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INTRODUCTION

1. This report is the Norwegian Country Backgro&&port (CBR) produced for the OECD programme
Improving School Leadership (ISL). Twenty-two catgd are contributing with similar Country
Background Reports.

2. The overall purpose of the Activity is to progidolicy makers with information and analysis to
assist them in formulating and implementing poidie support the development of school leaders who
can systematically guide the improvement of teaghind learning.

3. The Activity has several objectives:
» to synthesise research and national practicessarsselated to improving leadership in schools
» toidentify innovative and successful policy iniives and practices
» to facilitate the exchange of lessons and polidyjoog among countries
« to identify policy options for governments to catesi

4. The data on which this report is based consiekisting evaluations, reports and research akasgel
documents, reports and plans from authorities @rakand local levels. The task of elaborating@BR
did not include producing new and independent mrese#&ut consisted of collecting and synthesisimg t
data and evidence already available and identifgiiegs where evidence is not found. A national
advisory group with actors from various parts @& sithool system was established to support thik.wor
This means that stakeholders in this field — redess, school owners’ representatives, school feade
union organisations’ representatives and represeesarom the authorities — have contributed ie th
report, which has been coordinated by the NorweDiagctorate for Education and Training.

5. When reading the report, it is important to i@ of how the Norwegian school system is orgahise
and directed. Although Norway has a national comiframework, common law and common national
strategies in fields given priority for primary alwver secondary education and for upper secondary
education and training, the school owners at mpality and county level — in addition to privatéeol
owners — are responsible for how this is managedcarried out within each school.

6. Norwegian education is therefore characterigegrbat diversity and large variations in how local
authorities choose to make priorities and run teelrools. Through a report such as this it wiltétere
be very difficult to be precise on many of the asthe OECD would like elucidated at national leViéé
have gathered little data in a national contextamtors related to school leadership, appointmainds
monitoring leaders. In such cases we have chosgivdéoexamples in the report by describing the tirac
of a county authority or municipality.

7. New guidelines and signals in education poliayehbeen presented in the Knowledge Promotion
Reform and comprise new curricula, a strategy éongetence building for those employed within all
subjects at various levels, and strategies fotipalipriority areas. Guidelines for school leatigpsare
also given in the basic documentation of this mefoFhe White PapeCulture for learningsubmitted to
the Norwegian Parliament emphasises that schoels campetent and visible school leaders who have
positive attitudes to change to enable schooleteldp into learning organisations. This White P avel
the Knowledge Promotion Reform constitute the oaftreference for most of the questions from the
OECD concerning current education policy initiaiye Norway.

8. Little research has been conducted in Norwaysuhool leadership. The work performed on this
report has contributed to highlighting several artbat may well be worth assessing more closetyder
to provide documentation and a knowledge basedar aecisions. The advisory group also draws
attention to the fact that reticence must be shiovimitiating surveys, reports and documentationlata
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and information at national level that impose dadd#l work on the sector. The focus must be on ithat
is desirable to learn more about and what thig tEetused for.
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SUMMARY

Introduction and background for the programme

9. The OECD’s intention with the programme Improving School Leadership (2006-2008) is to draw attention to
the subject of school leadership in the member states. The programme represents a follow-up of the OECD
study A#tracting, Developing and Retaining Effective Teachers (2003) which presented recommendations for the type
of leadership from which schools and teachers will gain the maximum benefit. The study aims to contribute
information and analyses on the basis of research and practice that have been conducted with a view to
improving leadership in schools and to facilitating the exchange of experience, knowledge and policies
between the countries. The 22 member states that are taking part in the study have each prepared a
background report like the Norwegian one to describe the status of school leadership in their countries,
written in keeping with guidelines and specific questions from the OECD.

Chapter 1

10. This chapter gives a description of the political, historical, demographic, economic, social and cultural
conditions in Norway in order to show the type of situation into which school leadership is incorporated.
Norway is a monarchy and has a population of 4.6 million. The current government consists of three parties:
the Labour Party, the Socialist Left Party and the Centre Party. Norway is among the countries (Education at a
Glance 2006) that are ranked highest in the statistics with regard to the budget for education. The Norwegian
economy is stable and positive. Immigration during the past 30 years has meant that Norway is developing as
an increasingly multicultural nation.

Chapter 2

11. Chapter 2 provides a description of the school system and the school as an organisation. It includes
structural features of the school system and information about governance, objectives and framework. In
Norway primary and lower secondary education extends from grade 1 to grade 13, as laid down in the
Knowledge Promotion Reform (2006). There are approximately 834 000 pupils attending 3 700 schools in 429
municipalities and 19 county authorities. At the national level the sector is governed by the Ministry of
Education and Research in cooperation with the Directorate of Education and Training, with regional
governmental bodies in each county and with school owners assigned responsibility for their schools in the
county authorities and municipalities. As part of the Knowledge Promotion Reform, a new joint national
curriculum has been compiled for primary and lower secondary education in its entirety. School leaders and
teachers are unionised in ten trade unions consisting of a total of 150 000 members, 140 000 of whom belong
to one union.

Chapter 3

12. This chapter describes aspects related to school leaders’ working conditions, mandate and tasks, line of
governance, authority and responsibility. In Norway the responsibility for education is delegated to school
owners in parallel with national guidelines in the form of laws, curricula and regulations. The emphasis given
to schools can vary depending on local priorities and organisation. Changes in the form of reorganisation and
new local management structures that are of importance for school governance are described. The chapter
deals with competence at the local level and the expertise of the teachers, as well as with the degree of
freedom and control given to school leaders in relation to goals and reporting. Scattered settlements and a
high number of small schools mean that teachers who can teach all subjects — general subject teachers — are in
a stronger position than single-subject teachers, at the same time as the requirement for more specialised
education for teachers is increasing. Information is given about the new school policy that focuses on basic
skills for pupils, and the competence needs/competence-enhancement for school leaders are desctibed.

Chapter 4

13. This chapter focuses particulatly on the role school leadership has and can have to promote and improve
learning. Different perceptions of what produces optimal learning outcomes and how these can best be
assessed have been the subject of continuous debate during the past decade inspired by OECD reports such
as PISA and TIMMS. In 2006 a joint national inspection programme showed that more than 70% of the
schools in the sample did not have systematic school assessment and reporting routines in place and thus

7
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lacked a system to safeguard pupils’ rights. In parallel with a greater commitment to develop “learning
organisations”, school leaders’ accountability and opportunities ate also being paid greater attention. In an era
that focuses on accountability and results, new competence needs for school owners and school leaders are
being highlighted. This chapter also provides a description of the intentions specified for this work in the
Knowledge Promotion Reform.

Chapter 5

14. Chapter 5 reports increasing concern from the authorities with regard to applicant figures and school
leaders’ qualifications, even though this has not been presented as a national problem but is resolved locally by
school owners. Most school leaders at primary and lower secondary schools as well as in upper secondary
education undergo continuing education and training, but little is known about the scope and content of such
programmes. Existing laws and agreements ensure that school leaders have equal pay and working conditions,
and from 2005 a legislative amendment allows them to be appointed on fixed-term contracts. However, this
has so far been exploited to only a very small extent. The report explains how agreements are made and
negotiations conducted in the cooperation between the parties in question. The work on the OECD’s
questions revealed that Norway lacks data on recruitment measures for the appointment of school leaders as
well as an overview of vacant positions. Nor is it known how many of those recruited to school leader posts
have undergone teacher training or have experience as teachers, and there are no figures that show the
working time and the duration of school leaders’ careers. There is no national overview of how the
relationship between requirements and supportt is exercised by school owners vis-a-vis school principals, or of
the type of formal education school leaders actually possess. All in all little research and data on school
leadership is available. In addition thete are no research results into the impact of study programmes in
educational leadership on the school leaders who have taken them.

Chapter 6

15. This chapter reports on the governmental training programmes for building school leaders’ competence
that have been conducted from the 1970s up to today and for which the Knowledge Promotion Reform has
provided the direction and financial framework. However, no specific requirements have been set regarding
education for appointment as school leader. A study conducted last year (2006) showed that 40% of school
leaders had no formal education in management or organisational development. The Network for School
Leadership — a collaboration between the university and university colleges that aims to improve and develop
such options — has worked on these challenges for the past decade. Educational leadership as a subject has
been developed and is offered as a Master programme at several universities. The content of such educational
provisions and ongoing research is described.

Chapter 7

16. In conclusion an assessment is given of the strengths and weaknesses of the efforts to improve school
leadership on a national basis, along with tentative guidelines for further work. The reporting for the OECD
has shown that Norway requires better knowledge and data about the working conditions of school leaders
from their recruitment to policy measures aimed at later career stages as well as insight into how education
policy provisions laid down by the central government are put into operation and their effect at local level. In
the report a description is also given of the experience gathered from training and courses of studies for
school leaders and of the intentions and ongoing measures that are included in the Knowledge Promotion
Reform. One consequence may be an increased awareness of the shared responsibility for training established
between the Norwegian Association of Local and Regional Authorities as the school owners’ representative in
cooperation with the employees’ unions on the one hand and the central authorities on the other. A clear
division of responsibility provides a strong platform for collaboration between school owners and the state
authorities on school leadership training. Instruction for school leaders, as the employers’ representative, in
the fields of law, human resources administration and economy can be combined with government
programmes with clear expectations of the school leader regarding education policy priorities. In combination
these can elucidate the concept of “clear and powerful” leadership in schools as advocated in the Knowledge
Promotion Reform.



Improving School Leadership — OECD 2007 — Norwegian Background Report

CHAPTER 1: THE NORWEGIAN CONTEXT OF SCHOOLING

The purpose of this chapter is to outline briefly and clearly the broad political, demographic, economic, social and cultural
developments that shape the issues that education policies must address. 1t is intended to provide the context for the more detailed
discussion in later sections.

1.1 Political context

17. Norway's present government was appointed hy Kiarald V on 17 October 2005. It is a majority
government representing the Labour Party, the 8sicizeft Party and the Centre Party.

18. The Education Act stipulates that all actidhould be carried out in accordance with fundantenta
democratic values, and that each and every persdkivg in schools should encourage respect for the
intrinsic value of each individual as well as o# thared environment. It is underscored that etfurcat
shall be based on fundamental Christian and hutiameues, and it should uphold and renew our
cultural heritage to provide perspective and guigdior the future.

19. There is wide political support in the NorwegRarliament for the education policy. The present
government is continuing the initiatives in the Kdedge Promotion Reform, started under the previous
government (representing the Christian DemocratityPthe Conservative Party and the Liberal Party)
However, it places greater focus on solutions @natto the general good — for example fewer appsova
for private schools. The new curricula are intentdeencourage better focus and greater efforts for
individual pupils in their endeavours to achievenpetence aims and to strengthen their basic skills
through work on the various subjects. The procéssluieving competence aims will be adapted to the
individual pupil.

