be given to time, space and mediation within local
school areas. The wide range of local actors and (potential) activities, and also the network of (potential) relations among parents/students on the one side and school/youth
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workers on the other side, suggests to pay more attention to (limited) resources as time
(for interacting/negotiating), space (where interactions and negotiation occur), and also to
a ‘new’ function that deserves further acknowledgement and needs more defined and consolidated skills and roles: mediation (linking, translating, facilitating).
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