1.2 Historical context

20. Our historical development as a nation hasbsked a way of understanding democracy in the
workplace. It has been, and continues to be, impbfor everyone to have a sense of control owar th
working conditions, and to some degree there has hesimilarity of lifestyle between managers and
workers. Resilient unions are an important elenrepur way of framing legitimate leadership and
management. The unions have contributed to rolbeistemts of negotiations in the workplace and a form
of institutionalised trust relations. A strong veel state has simultaneously played a powerfulinole
shaping job security. Such conditions have setarddrs against implementing “Taylorism” within a
Norwegian context (Sejersted, 1997).

1.3 Demographic context

21. Norway is comparable in size to Britain, batpbpulation density is one of the lowest in Eurapiéh
4.6 million inhabitants. The population used tddidy homogenous, but this situation has changed
during the last 30 — 40 years with a high influxpebple from non western countries and cultures. To
provide educational opportunities where people laviarge number of schools — 40% of primary and
lower secondary schools — are quite small (less #hlaundred pupils), and in these schools childfen
different ages are often taught in the same classr&ut since they are small, only 8.7% of theltota
number of pupils attend such schools. The Norwegghrcational system is predominantly public. The
private sector in Norwegian education is small¥2 & students in compulsory schooling, and about
5.2% in upper secondary).
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22. As much as 73.2% of the labour force is empldgehe service sector, with two-thirds of these
people working in the fairly large public sectoer@ces in the health and education sectors agelian
government responsibility.

1.4 Economic context

23. Norway is the OECD country that has the highatibnal product per inhabitant. Value added in
Norway, measured as GDP, increased by almost 888Ggh the 1980s and 1990s. This growth must
partly be viewed in connection with the developmafrthe oil industry, production having grown
fourfold from 1980 to 2000.

24. The Norwegian state has no national debt, vitidlevegian municipalities have increased their slebt
by some 30% (2002) to meet public commitments -+ sisceducation. These economic allocations are
under continuous political debate, and the Goventrhas increased transfers to the municipalities.

25. Statistics from the OECD (Education at a Gla2@@5) show that Norway is among the countries
worldwide that spend the most on schools. Adjusteghurchasing power, Norway spent 42% more per
pupil in primary and lower secondary schools then@ECD average. Norwegian expenses per pupil in
these schools compared to GNP per inhabitant amaar20%, which corresponds to the average for the
OECD countries.

26. Capacity utilisation in the Norwegian economyigh. The economy is regarded as fairly operh) wit
aper capitaforeign trade that ranks among the highest inmtbgd and that shows a positive balance.

1.5 Social and cultural context

27. Culturally the population of Norway is fairlpimogeneous, with a small indigenous Saami minority
mostly in the North (0.2% of the pupils use therBdanguage at school). In addition there are betwe
10 000 and 15 000 Norwegians of Finnish descetiitdrcounties of Troms and Finnmark. Many of them
use their own language. While Norway has two dffigiritten languages taught in school, the two are
fairly similar. The use of the languages roughljoies a geographical profile: the minority language
("New Norwegian") chosen by 15% of the schools @stly used in the western and south-western
counties.

28. There has been steady immigration to the cpumthe last 30 years. According to the 2001 metio
census, about 7% of the population (307 714) wareigrants. The same percentage of pupils in primary
schools have a mother tongue other than Norwegitamlargest immigrant groups come from Pakistan
(7.9%), Sweden, (7.3%) and Denmark (6.2%). In sdisigicts in Oslo, schools have a clear immigrant
majority among the pupils, who represent 20-3Cedéiiit nationalities. The immigrant population il@®s
has increased by 40% in the past five years, asevian of the city districts over 20% of the popata

have a non-western background. In primary and I@@eondary education the term “student from
language minorities” is used to refer to studertise ¥or a short or a long period need individualtiapted
tuition in the Norwegian language to enable theriollow regular classes (Vedgy, 2006).

29. A total of 24% of the Norwegian population otteg age of 16 has undergone education at uniyersit
or university college level (2004). This is almbsice as many as 20 years ago (Statistics Norwayhe
group in Norway that has taken short higher edanatiere are now more women than men.

30. Gender equality is seen as an important goadadety at the same time as it is an overall gg#ilin
education and research. It features as an intpgrabf the Education Act, within the general comegat
of the national curriculum, as well as within th#fetent aspects of the education curricula. Thal as
been highlighted in education policy for many yearsd school principals live in this rhetorical varse,
which probably frames their construction of geridentities. Compulsory schooling has a gender lcaélan

10



Improving School Leadership — OECD 2007 — Norwegian Background Report

among school principals, but this is not the casapiper secondary schools. During the 1980s an@is199
the number of woman in leadership positions at sclevel has increased considerably, while fewat an
fewer men decide to become teachers. This is péatlg the case for primary schools.

31. While the understanding of leadership in schibeing internationalised (see Karlsen, 2002),
research shows that there are considerable natidfexrences (Mgller, 2005). These differencesloan
explained on the basis of national culture astilaied by Hofstede when he links national cultureé a
dimensions of leadership (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2086ch analyses may promote understanding of the
conditions for the exercise of leadership and thd kf leadership that is regarded as legitimate.

32. Hofstede’s analysis of leadership in 74 coestshows that Norway differs from the norm in other
countries in two particular fields. Firstly thegelittle power distance, i.e. little distance bedwéhe leader
and the employee. Secondly Norwegian leadershipreuis characterised by femininity: modesty and
caring (cf. Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). These tssagree with the usual description of the
“Scandinavian leadership model”: little hierarchyflat structure, powerful labour unions, deceidesl
governance, few industrial disputes and good seaitfare schemes.

11
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CHAPTER 2: THE NORWEGIAN SCHOOL SYSTEM

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the main features of the school system, its goals, trends and key policy issues. This chapter
will provide much of the detail that is to be cross-referenced in the following chapters.

2.1 Structural features of the school system

33. The school authorities and school leadershiyparway are part of a governance structure — natjon
regional and local — that is the same for the wlolantry across the various sectors. The entireach
sector operates in line with common legislatione Haducation Act and the national curriculum haverbe
defined on a national basis, and agreements beteraptoyers and employees are negotiated for the
country as a whole. These common framework corditinean that authority is delegated to county
authorities and municipalities, i.e. the level &belcby the people in the Norwegian governance sirec
However, local systems may vary considerably.

34. In Norway each school has a principal who ésatthority responsible for the pupils in schoaliso
acting on behalf of the parents. The principal'ghatity is delegated from the school owner, which i
political terms means the mayor, on behalf of tbigipally elected assembly in counties or munidiipes
or the chairman of the board in a private schodinkistratively the exercising of authority is agstd to
the chief municipal executive in each county auti@nd municipality, who in turn either delegathe
power to a person with school-based competencehileé municipal education officer, sector managyer
person with a similar title, or directly to a pripal for a school.

35. Those who exercise formal authority are leadedsfferent levels in the education sector. Wtten
term school leadership is used, it includes thegrewith the highest authority but is extendedaweec all
those employed in leadership positions at varieusls. In a school there are many who are able to
assume the role of leader, but it must always b#genciear how formally the responsibility has been
assigned.

Types of schools

36. With the new school reform that started in eutt?006 — the Knowledge Promotion Reform — the
entire basic school programme is consideneelcoherent system, from grade 1 to grade 13.

Primary and lower secondary school

37. Compulsory schooling in Norway is of ten yeahstation, and children start school at the agsof
The responsible unit is the local municipality.

e There are 3 238 primary and lower secondary schod®rway, and they are situated in 429
municipalities. (Source: Norwegian Internet infotina system for primary and lower secondary
education)

e There are about 620 000 pupils in the 10-year cdsppyeducation. (Source: Statistics Norway)

» Daycare facilities for school children is a right pupils from first to fourth grade, but parents a
obliged to pay a fee.

« Just over 2% of the pupils at compulsory schodiawgl attend private schools.

e There are 12.5 pupils per teacH®&irectorate of Education and Training’s analydipiamary
and lower secondary education)

12
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Upper secondary school

38. Upper secondary school covers the 16- to 18-giels from grade 11 to grade 13, and includes
general academic studies as well as vocationalitigai The responsible administrative unit is aioegl
(county) level.

* There are 462 upper secondary schools in Norwal/tteey are situated in 19 counties.

e Approximately 6% of the total number of pupils laistlevel attend private schools.

* The total number of students was 214 000 in 2005.

* There are about eight students per teacher at gppendary school. (Source: Statistics Norway)

39. With the Competence Reform of 1998, adults ladter 1978 who have not completed upper
secondary education have the same legal rightdio sducation as the 16 to 19-year-olds. The
government has now proposed that this right benelete to all youth below the age of 25.

40. Furthermore, the law obliges county authoritiegrovide a follow-up service for young people
between 16 and 19 years of age who are currenitlyenattending a course of education nor employed.

Types of personnel

e 41. The total number of teaching staff in compujssatucation (grades 1-10) was 62 200 and
23 100 in upper secondary schools in 2005.

» Approximately 73% of the teachers in compulsorycation are women (grades 1-10), and
women account for 47% of the teaching staff in ugeeondary schools.

* In 2005, 48% of the teachers in compulsory edunaitd 65% of the teachers in upper secondary
education were older than 45.

* About 65% of the teachers in compulsory educatevrelthree or four years of general teacher
training from a university college (e.g. the fowgay general teacher training programme).
(Source: Statistics Norway)

* Women account for 51% of the leaders in compulschpols and 44% in upper secondary
education

42. School leadership was examined by researchére &niversity of Oslo in a survey conducted last
year. It was found that 40% of school leaders lmtbrmal education in management or organisational
skills. As schools today have more open proces#és@gard to learning and learning outcomes,
leadership is being assigned greater importancehenble of school leaders is changing in Norwihye
Education Act states that school leaders are requa have pedagogical competence as well as the
necessary leadership skills. It is the responsgjtili the school owner to ensure that this is tsec

Overall size and composition of the school system

43. In Norway basic education lasts for thirteeargePupils start at school in the year they tixnThe
first ten years of primary and lower secondary atioa are compulsory.

44, At upper secondary level (grades 11-13) stigderat offered a number of study options. As a teful
the recent reform the structure of the upper seagnsthool system has been simplified with thenitioe
of allowing more flexibility in organising educati@nd training for the individual pupil, for thehsml,

for the apprentice and for teachers and traindris dntails fewer and broader study programmes,
amounting to a total of eleven. The subjects walldbganised to make it easier to identify common
elements and to make it possible to use resouroes efficiently.
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45, The Norwegian education budget (including ursities and university colleges) is equal to
approximately 7.6% of the gross domestic produlse average for the OECD countries is about
5.5%. (Source: OECD, Education at a Glance [EAG])

In 2005, primary, lower and upper secondary schgaliccounted for about 9% of all public
expenditure in Norway. (Source: Statistics Norway)

* Norwegian schools vary in size from one or two fgijpi certain cases to more than 800 pupils at
some schools. (Source: Norwegian Internet inforomasiystem for primary and lower secondary
education)

» The number of upper secondary schools has not edamgticeably over the past few years, but
the number of private schools at this level inceeadsom 13% in 2003-2004 to 16% in 2005-
2006. (Source: Statistics Norway — Facts aboutatthrcin Norway)

« On average, one out of ten pupils in upper secgratdrools has a minority background.

The educational level has risen considerably irmegears. In 2004, 24% of Norwegians above
the age of 16 had undertaken higher educationcetas many as 20 years ago. (Source: Statistics
Norway)

« The number of pupils with an immigrant backgrotimicompulsory education (grades 1-10) is
between 7% and 8%. Half these pupils are givenathrcin their mother tongue, and around
70% are given additional instruction in the Norveeglianguage.

» Areorganisation of special education has takeoepia Norway since the beginning of the 1990s,
one of the main objectives being to effect a chdnme a system with special schools to a system
of full integration. Whenever possible pupils wibecial needs are integrated into ordinary
schools. The number of pupils in special schootslatively stable: in 2005 was between 3% and
4% per thousand of the total number of pupils ugdieig compulsory education, approximately
6% of whom receive special tuition at school.

» Atotal of 59% of all primary and lower secondachaols are solely primary schools (grades 1-
7), 25% are combined primary and lower secondaigd@s 1-10), and 16% are only lower
secondary schools (grades 8-10). (Source: Norwdgtamet information system for primary and
lower secondary education)

e Participation in upper secondary education hasasad from 20 — 30% to well over 90%, and in
higher education from under 10% to almost 50% éaburse of the last 30 years

2.2 Avalilability of public and private resources fo schooling

46. The resources available for primary and loweeoadary education in Norway are relatively stable
with regard to both the total resources and ressuper pupil. The changes that have taken pla@zent
years are mainly due to the increase in the nummiyeupils, particularly in lower and upper secorydar
schools. Compared with other countries, considersgdources are allocated to the compulsory 10-year
schooling and to upper secondary education angiricain Norway, but there is significant variation
how the municipalities and county authorities sélthe resources. This is largely due to the Fattthe
municipalities and county authorities have différechool structures. For example municipalitieswit
scattered settlements often have higher expensgmipi than those with more centralised population
Differences in the structure of the facilities offd in upper secondary education and training tsmn a
explain the variation in the county authoritiesé wd resources. The majority of the municipalispgend
an average of approximately NOK 65 000 per pupilygar. (Source: KOSTRA, the municipality/state
reporting system)

47. The Norwegian Directorate for Education andriing provides data from primary and secondary
schools in Norway avww.skoleporten.nd'hese data are meant as resources for local woidsaes
concerning evaluation and development. The webfste offers resources to contribute to interpretgti

! Immigrant background can be understood as born in Norway (first generatitiyn abroad (second generation)
of parents who were also born abroad.
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assessment and development within the schoolsw&bsite’s main target groups are school principals,
head teachers and school administrators and patiscHowever, parents, pupils and the generaligubl
will also find the website useful.

48. Access to and the use of resources in schomBffected by factors such as pupil base, geogralph
location, buildings, and the school’s internal erigation. Data documentation is divided into ecopom
teaching and materials. The various data makesgipte to compare the resource situation for acabo
municipality over time, or to compare the resowsiteation between different schools, municipalitesi
county authorities. At school level only data feathing and materials are given, while data fonenty
are presented at school-owner level.

49. For instance it is reported that primary amidiosecondary education accounted for 9% of total
public expenditure in 2005. (Source: Statisticsvixy)

50. In 2003/04, 98% of all pupils in primary anever secondary schools attended public-sector
institutions, while at upper secondary level sori#Sttended such an institution. All expenses are
covered by the Government, administered at natioeglonal and local levels. The remaining pupils
attended private institutions, with most of therwihg 85% of their expenses covered by the Goverhimen
The remainder is covered by students’ fees.

2.3 Governance of the school system and the reguay framework for schools

51. The Ministry of Education and Research — amdiby the Norwegian Directorate for Education and
Training, including the county governors in eachry — has the overall responsibility for all areés
education including pre-school provisions. Munitipathorities manage all aspects of compulsory
education, county authorities are responsible jigren secondary education and training, and thestini
of Education and Research manages the tertiaryadadnstitutions directly.

52. The Norwegian Directorate for Education andning (established 2004) is the executive agency fo
the Ministry of Education and Research.

53. In this capacity the Directorate has the oVeeabonsibility for monitoring education and the
governance of the education sector, as well asrfplementing Acts of Parliament and regulationse Th
Directorate is also responsible for managing theagian Support System for Special Education
(Statped), state-owned schools and the educatiliresition of the National Education Centres.

54. The Directorate is also responsible for allovel statistics concerning primary and secondary
education, on the basis of which the Directoraitéates and monitors research and development.

55. The objective of the Directorate is to enshed all pupils and apprentices receive the highiyua
education they are entitled to. The Directoratepenates and discusses these challenges with tinycou
governors in each county, who also have respoitgibiigionally for co-ordinating local guidance,
development work and supervision.

56. The Norwegian 10-year compulsory educatioedsilated through a specific Act which currently
covers education in these schools and in uppensacy schools and also includes that part of teamtk
vocational training that is carried out in compani€he Act was adopted in 1998 by the merger ofrsdv
laws that previously regulated minor parts of priyn@nd lower secondary education. The legislation i
gradually being characterised by a clearer framkwdrich gives the municipalities and county
authorities — as the bodies responsible for prinaag lower secondary schools and upper secondary
education and training respectively — greater foeetb make their own decisions on the organisatimh
running of primary and lower secondary schoolimgthie most recent reform of these schools — ieitiat
in 2006 — the curricula have also become lesslddtai
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57. This means that in general each municipality @unty authority decides the powers that aresto b
delegated to the individual school. Such delegatititherefore affect both the content and the
empowerment of the school leader role and the tgacte, which can consequently vary to some extent
among the 431 municipalities and 19 county autiesrifThis presents challenges when general reguiees
required to some of the questions that have bdeddsy this report.

58. A key feature of the Norwegian education systethe central role of teacher organisations. The
basic agreement regulates cooperation betweerntha partners at local, municipal and school Isvel

2.4 Changes in goals and objectives of the schogstem over the last decade

59. The ongoing reform of primary, secondary angeugecondary schools — the Knowledge Promotion
Reform — was implemented in all schools in Norwa006.

60. Anew curriculum is being created for schooling from the age ottsithe age of 19, i.e. grades 1-13.
The Core Curriculum is based on a set of valuesttinh there is broad consensus, and has not been
changed. Compared to the former syllabuses, tiereift subject syllabuses have been simplified and
clarified so that they express clear learning t@rgencerning the type of competence pupils and
apprentices should be able to acquire.

61. The new coherent set of curricula for the ertisic school programme identifies certzasic skills
as being especially important for pupils’ and apfioes’ professional and personal development. &hes
basic skills are: (1) oral expression, (2) read{Bywriting, (4) arithmetic and (5) the use ofithdjtools.
Other competencies or skills are also express#teicurricula as principles for schooling in Norvaayd
include social and cultural competencies, motivatiad learning strategies.

62. The Norwegian Directorate for Education andning has the responsibility for the national
curriculum, assessment/examinations and superyisiotrol, and for the development of primary and
secondary education. The Directorate is develogfiaghew national curricula for primary and secogdar
education based on the principles proposed in thitd/PapelCulture for learningsubmitted to the
Parliament in 2004. The increased emphasis on bk#iE and knowledge mentioned above, greater
diversity with regard to working methods and orgatibn, and education that is better adapted tio eac
pupil are essential elements in the new curricothia the Knowledge Promotion Reform.

63. The Directorate for Education and Training apsocurriculum groups for each subject, and new
competence aims are developed for pupils’ learimiradl these subjects. All the curricula are cietatl
for review to all environments and levels in thei@ation sector, and the general public is giveeraugme
opportunity to present viewpoints during the preces

64. With the Knowledge Promotion Reform a commotiomal curriculum was created for the first time
for the compulsory 10-year schooling and upper isgéary education and training in Norway. The aim of
the reform is to sustain and develop the best siclkeducation (understood as all schooling fromsthet

of primary to the end of upper secondary educatiwith a view to ensure that pupils are better &ble
meet the challenges of the knowledge society. Téiervis to create a betteulture for learning and
motivation for lifelong learningin parallel with the strengthening of the pupbsisic skills, schools’ key
role is defined as the communicator of valuest@lihd education and culture.

65. Curricula for private schools deviate from tiaional curricula in accordance with the grourats f
establishing such schools, but they are to a lex¢gent based on the same principles, guidelines and
objectives as those that apply for public schools.

66. The new curriculum was implemented in grad&sahd 11 in August 2006, and will be implemented
in grades 10 and 12 from 2007 and in grade 13 2668.
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67. In addition to the curricula, the Ministry ati@ Directorate develop national strategies forcatdan
within special areas of priority. The strategies iatended to contribute to the work of implemegtihe
curricula in the various subjects.

68. National centres have also been set up tot &ssmtiating objectives and programmes in théorzal
strategies geared towards multi-cultural teachioiggign languages, art and culture, teaching and
researching reading, mathematics, natural sciehmg,Norwegian, entrepreneurship, sustainable
development and information technology.

69. The implementation of new curricula is a kegnponent of the competence strategy that formsgbart
the Knowledge Promotion Reform. Competence buildimgchool leaders is given priority in this
programme.

70. Funds earmarked for competence building arereked directly from the Directorate to the school
owner, who is responsible for competence enhancefmeschool leaders and teachers. Universities,
university colleges and other professional envirents are hired to assist school owners in theseteff
A comprehensive national programme for school dgekent has been compiled for use in schools
entitledThe Knowledge Promotion Reform — from words tooaciihe leaders’ role and tasks are key
components of the programme and form the basithéowork they are to lead in their own schools (cf.
4.9).

71. A national quality assessment system was intred in 2004 which included national tests for
assessing students' basic skills in reading, witimathematics and English as well as surveys for
mapping the learning environment in schools. Reatlschool and municipal level are published toget
with development resourcesvaitvw.skoleporten.nfoperated by the Directorate).

2.5 Unions for teachers and school leaders

72. There are approximately ten educational untlbashave the formal right to negotiate on behglf o
their members nationally and/or locally. The humisennion members working within the education
system varies from the largest union — the UnioBdiication Norway with some 140 000 members — to
the smallest that comprises a few hundred memibaese unions have a total of roughly 150 000
members, including retired persons, who are atthtth¢éhe education sector at institutions that esfingm
daycare centres through to higher education.

73. One union with just over 2 000 members consisligly of leaders within the educational sector.
However, there are altogether more school leadbocsake members of the other unions. There are no
official statistics on the number of school leadarslorway, and none that reveal the proportiosasfool
leaders who are unionised. However, it is presuthatthis applies to a total of more than threergua
in all types of school.

74. Key themes that were particularly relevantsidnool leaders at the most recent negotiations there
guestions of whether leaders in general should hiagheer salaries than those they lead, and whétlegr
should be guaranteed a minimum wage and minimuniréstnation resources depending on the size of
the school. The unions won approval for their nsgghificant demands in these areas, even thougle som
exceptions were made to the rule stipulating thaieader should have the highest salary in eduaiosc

75. The matter of increased resources for schadelship is discussed locally, and school leaders’
salaries are also fixed at this level in keepintihliose of other municipal leaders.

76. The most recent negotiations highlighted cosmet building for leaders and discussed the
organisation of their working year — particulartyr those who also teach. Senior policy programmegw
addressed to encourage leaders to remain longesrking life.
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2.6 Public perceptions about the role of schoold)é quality of schooling, and the status of
teachers and school leaders

77. Schools must be able to give pupils a goodatthrt In a diverse society that demands more and
more knowledge, schooling must provide access tio taarrent working and community life and to the
competence required to cope with changing circunestsand an unknown future. It must give its pupils
attitudes and knowledge that can last the redtaif tives, and must lay the foundation for the rekiils

that are needed in a rapidly-changing society. #seassed in the Knowledge Promotion Reform, thd goa
of schooling is to expand the abilities of childrgoung people and adults to gain insight and new
experience and to feel involvement, fulfilment goadticipation.

78. The Union of Education Norway claims that ttess of teachers and school leaders has declined
during the past 20 to 30 years. They are alsoetitw that there is a general opinion that theaues
of the teaching have deteriorated. However, thepasison is difficult to make since participation in
schooling has increased substantially in the sagmnieghof time (see 2.1). In addition, emphasistheen
placed on a number of new competencies in thetyiaind these are difficult to measure througlsa te
system. Moreover, surveys clearly show that paramseasonably satisfied with the quality of thoid
or children’s schools, while they are more critiohthe education system in general. (Source: Dirate
for Education and Training)
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CHAPTER 3: SCHOOL GOVERNANCE AND LEADERSHIP IN NORW AY

This chapter aims to identify the roles and responsibilities of school leaders under different governance structures and environmental
contexts. It asks for evidence on the relationship between these governance structures and contexts and effective leadership, as well
as on the existence of a set of core competencies for effective school leaders whatever the organisational or environmental context.

3.1 Conceptualising school leadership

79. Although educational leadership is situateth@nfield of education, much of the leadership dlisse
in education has been influenced by managemerautise in other fields. As such, there are tensios
contradictions connected to the way school leadeistbeing conceptualised in our country (Mgller,
2007). Norwegian policy documents indicate thairgjrand visible leadership is needed in order to
transform schools into learning organisations. assumption could be that leadership resides in
individual role holders or a few actors who aratggically positioned within organisations.

80. In the White Paper entitl&lulture for learning(cf. Introduction), an explicit connection is made
between learning and leadership, and the differenoales and responsibilities between teachers and
leaders is highlighted. In this document the tecimosl leadership is applied to those ifoamal
leadership position at local schools.

81. In order to make good use of the knowledgeyred by the national quality assessment systerh, eac
school needs ambitious school leaders with posititieides to change and development. The arguments
underpinning this conception of leadership aretil@iged in international studies.

82. According to this policy document, strong laatig@ is fundamental for the development of schools
into learning organisations. In contrast, the doennintroduces the conceptaimpliant leadersor

those leaders that transfer their responsibilitystadent learning to the teachers. Compliant lesilie
creates an obstacle to school improvement andabhel@pment of learning organisations, while strong
and visible leadership can make important contigmstto the improvement of student learning (cfll&/a
2005).

83. On the other hand, several research studiebasige leadership as a relational concept, assuhmsng
leadership practice is constituted in thieractionsof people and their situations (Mgller, 2006).
Leadership is distributed within the organisatiand the term “school leadership” is conceptualaed
collective made up of deliberative teachers, thm@stprincipal and deputies, and students, as @uptus
a single, visionary, creative leader who direcesdthool.

84. In this way school leadership can be undersésaa network of relationships among people,
structures and cultures rather than merely a raget) function assigned to one person. But leageishi
also about power, and school principals are vestttdformal powers that cover a range of means of
compulsion and reward, including economic and stinat sanctions. The power of the principal has its
source outside the school because it is delegatéuebState (cf. Mgller, 2006).

3.2 Regulatory framework that governs the roles andesponsibilities of school leaders

85. The fundamental framework that describes thpamsibility and role of school leadership considts
the Education Act (1998) and its accompanying r&ipns that are laid down by the Norwegian
Parliament and the Ministry, and the agreementthi®municipal sector that are formed between the
parties. The Norwegian Association of Local andiBegl Authorities negotiates with the employee
unions on behalf of municipalities and county autfes (school owners and employers).
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86. The first paragraph of Section 9 of the Edatefct states that each school shall have sound
professional, educational and administrative mamagé and that the instruction given in the schballs
be led by the school leader. School leaders akedp informed about the daily activities in theaub
and are to ensure the further development of thetbéties. The person appointed as school leadest m
have pedagogical competence and the necessarydbgudskills, and can be appointed for a certain
period of years. Thagreementstipulate a minimum level for the period of leadgpsas well as the
leader’s salary, rights and obligations.

87. The Local Government Act of 1992 paved the feaw high degree of self-governance on the part of
the municipalities and county authorities. The digmment has shifted from several detailed laws for
various levels and types of school to more gerandlless specific provisions in an integrated bafdy
legislation, cf. 2.3. This also applies to provigdhat regulate the role and responsibility obsth

leaders. The different school leader positions veesiously regulated through common instructiaaid |
down by the Government for the various positionsergas currently there is only the provision thates
that there must be an administrative and profeasieader for each school. The Act has also been
amended to make it possible to appoint a princigied is responsible for several schools. The scope a
content of the tasks for all school leader posgiare decided on a local basis.

88. Most proposed amendments to Norwegian legisiatie processed by a committee set up by the
Government and are circulated for review to theaniggations affected before the Government subimits t
draft legislation to the Parliament. The teacharsl school leaders’ unions appoint members and
representatives to committees that address sudkmiand are given the opportunity to express their
opinions on relevant legislative amendments.

89. Local rules concerning empowerments that alegdeed to the principals of individual schools are
developed in different ways and are adopted irouarbodies. In general there has been a tendency to
transfer increasingly greater powers from politlzatlies to the administration in municipalities and
county authorities. Union representatives for tmpleyees are to varying degrees included in thekwwbr
shaping authorisations for schools and school ksade

3.3 Challenges school leadership face in Norway

Major policy concerns

90. In the report entitledttracting, developing and retaining effective teais (OECD, 2003), a main
concern was that generally poor finances at mualiégvel will result in a deficient and possibly
deteriorating level of teacher policy initiativd$e present government has increased — and plans to
continue to increase — the unrestricted fundsérbtbck grants for the municipalities, but it i yet
clear how large a proportion of these resourceslémeated to the education sector. Another worry
expressed in the report is that the decentralisatiaecision making and of the allocation of furglio
schools will lead to inequalities among regions emiividual schools. These issues are frequendy th
subject of public and political debate, and thees fine reasons for examining such processes and
outcomes more closely. One possible strategy dmeilid identify factors, reasons and results insase
where municipalities give priority to professiomi@velopment initiatives and to improving levels of
salary and working conditions etc.

91. In times of delegation of responsibility, teachnd school leader unions and school adminisgato
different levels express concern about what mightddled a “draining of school-based competence” at
local school management and local authority Ieliis can be described as a twofold challenge, one
being the requirements to qualify for school legutesitions. It has been suggested that school ighige
posts should be open for the employment of scleaaldrs without pedagogical insight or experiente (c
6.2, 6.3). This would accentuate the need to ertbateschool management teams include at least one
person with the education and experience necessémction as staff consultant in educational and
teaching matters. Furthermore, concern was expredseut the fact that without an educational
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background, leaders would not fully understanddisénctive character of schools and their kind of
“production” and activities, and that they mightgipriority to aims and measures other than théityua
of pupil learning and staff development.

92. Secondly, following the widespread reorganisetiat municipal level, there is no requirement for
municipal officials who are responsible for schoglated matters to have school-related experience o
education. Concern has therefore been expressestctizol leaders will not be given the necessary
support from school-competent consultants at mpaitichool owner level, and that schools will no
longer have dedicated “spokesmen” in the munidieaision making processes where financial resources
are distributed and where schools compete withratioethy causes in municipal budgets. The school
leader union points out that this problem is becgmmore and more noticeable in many municipalities
not least on the introduction of large nationabrafs that are also to be implemented and monitatred

local level.

93. These issues can be seen as related to thdebitiacussion on the professional background and
competence of those responsible for school matsensie call for an open discussion on this issule avit
view to establishing the kind of professional cotepee that is required for school leadership at
municipal and school level. There is a reciprosglegt to this: if subordinates do not have sufficie
confidence in and respect for the pedagogical aofégsional competence of their leaders, the wlufit
the leaders to influence their staff’s practice rhaycorrespondingly reduced.

Concerns related to teacher competence

94. One concern relates to the “generalist” versas'specialist” teacher. Norwegian primary and lower
secondary education has been and still is adaptiéet tscattered demographic pattern of the couatny,
there are therefore a large number of small schdbisre are many schools with only a few pupileaath
age level — or even with pupils at only a few ageels — and this has influenced the requiremeritg to

met in determining the combination and profileeddher competence. The general teacher had tosgosse
a solid basic and broad competence, but not netdlgssaigh degree of specialised in-depth subject
expertise (Lagerstrgm, 2000).

95. As a consequence, the profile and requirenddrit®rwegian teacher competence are more general
than those in other OECD countries where teachessbra subject specialists even at the low levels of
primary schools. Several stakeholders in varioutsjd the education system consider that the gdiser
teacher is currently under pressure, both throlgimges and through demands for a higher degree of i
depth and specialised subject competence also ateaolgers at lower levels. This poses a major
challenge to school leaders. Firstly it constitwtateviation from a long tradition of the “genestli
teacher who teaches a range of subjects to the dasteor group of pupils at the lower levels dfary
school and is thus able to get to know the pupitbta work with social aspects of the class envirent.
Secondly, there is the challenge of recruiting meschers or giving teachers opportunities to strery
their academic knowledge.

New school policies

96. Knowledge Promotiors the latest reform in the 10-year compulsoryosting and upper secondary
education and training. It introduces changes bstance, structure and organisation.

97. School leaders are faced with the challengmplementing the Knowledge Promotion Refarm
schools. The reform ascribes them the prime redipititysfor ensuring that the individual teacher
becomes familiar with the entire national curriculand with the reasons and intentions that form the
basis of the separate subject curricula. They rlgstassess the competence-building measuresedquir
to meet the challenges of the Knowledge Promotiefofn. It is expected that arrangements will be enad
to allow systematic work to be performed by thererstaff, and that changes to practice will be
monitored.
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98. The schools are responsible for developinglgugnid apprentices’ basic competence: social and
cultural skills, motivation for learning, and learg strategies.

99. The following are the most important changssilteng from the new curriculum of the Knowledge
Promotion Reform

« 100. Basic skills are to be strengthenadd ICT (the use of digital tools) is to be inlweed
as a fundamental skill equal to reading, writingthanetic and oral expressioReading and
writing are emphasised from the first graNew subject syllabuses in all subjects, clearly
indicating what pupils and apprentices are expeittéeiarn New distributions of teaching
hours per subjechew structure of available choices within educatoogrammesFreedom
at the local level with respect to work methodacteng materials and the organisation of
classroom instruction. New curriculum structureaiming a different way of working with
curricula and a large measure of autonomy in workhe curriculum at local level.

101. In addition to the national curriculum, ditens are provided for national school policy thghu
strategic plans consisting of primary objectived areasures that can contribute to enable the ihati
school leader at all levels to exercise clear leside within prioritised key areas (see 2.4). Eamaple,
the most recent strategy — which has not yet bdeptad politically — concerns art and culture in
education. The strategy provides an overview ofigions within art and teacher training and exmain
how it is planned to extend these efforts natignafid locally as a cooperation across the schabl an
culture sector. It also provides guidelines foitadies and measures that can be monitored diregttiie
individual school leader.

Changing composition of the student population

102. Sudden large changes do not take place icotimosition of school classes in Norway, but taey
becoming increasingly multi-cultural and multi-lurg. The birth rate is approximately 60 000 peryba
addition to the number of births, both immigrateomd emigration affect the classes in schools. 6520
Norway had a net immigration of 4 597 persons utiteiage of 15. Defining immigrants as those person
whose parents were both born abroad, at the tuyrarf2005/2006 the immigrant population was
approximately 390 000 or 8.3% of the entire popaitatlf another definition is used, i.e. that oolye

parent was born abroad, the number of immigrarmstres 760 000 or 16% of the population. Immigrants
to Norway have come from 208 different nationaditiand the immigrant population is therefore not a
heterogeneous group. Even though some nationgliteeominate, no individual group amounts to more
than 7% of the total immigrant population (StatistNorway 2006). The trend for people to move
internally in Norway is most predominant in the ntes around the Oslo fjord, but does not entaijda
unanticipated changes in the composition of thel fngse.

Accountability for results and social equity (setsa 4.3)

103. Accountabilityis a multi-layered concept with a connection twtr It defines a relationship of
control between different parties. As such, accabitity can be understood as a social practiceydugs
particular purposes, defined by distinctive relagioips and evaluative procedures (Ranson, 200Bhdbc
leaders must be prepared to answer questions athatithas happened within their area of respontibili
and to provide an account of their practice. Witthia school system, answers are evaluated by aisupe
against certain standards or expectations, whidnsithat accountability is located within the
hierarchical practices of the bureaucracy. But antability is also an important dimension of
professionalism. In terms of being responsibletierschool’s practice, school leaders are morally
responsive to the student’s and the parents’ nesdsgll as responsive to the public. In moral germ
accountability can be seen as keeping to ethichpanfessional standards (Mgller, 2007).

104. When school leaders make claims on behdlfeif clients, some politicians and chief execudiire
the educational system recurrently claim that @reyactually doing so in their own interests. Exsof
this are wage negotiations and negotiations of imgrkme agreements. The arguments are that
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educational policy cannot be based on widespregd itn the professional competence of educators, an
that teachers’ performance should be controlledjatigled according to criteria established outdhae t
profession. Managerial accountability is becomirgrerdominant in many municipalities.

105. The Government has recently launched accbilibtaas a system of quality control for schools
where the schools’ average results on nationa teseading, mathematics and English are publisimed

a website. The improvement of schools was the Guowent's rationale for such publication, but the
newspapers immediately started ranking the schbodsigh informal league tables. Also as a part of
evaluation’s growing importance, international camgons such as the Programme for International
Student Assessment (PISA) have been seized uperdiffarences between the Norwegian and the
Finnish students were striking and a great surpoisbe Norwegian government. Finland was at thg ve
top, while the Norwegian scores often were locatear below the OECD average. Teachers and school
leaders are now subject to pressure from the Govemhto improve national rankings in mathematia$ an
reading. Managerial models of administrative refama making a strong claim on the definition of
accountability, and language is becoming an ageideology in shaping understanding. These changes
influence the way administrators at municipal les@inprehend and establish issues of accountability.
However, a national survey amongst school leadelorway, conducted in 2005, demonstrated that
although external demands for results-driven culgiand other forms of bureaucratic accountabeality
increasing in the Norwegian context, they are mbtay the same level of intensity as they are énis

and UK (Mgller et al., 2006).

Issues of equity

106. In the Norwegian context equity in educatian have two meanings. The first is equal accegto
education system. Fairness is understood as tlwgolu system’s ability to distribute financial and
economic resources in order to meet the needs thfealisers in a way that provides equal oppoiigsit
The second aspect concerns equity at the individual. This addresses the diversities among staden
and therefore the necessity for unequal treatnmeatder to meet individual learning abilities (eggeater
resources for greater needs).

107. At present there is a lack of knowledge alfextors in the education system that are of ingrae
for social equality. The knowledge base must beraded to enable the authorities to work proactitely
strengthen the role of education as a tool foraamuality (White Paper [2006-2007], Ministry of
Education and Research).

108. There are moderately large differences ifop@ance, measured by grades, between Norwegian and
non-western pupils, and there is a smaller propomif pupils with a non-western background tharnait
Norwegian background that complete their educatiban relevant background factors are not taken into
account (Stgren, 2005). Some of the differenceg briascribed to socioeconomic variables sucheas th
educational level, income and labour market afféia of the parents but nevertheless the leveltingef

these differences poses a major challenge to stbadérs.

109. The proportion of pupils with a minority laregge who complete the 10-year compulsory schooling
is the same as the proportion of Norwegian pupile womplete the education when these groups of
pupils are considered separately. In analysestmpare Norwegian and non-western pupils who have
the same grades, there is a weak tendency for mstew pupils to have a higher completion rate than
Norwegian. It is also the case that when gradesafien into account, the effect of the educatideas!

of the parents disappears.

110. One of the big challenges facing school lestdpris to create the conditions for and to contezo
ensuring that the drop-out rate from upper secgneéducation and training is as low as possibled&its
from linguistic minorities have a formal right tducation in Norwegian as a second language, biihgu
content instruction and instruction in their filshguage until they acquire sufficient skills infegian.
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However, there is no formal criterion to determsudficiency. Moreover, it is stressed in policy
documents that schools ought to reflect the stgdenttural background (Vedgy, 2006).

111. Upper secondary education and training iglat for young persons who have completed the 10-
year compulsory schooling and who apply for adroiss$o this education and training (cf. Section 81
the Education Act). Some 61 000 pupils completedcttmpulsory education in spring 2005, and stesisti
show that approximately 59 300 of them, i.e. 97pfiliad to a county authority upper secondary schrool
the same year. A total of 77 257 students appbtea@dmission to foundation courses for 2005-2006.

112. In 2006 a development and efficiency-enhanngtgvork for upper secondary education and
training was set up under the management of thevdlgian Association of Local and Regional
Authorities with the aim of strengthening the exupa of experience and the cooperation between the
county authorities in order to improve the implema¢ion of upper secondary education.

113. A study which aimed at identifying the quaktiand characteristics of successful leadershigtipea
within the Norwegian elementary and secondary dcbystems demonstrated how the principals and
teachers in the selected schools expressed a stoomgitment to working for equity and social justic
Respect for the individual student and colleaguiénbuilding of professional communities seemelego
a guiding norm of conduct, and both principals sathers had strong emotional commitment to their
work. Even though the municipal governance of sthbad recently been framed within the discourse of
New Public Management (NPM) and with a focus on aganial accountability, the discourse and the
practice in local schools appeared to be of amiffekind. The practice was not dominated by an
instrumental rationality, which so often is closkhked to NPM. Both the leadership teams and teexch
were making great efforts to fulfil a mission baseddemocratic values (Mgller et al., 2006; Mg&er
Fuglestad, 2006).

Changing societal and community expectations (sésa.5)

114. Expectations that schools should play theableey cultural institutions in the local communére
still prevalent, at the same time as new tasksamstantly been imposed upon schools — such asdayc
facilities for schoolchildren, running sports grasncoping with combined schools/kindergartens etc.
Such tasks are frequently assigned without scleamldr resources being increased correspondingly, an
they result in a wider scope of administrative gssients according to the Union of Education Norway.

115. Up to the end of the 1980s the school secisrtev a large extent controlled from central
government level with regard to both content andricing. Before the new income system was
introduced in 1986, the sector's economy was sedim®ugh earmarked grants from the State, making i
unnecessary to enter into negotiations for fundk wther sectors in the municipality and placingais

in a special position. The new Local Governmentthat was adopted in 1992 required all existing
special laws to be revised and to be subordinatdiaket Local Government Act. A major principle whatt
municipalities and county authorities should ingahbe permitted to organise their activitiesheyt
wished. During the 1990s a shift toward extensimeedulation took place: the Education Act was
changed, and requirements were set regarding sgbeetning boards and chief education officerdian t
municipalities and regarding school-based competénmunicipal administration (Mgller et al., 2006)

116. On 1 May 2004 the responsibility for negotigtterms for teaching personnel was transferrea fro
the State to the municipalities, after which docaotadrom the Parliament and the Government refawed
the municipalities aschool ownersThe municipality has been assigned responsilfdityschools within
frameworks stipulated by the Government, which ientacal politicians being jointly responsible fibre
development of schools in the municipalities. Tha/mMmanagement system is partly based on a desire fo
a clearer assignment of responsibility and grdatal freedom of action (White Paper no. 30 [2003-
2004)).
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117. After the Local Government Act of 1992 cante iiorce, many of the municipalities changed their
form of organisation. While it had previously babe norm to have three levels, many municipalities
have gradually transferred to a two-level modelmiwstratively it was common to have a sector
manager, but many municipalities have now remokliedintermediate position, which in practice means
that the administration is organised accordingitecfions and has operational, administrative and
development units at central level and servicesuastindependent units directly subordinate takhef
municipal executive. One of the main features & thunicipal administration has become more
streamlined in the middle, and efforts have beedenta introduce more direct lines of communication
and decision making between municipal top manageamhthe unit heads. It is this change that isroft
referred to as the transition from the three-léoehe two-level municipality.

Responsibility

118. A change of this type results in altered resfmlities and tasks for school leaders. School
principals are assigned the total responsibilitytifie school’s operation and they report to thefchi
municipal executive. In many cases this has latiealisappearance of support functions — for exampl
the pedagogical guidance service. It is also grdteld that principals will become involved in and
promote municipal fellowship in areas that croaslitional sectors and political sectoral concegutsl
that focus on professional skills will give waydoherence and strategic thought. To a large extent
communication takes place through goal documerdgesult reporting. In general the municipalities
have sought inspiration and ideas from the priesigf NPM and have to varying degrees placed
emphasis on the different elements found in thipbphy. There may thus be large variations betwee
the municipalities with regard to adopting NPM (R@\1998), at the same time as there are still some
municipalities that cling to the traditional moaelnsisting of a main committee with a teaching
committee and an education department. Othersrgemised in line with an extended main committee
model and have a department for both culture andagtn (Mgller et al., 2006:21). This is the nofrma
organisational model for the running of upper seeoy education which is the responsibility of the
counties.

119. The survey on school leaders (Mgller et 8062 shows that school owners appear to have
increased their support for principals more thanrtsults from the 2001 survey indicated, but @3%
partly or completely agree that allocations to sthitnave high priority in their municipality/countylore
than half of all the principals who filled in therfn work in so-called two-level municipalities. @bse
working in such municipalities, 20% state that theaders do not have school-related competence,
approximately half reply that school-related corepet can be found in staff functions, while 20%ehav
leaders with line responsibility who also have sthrelated competence.

120. School principals have been given greateorespility and there is a noticeable increase & th
number who have signed leadership agreements gtmtnicipalities. Among those who have such an
agreement as a basis for follow-up, the majorityficon that the agreement contains monitoring of
economy and budget responsibility. There is albmh percentage who verify that the leadership
agreement includes educational goals for the sclhooglative terms it is less common to include
personal goals for the individual principal in {eadership agreement. This result must also beedew
connection with the content of the employee applaigerviews that show that municipalities/coustie
that are organised as two-level models particuladyitor the economy, while follow-up of pedagogica
development efforts is more predominant in munidipa/counties with a sectoral form of organisatio
The difference concerning monitoring the economnsigsificantly in the two-level model’s favour, vidi
the difference in follow-up of pupil performancesignificantly in the sector model’s favour (Mglketr

al., 2006).

121. It has now been registered that some munitigshre strengthening school-related competence a

municipal level after experiencing that the trapsifrom the three-level to the two-level model was
disadvantageous for schools with regard to atteptevelopment and reporting.
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Technological and pedagogical innovations

122. The Knowledge Promotion Reform assigned tstheols the responsibility for ensuring that
pupils develop skills in the use of digital todBince knowledge of ICT also has great significaioce
learning yield, it is important that schools aréeab offer their pupils equal provisions with regido

digital resources and digital competence, whictuin makes it critical for teachers to have exgerin

the educational use of ICT. There is thereforeedrier measures to strengthen the digital competefc
both teachers and school leaders (White Paperanj@0D6-2007], Ministry of Education and Research).

123. Digital competence in schools ranges fromguEBT as a tool in pedagogical practice and learnin
how ICT and the growth of new media affect andngst requirements for criticism of sources, personal
protection and copyright to the so-called safeafd€T and access to good ICT-based resourcesasich
equipment, PCs, and infrastructure/broadband. Theselements to which school leaders should ke abl
to relate in order to ensure that the prerequisitemeeting this challenge are available in the
organisation.

124. In addition to the Ministry’s programme fogidal competence (2082008), the Directorate is
working on a plan for knowledge formation, learnargd sharing experience. School leadership and the
development of schools will constitute a major aykthe plan, and the starting point is the neeidgpire
schools and school owners to develop a unifornucifior leadership, with digital competence
particularly in mind. A cooperation will be inited between the Directorate and relevant profeskiona
environments in order to summarise and compilevegledocumentation and information material for
school leaders on this subject. Appropriate measa@ude preparing guidelines for school leaders,
conducting studies and surveys to acquire a betigwledge base, and collecting and systemising
experience from the national school leader confagn digital development in schools.

125. A number of studies (Leithwood and Riehl, 2@&holm et al., 2000) have documented that
schools that develop a common culture and have alehpedagogical leadership and a high level of
ambition are more successful in performing theredasks than other schools. Good organisation and
interaction among the staff also makes the scheiébequipped to establish new practices to meet
changed requirements for the schools of today laaduture.

126. Findings from the former Norwegian PILOT pajéProject — Innovation in Learning, Organization
and Technology) points to the fact that the impletaton of ICT in schools is complex and requires a
uniform focus where technology, educational theorganisation and leadership are seen in the same
context. It is important to make a connection betwpedagogical creativity and individual learnimgl a
the development of the school’'s organisation. Rebeshows that future school leaders will undoulgted
need the knowledge, skills and understanding tavshow ICT can support, develop and improve
education and learning and can motivate and desglbpol employees as well as how management
information systems can improve schools’ efficie(fgtwork for IT-Research and Competence in
Education, 2006).

127. This uniform perspective is also accentuatéithe Knowledge Promotion Reform — from words to
action, which emphasises the need for a coherent focll€ Dimvolving the fusion of organisation,
technology and educational theory.

128. Monitor 2005conducted by the Network for IT-Research and Cdemue in Education shows
that the majority of Norwegian schools have nowdleped strategy documents for their implementation
and use of ICT. Nonetheless, many schools stileleadremely high ambitions and somewhat vague
intentions related to these strategies. Experiénoce both this Monitor and the national school
development programm€&T-ABC(led by the Network for IT-Research and Competendeducation)
shows that pupils’ and teachers’ use of ICT is depat on the schools drawing up clear visions aradsgy
for their ICT projects.
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3.4 Distribution of responsibilities for decision naking in the public school sector

Financing and resource allocation among and withsthools

129. The municipalities and the county authoritiessresponsible for running the 10-year compulsory
schooling and upper secondary education and tiain@ispectively, both of which are mainly financed
through the unrestricted funds allocated to theioipalities and county authorities. Education iarge
and important sector in both the municipalities #melcounty authorities. Since 2001, the proportibn
the municipalities’ operating expenses that hawnladlotted to the education sector has been rgughl
31%, while during the past few years the figuretf@ county authorities has been approximately 64%.
The use of resources for primary and lower secgneiducation in Norway has been relatively stable in
recent years with regard to both total resourcésrasources per pupil. Nonetheless, the Minists/ ha
noted a slight decline in some of the resourcecitdirs from 2004 to 2005. To contribute to givihg t
municipalities good framework conditions to enahlem to provide well-adapted teaching for everyone,
the municipal economy was strengthened in 2006.Gdwernment also proposes further growth in this
economy in 2007 (White Paper no. 1, 2006-2007).

130. Even though the municipal economy appears improving, many school principals are worried
about what they experience as a growing focus wingand cuts in the public sector. Both municipal
politicians and principals in “self-governed” unidan experience losing their managerial powerthédn
survey conducted by Mgller et al. (2006), only 3@Rthe respondents partly or completely agreed that
allocations to schools have high priority in thaianicipality/county, but it must be stressed thé t
survey was carried out before the strengtheninguwficipal economy (see above), and it represented a
positive change compared with the correspondingesuof 2001.

131. Itis common for schools to be allocated fuolshe basis of the number of pupils and special
circumstances in the individual school (see 3.6Wgland it is the actual school (i.e. the school’s
coordinating committee or governing board) thapsisethe budget. Each school also has great freedom,
but the largest part of the budget is usually tipcas salary resources. Some school leaders thus
experience a limited freedom of action in economatters.

Curriculum development and implementation

132. In Norway the national curricula are deterrdibg the central authorities. School owners are
responsible for work at the local level and for lempenting the national curriculum. The former is to
some extent carried out by municipalities — forragée a municipality may draw up and suggest
municipal curricula that specify goals for eachryafaeducation. However, this work is often delegkto
the individual school, which in practice makesi school leader’s responsibility. Curricula arétpal
documents that can be interpreted in different wagading such work requires knowledge about pupils
learning processes and outcomes, as well as knge/lefdteaching, evaluating and the curriculum. In
addition knowledge about local circumstances linkeedoth the student group and to the local comtguni
is needed. School leaders must therefore havelkdge of and proximity to teaching to be able tlle
the curriculum work at their schools (see also.3.6)

Employment of school leaders

133. School owners — whether they are the courthoaity, the municipality or in the private sphere
are responsible for advertising for and appoinsialgool leaders and for their competence building,
follow-up and, if appropriate, their dismissal.

Employment of teachers

134. School owners are responsible for appointaghers, but in practice this takes place in catjoer
between school owners and leaders at the indivetladol. In some municipalities the schools are
obliged to employ redundant teachers. The rigketbgovernance can at times be experienced as
somewhat illusory. There are no formal requiremémtgvaluating teachers, but to the extent thiega
place it is as part of the general school asseggmactice of the individual school or municipaldgunty
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authority. There are few career opportunities lmosts, and in general teachers advance by appigng
school leader positions on their own initiative.

Student intake, retention and promotion

135. At public primary and lower secondary schootsst of the pupils attend the school that is néares
their home. The schools are intended to coverchoant area around the school. Pupils attend
compulsory schooling for ten years and are entitbespecially-adapted teaching. This means that in
Norway pupils are not normally allowed to remairoire grade for several years or to skip a yearssnle
the circumstances are very unusual.

136. In the case of the upper secondary schoaldheol owner decides whether students can choose
their school freely, and the practice among coaityorities varies widely. In some counties there i
freedom of choice whereas in other counties thécehie governed by place of residence and by tiee li
of studies students select. At some places thiseldla® competition for students in recent yeans| the
schools are making great efforts to market thewigions.

3.5 Governance structure in the school system, amdles and responsibilities of school
leaders

137. All public compulsory education is managecthahicipal level. The municipality has the
responsibility for fulfilling the right to compulsp education and to special help for all local init@nts.
The county is responsible for fulfilling the statnt right to upper secondary education, and also to
compulsory education and special education fontdien social and medical institutions run by the
county. The Ministry of Education and Researchthasoverall responsibility for all areas of edueati
including pre-school provisions and higher educatithe Norwegian Directorate for Education and
Training is its executive agency, and cooperatdis thie county governors in each county who are
responsible for supervision within their respectiegions(See also 2.3.)

State primary and lower secondary schools

138. As the school owners of most primary and losemondary schools (grades 1-10) in Norway, the

municipalities have selected various managementtaad which the two main ones are:

e Three-level municipalities:
The municipality has its own school office withldief municipal education officer who
manages the schools and meets their needs in thieipal system. The chief municipal
education officer forms part of the managementding is subordinate to the chief municipal
executive or the municipal director. The chief noymél executive is the municipality’s
highest administrative leader and is subordinatepolitically elected city/municipal council.
Each school has a principal who reports to thefchimicipal education officer. The staffing
at such offices will vary according to the sizalw municipality.

» Two-level municipalities:
The school principals are directly subordinatent ¢hief municipal executive who has a
supporting staff among whom the requirement for petance in school-related matters must
be met. Each school has its principal who repdrectly to the chief municipal executive (in
practice to a person on his/her staff).

139. Some municipalities have set up governingdmas the highest body at each school with the

principal as employer representative, represemrstirom all affected parties, and external
representatives/local politicians.
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Upper secondary schools

140. Most upper secondary schools (grade 11-18pmvay are owned and run by the county
authorities. The Education Department in the coauntyrority is led by a head of department who respor
to the highest administrative leader of the countthority — the chief municipal executive. This extive
answers/reports to a politically elected countymmlu Schools are led by principals.

Private schools — primary, lower secondary and uppecondary

141. In Norway 5% of primary and lower secondaityosds and 13% of upper secondary schools are
owned and run by religious organisations, foundetioased on educational movements, and non-profit
organisations. Private primary and lower secondahpols are governed by a board, which appoints a
manager for the school (principal) who in turn népdo the board. The education offices in the tiesn
are responsible for ensuring that the schoolsiarér line with the Act concerning primary and lowe
secondary education and with the appropriate auleic

Roles and responsibilities of school leaders in aatance with the governance structure

142. The school leader role/school principal rdees depending on whether the principal reports
directly to the most senior leader in the munidtgadounty authority or to the chief municipal ection
officer. Both governance structures entail resgalisi concerning financial management and the kaidg
The difference can particularly be seen in the sdgdpnctions related to salary payments, staff
appointments, personnel work, the continuing edocatf the staff etc. There has been little foguany
of the governance structures on results conneotpdpils’ performance (for example in the form of
grades and/or test results).

143. In the period 1990-2005 there has been a feendunicipalities to move from the three-levelthe
two-level model. Another trend that can currentydeen is that some municipalities and county
authorities decide to merge several schools to Emradministrative unit governed by a school ppacti

3.6 Division of responsibility between school leadgand the school governing board or
local/regional education authority

Financing

144. The schools’ allocations are based on the pumitpupils and on special circumstances at
individual schools. In the three-level municip&githe responsibility for having the budget in batawill
be the object of a dialogue between the schootjpdth and the chief municipal education officerédiior
of education (in counties). The extent to whichrgponsibility for the economy is delegated to the
school principal varies. Principals in two-level mizipalities are assigned a clearer responsibgity in
these municipalities principals must themselved &int how many employees the budget can
accommodate.

145. Systems where resources “follow the pupil” page a challenge for school leaders. Particularly
upper secondary education and training the dropatatcan be high, and problems can arise when
resources are withdrawn during the school yearen after staff appointments have been made. Teacher
cannot be dismissed even though needs changeremtdis are reduced.

Curriculum development and implementation

146. Schools are themselves responsible for thgrese of their work in line with the Act concerning
primary and lower secondary education, curriculd atiner key priorities. In three-level municipagithe
school office is assigned the responsibility foveleping support structures, for example througitding
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the competence of resource persons and creatingaimdaining networks between schools. Schools in
two-level municipalities are often left more to ithewn devices in this field. In both systems the
municipalities’ political level can provide guideéis that the schools are obliged to follow. Some
municipalities assume the overall responsibilityvi@rk on the curriculum at the local level.

147. “Towards a common goal” is a significant plerasthe educational philosophy of today. White
Paper no. 30 (2004-200@lture for learningstates that everyone in the organisation must assum
responsibility and feel obliged to work towards ¢oamn goals: “Of fundamental importance is the apilit
for continuous reflection over whether the objeesiget and the decisions taken are the right onedld
organisation. These are essential characteridtiesuming organisations as well as necessarysskiti
schools as organisations” (White paper no. 30, Z0B1).

148. The competence aims in the new curricula tmesefore form the starting point for dialogue
between the actors in the field of education (Migief Education and Research, 2005). This requires
goals to be specified and cooperation to be forwigun and across professional boundaries. In other
words, Knowledge Promotion represents a reformhicivthe curricula set the goals for the developmen
work in schools. Schools have been given a magparsibility with regard to specifying the goaldhie
new curricula. In addition, the follow-up of therdaulum will depend on how schools choose to use
teaching aids, methods and forms of assessmeme ir@aching situation. School leadership must there
be exercised in close connection with the teachirdywith pupil results.

149. How schools meet the new challenges in tleemefs a question of what their efforts are dirdcte
towards, but it is also dependent on the capaeé#ysthools have built up over years to make itipless
for them to develop pedagogical work satisfactofiliany have pointed out that this requires a ctillec
stance in schools (Dahl, 2004; Ministry of Educatimd Research, 2005), which entails school lehgers
ensuring that there is a good relationship betieegls and between different organisations that pla
major role in education. School leadership is Wilisnportance for the teaching and learning in the
classroom (Spillane, 2003).

150. The content of the teaching is coordinated@t schools. The 2005 survey of school leaders
showed that there is greater professional cooperati lower secondary and upper secondary leveldha
primary level or in schools comprising grades 1lfle most probable reason for this differenceeés th
position of the subjects in the various types tiosd (Mgller et al., 2006). At primary level coopdon
largely involves the total educational provision fiee pupils in line with curricula that emphasisarking
across subjects. In upper secondary educationramihg — perhaps particularly in the general cesirs
informal cooperation on the teaching is far mormewn than formalised cooperation on the development
of the school as a learning organisation (Norwegissociation of School Leaders). Other factors sagh
the size of both the municipality and the schoelaso instrumental in promoting professional
coordination.

Employment of teachers

151. Teacher appointments are decided in cooparhétween school leaders and representatives from
the employee unions. There are large variationsdsz the municipalities regarding the extent tockhi
this is done at the individual school or at muratigvel.

3.7 The balance between autonomy, and transpareneyd accountability at the school level

152. The National System for Quality Assessmenstitutes a key element in the Knowledge Promotion
Reform. Together with new curricula containing cégerformance goals, national assessment is
intended to contribute to creating a better baldretereen political and professional governance.
Politicians define goals, and school leaders aachiers are given considerable freedom to shape thei
practice (Aasen, 2006).
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153. A balance of this nature is both fragile ammbfematic. Aasen points out that pedagogical ssue
cannot be separated from politics since they aigolve value choices. School leaders may find
themselves caught between a management-orientaldoideed on goal rationality and a profession-
oriented ideal founded on value rationality.

154. This is reflected in the balance between artgnand accountability at municipal level. The
municipalities are increasingly regarded as pdalitayers. To maintain this role, school ownerschan
overview of activities and the ability to condugsgematic monitoring and continuous self-developimen
Pressure is thus exerted on schools to presertsasumanagement data for school owners. Coordimat
between school owners and the school nonetheless appears to be based on trust, bridge-buildiclg a
dialogue. In municipalities that succeed in eshidtig such dialogues, the schools experiencetibat t
municipalities emerge as political players in thbeaol sphere and that they are appreciated by their
superiors (cf. Mgller and Presthus, 2006).

155. There is a growing tendency in many municigalifor individual school leaders to be respomsibl
for — or more involved in — teacher appointmentssTs emphasised as positive by school leaderayMa
feel that the new system of governance resultemsiderable administrative work. Responsibility for
economy, operations, personnel issues, reportmdate in recent years all been largely delegated
schools. In addition, central government authaitiave imposed more reporting on schools (see 3.9).
Even though many school leaders have a positittadsatto an increased focus on results, they espee
problems in utilising statistical material in giphvork at their own schools. This relates not dolyhe
time required to analyse reported results, but talsoadequate analytical skills at the individsethool,
and the simultaneous reduction in municipal supfurttions also exacerbates the problem. Another
tendency is for some schools or municipalitieseteksconsultancy help from outside the school system
analyse results and to indicate development arghs@urses of action.

156. It appears that Norwegian school leaders éxpes considerable freedom in their role. But at th
same time the possibilities are limited since tastceed capacity. Adequate resources of time and
competence constitute a prerequisite for a gooahisal between autonomy and accountability. Some of
them also feel that there is a discrepancy betw&pactations and the financial resources they have
their disposal (Mgller et al., 2006)

157. In 2006 goint national inspection programme was implementedHerfirst time in the education
area based on the system audit method. This methtads inspection being carried out to discover
whether the municipality has systems in place $katire compliance with the obligations stated én th
Education Act and accompanying regulations. Thpdnson was carried out because the reforms of
recent years had placed emphasis on elucidating#ipensibility of school owners. One of the gasls

the Knowledge Promotion Reform is local respongibind the freedom to develop schools as learning
organisations. White Paper no. 1 (2005-2006) statsefforts to achieve greater local freedomabioa

in the 10-year compulsory education make it necggsehave a good system for quality assessment tha
also inspires development, as well as a well-fmitig supervisory network.

158. Common guidelines were drawn up for this intipa in which the requirements of the legislation
were specified as obligations for the municipaditie take action. The purpose of the guidelinestwvas
ensure that the county governors’ understandirtbefegislation and the conducting of the inspectice
as similar as possible. The outcome showed that ofidse municipalities that were subject to the
inspection do not meet the requirements for hasimgh a system as stipulated in Section 13-10. The
results also reveal that the municipalities’ resiloility for school-based assessment is fulfillecdhly a
small extent. As a measure to remedy the non-cord#oce situation and to clarify the school owners’
obligation, the Directorate has suggested that wbduld be initiated on regulations for internatizol

in the education field (Report from the DirectorfieEducation and Training, 2006).
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3.8 Organisation and leadership structures within the school

159. School owners recognise the importance ofaddbadership and often wish to strengthen this
function. Many municipalities allocate resourcesd¢bools and the school principals prepare thalgbts
within this frame in cooperation with employee eg@ntatives. This makes it possible to assign highe
priority to funds for school leadership and othéméanistrative support networks, but it is a matier
balancing such funds with those for other significareas. The Norwegian Association of School Lesade
describes this as a “dilemma of conscience” foostleaders, and experience shows that a suggested
increase in resources for leadership often “losesasks that are directly geared towards pupils.

160. An important aspect of leadership is secuttiegflow of information in the organisation. A syuof
leadership in recognised schools showed that $wsmols had developed clear procedures and areas fo
sharing information and holding discussions andriatual reflection (Mgller and Presthus, 2006). In
addition to the formal structure, informal forumaypa significant role. Leadership initiatives ofteome
from individuals other than formal leaders — foaeple from teachers, pupils, parents or other
employees. In other words, leadership functionslateibuted throughout the organisation, but the
ultimate responsibility lies with the formal leader

Primary and lower secondary schools

161. The manner in which the resources for leadfeesie distributed varies from one school to anothe
At small schools it is often the principal who isen the entire leadership allocation, and at tiseb®ols
he/she often has teaching duties. At larger schib@sommon for resources to be divided betwden t
principal and one or more deputy principals. Sonugigipalities have introduced the term assistant
principal for one of these deputies.

162. Most schools are gradually organising theiclers in teams. It is not uncommon for some of the
school’s leadership resources to be divided ambaggam leaders, who are often also members of an
extended leader/planning group. Such leader grofips also include employees who have particular
responsibilities — for example the leader of thgcdae facilities, employees responsible for special
instruction or for teaching language minorities etc

Upper secondary education and training

163. In upper secondary schools there are large tliferences in organisational and leadership
structure. The most common model is the same a#tipaimary and lower secondary schools where the
school is led by a principal and one or more depuiycipals. In upper secondary schools, howevés, i
far more usual for these persons to be assignéokededireas of responsibility in which they are givall
responsibility — for example within economy or §tafhinagement. This often reflects the competence
profile of these leaders.

164. Most upper secondary schools have several ptegrammes, and the leaders for each programme
are part of the school’s leadership team.

Recent changes

165. As aresult of the amendment to Section 8tB@Education Act, Organising pupils in groups
(2003 no. 69), which came into force on 1August3®@0change has been made to pupils’ right to have
one teacher who has a special responsibility feiptlactical, administrative and socio-pedagogisits
related to the pupil. Whereas this right was fotynezlated to the pupils’ affiliation to a classjd now
connected directly to a teacher who in the texheflaw is given the title of contact teachersldecided
locally how many individual pupils a teacher isheve contact responsibility for.

166. The main objective of the amendment was tamapocal freedom of action. The local level was to
be made capable of adapting its supply of resouréesluding the use of teacher resources and aiider
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— with the aim of improving the learning environrhand achieving educational goals to an even greate
degree than before. This has led to many schoelsaperating with flexible student groups based on
pedagogical assessments.

167. Another change that has consequences forieggi@am is the introduction of ICT. Many schools
have started to use learning platforms as tooltefining. This contributes to flexibility with ragd to
pupil groupings, teachers’ opportunities for follayw, and transparency (the organisation and
arrangement of the teaching becomes “official” sifeaders, teachers, students, and in many cases
parents, gain an insight through the learning ptatj. This can have great significance for the eisérg
of leadership, but so far school leaders do notapio be exploiting this opportunity for insigbtany
great extent.

168. There have also been genuine attempts tdbdistrformal authority and power among several
individuals within the leadership. The Educatiort Amovides for other ways to organise leadership, b
these must be submitted as an application to tmésiy for approval. Pilot schemes were introduiced
the 1980s — so-called “alternative forms of govanoed — with various types of organisation and the
division of responsibility. A school in Bergen hamctised shared principal responsibility in thegeal
functions — a pedagogical leader, a financial leade a personnel leader — from the 1980s until the
present time, and submitted an application to comltihe scheme with support from its own municipali
However the application has now been rejectedgamal government level on the grounds that such
leadership fellowships of three persons must hakes rconcerning who is responsible externally ahd w
takes decisions. Dispensation has thus not beem giom Section 9-1 that stipulates that schoolstrha
led by the principal. Roald Valle (2007) uses tlgsision as an example of inconsistency in Norwegia
school policy. He refers to how the previous arespnt ministers are emphasising stronger local dfjh
governance for schools and school owners and totthkenges of developing schools to be “learning
organisations”. He views the decision to wind up skheme as placing obstacles in the way of school
development that produces results. The conclustadréws finds support in the repbieéw School
Management Approaches. Education and SE091) from the OECD where team leadership or
relational, distributed or shared leadership idbed along with the good results attained.

3.9 Tensions regarding priorities in leadership rgsonsibilities

169. Aasen (2006) describes school leadershipdaseese and demanding practice in which the school
leader has to fill different roles. Principals mhsthead teachers and lead development processes an
personnel as well as serving as administratorgailiticians. In addition they must cope with a
multiplicity of external expectations and balanice heed for change against that for stability.

170. Although most school leaders express a wigfivi priority to pedagogical leadership, it can
appear as if this work loses out in competitiorhvatiministrative tasks. At some schools the probgem
solved by the leadership group sharing areas pbresbility. In some upper secondary schools, for
example, a large part of the role of pedagogicadée has been delegated to middle management (Mglle
et al., 2006).

171. From the proje@uccessful School Leadershijuglestad (2006) maintains that a basic featfire o
the schools they surveyed was that learning andguegical leadership were given top priority. Leader
acquire theiraison d’étreand job satisfaction from the pupils’ learning. tréag represents the core at
all levels — at individual level for each pupil atedcher, at group level within a learning colleetand
within groups of pupils, and at school level foe thihole organisation (Fuglestad og Lillejord 2002).

172. The extent to which principals choose to [#ig® administrative tasks can also be conditiamal
structural conditions such as the size of the sicliod municipality. But even those who prioritise
pedagogical leadership are of the opinion that tieye too many routine administrative tasks to cope
with (Mgller et al., 2006).
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173. It appears that a large number of meetings iwiernal actors at the school are necessary to
coordinate and harmonise activities across estaalistructures. Most of the principals in the susay
that they spend three to five hours a week on mgetvith the leadership group, and the same anafunt
time on meetings with department heads and witlstidif/teachers respectively.

174. The fact that so much of the principals’ tisiepent on meetings indicates a strong belief in
meeting arenas for coordinating and harmonisingaichctivities. This is in fact not surprising. Amber
of studies conducted in the school leadership Bélolw that structures and administrative taskgmen
precedence over educational work, even thoughdheos leaders themselves are of the view that
pedagogical tasks should be given priority (Lotgb&097; Mgller, 1995).

175. The governance of the education system hagadsiuced a belief in structure as a tool for gean
and development. White Paper no. 37 (1990-91) eareéd as an answer to how the education system
should meet challenges related to the wave of mefepresented bew Public Managemeand the
“modernisation” of the public sector (Busch andk3an, 2001). Faster and more flexible budget system
were introduced along with new leadership prin@pldowever, several researchers point out that the
scope of administrative work has been further isifeed as a result of management by objectivesthad
new form organisation in the municipal sector iwitad schools becoming separate management units
(Engeland, 2000; Karlsen, 2002). There are thosealdim that this is diametrically opposed to the
intention of placing greater emphasis on pedagbtgedership — a key element of the LUIS programme
for school administration and development (The Btityi of Education,1992) which is also expressed in
the White PapeCulture for learning(2003-2004). Others claim that it first and foretritigstrates a lack
of leadership since the scope of leaders’ freedonow relatively wide. Nonetheless, daring to take
initiatives requires both strong leadership andatbiéity to prioritise. School leaders’ inadequate
competence and their deficient experience in osgaitinal development and change management may
represent reasons for the lack of substantial achangchool work structure.

3.10 Collaboration between schools

176. There has been an increase in the interestdmperceived relevance of collaboration between
schools in Norway during the last few years. Tlais heen defined more clearly at policy level, lag h
also emerged as initiatives from schools themsekeasajor catalyst for this has been the increasisg
of information and communication technology in sziso

177. One outcome of national initiatives to impleteew technologies in schools is that the term
“network” has become more prevalent. One exampleei?ILOT project (Project — Innovation in
Learning, Organization and Technology), involvirgDIschools in nine regions of Norway over four
years (2000-2004). The project schools collaboratedeetings and online forums. One outcome of the
project is increased attention to the needs antbmés of collaboration between schools and to the
significance of school leaders’ involvement.

178. National programmes and initiatives have reggmeed an important incentive for inter-school
collaboration. An example of such a programmidasworks of Learningnitiated in 2004. It consists of
21 networks in all regions of Norway. Each netwooksists of 10-11 schools and one teacher training
college. This programme has been developed toecsemtainable collaborative networks utilising fsind
given to schools and teacher training collegesifipaity for this purpose (Erstad, 2005).

179. Another example of nationally initiated netling is provided by two recent initiativesRractice-
oriented research and developmantdThe Knowledge Promotion Reform — from words taoac®Both
emphasise networks between schools, municipaligéggons and external partners such as district
university colleges or universities. Collaboratlmtween schools is also considered to be vitdlen t
nationalCompetence Development Strategy in Basic Educéia®b-2009). Such extensive investment
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in programmes of this type can be interpreted aachnowledgement that network building has so far
been weak. Network building is now regarded asvgortant method of fostering a culture for learning
and development, and as a way of developing competecally. The Directorate has initiated and
finances networks for competence building in sdwdifferent disciplines — including school leadepsh
These networks constitute a professional forundiecourse for those bidding to provide servicethéo
university and university college sector at the sdime as such efforts are intended to encourage th
establishment of networks between school ownersanthetence environments to strengthen the quality
of competence-building projects.

180. There are several examples of local schobbaities that have initiated network programmes for
schools in their region because they see a poténtiachool development in such collaborative gfo
Usually such programmes are funded locally.

181. One issue of importance in Norway is the langmber of small schools in remote areas and small
local communities. Collaboration between such stshbas been the focus of initiatives at local and
regional level, especially in the northern parNofway. This has also been the theme of some @sear
projects — for instance the PILOT project mentioabdve.

182. A large number of schools, particularly atéowevels, have taken part in collaborations with
schools in other European countries through prograsisuch as Comenius. Several schools have
reported that this has provided essential expegiehcollaboration at both school level and among
teachers and students.

183. The objectives for collaborative networks vacgording to the overall aims of the programmes. |
the national initiatives and programmes the intenis to provide a better platform for school
development: through collaborative efforts schadlsbe in a better position to handle change and
challenges. In upper secondary schools the obgsctive often more related to the content of schgoli
for example in collaborative networks within cemtaubject domains or between students at different
schools. In rural districts the aims may be linkethe broader issue of survival as school comriemit
ICT has proved to be an important tool in collativeanetworks between small schools.

184. Evaluations of some of the initiatives mengidmbove show that there are challenges and preblem
in making collaboration efforts work and in reagh&ims. Research has shown that it is often the mor
informal networks that work best for more conteriented collaboration whereas in state-initiated
programmes the networks seem to struggle to makedhaboration work. According to the school
leaders, this is due partly to time constraintsefstablishing networks and partly to the fact that
technological infrastructure for working in netwsriften fails to support such collaborative effohts
networks established by national agencies theesslems to be a difference in how schools and $choo
leaders experience working with them: some fee} thiee a lot of their own experience to other sdhoo
without receiving much in return to help them iritrown efforts towards school development. One
important outcome of several of these initiativesational level has been the development of mini-
networks within larger networks. This means thatftamework for collaboration that the larger netkgo
have created has made it possible for school |sai®t teachers to find partners within smaller netes
for more focused collaboration.

185. School leaders play a crucial role in the tgpraent and operation of all such initiatives. Tlaeg

the key agents between collaborative initiativesegtonal or national level as well as for theirmogchool
community, and they play an important part in eihing such networks for their own schools as péart
larger programmes for collaboration. In additidreyt form part of collaborative networks for school
leaders, and network building has become a mogeiérat theme at the regular school leader confesence
Far more focus is now placed on the key role pldyedchool leaders in both developing and operating
collaborative networks as part of school developmen
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186. Collaboration with other school leaders imrfal and/or informal networks is regarded as cilitica
for school leaders. The team of principals in a itipality can collectively constitute a major netkp
and those responsible for school matters seemidotihe key to how well the network functions as a
learning community. Both thBuccessful School Leadersipipject (Mgller and Fuglestad, 2006) and
Mgller's (2004) in-depth study of 12 principals fiom that it is the informal networks that seenhtave
the greatest power to create professional learsimgyonments.

3.11 The school’s role in broader community servicand development

187. Schools in Norway occupy a key position inltteal community, both historically and culturally.
The curriculum requires schools to cooperate viithdommunity’s business and working life, its ard a
culture, and the local clubs and associations thighaims of providing the pupils with concrete and
realistic knowledge and contributing to updating sichool’s educational provisions. Other requiresien
include ensuring that such cooperation facilitébestransitions between the various grades in the
educational process, and that the school coopesdttesther public bodies that are responsibletifier
learning, development and growing-up environmerdtiiiren and young people. A specific example is
the school brass bands and the role they play ow&os national day. Sports grounds are often htdc
to schools and vice versa, and school premisegsae as arenas and meeting places for the adivitie
various clubs and associations.

188. Schools are expected to serve in this capasity both the State, counties and municipalitipeet
them to continue to play a major role. Local comityudevelopment and cultural activity have been and
still are key elements and will continue to be Mitat schools. Several municipalities want to deyel
schools as local centres for children and younglee@&xamples of how schools’ social assignmentg ha
been extended in recent years include the dayaail@ieés scheme and the culture schools that often
collaborate with the school on the options thegioff

189. In upper secondary schools it is common tpewate with local companies, particularly in
connection with vocational training. Entrepreneipgdias represented an area of priority for manysiea

3.12 Competencies and school characteristics

190. No Norwegian studies have been elaborateusrfield. However, th&uccessful School
Leadershipproject (Mgller, 2006) shows that tpeactice of leadership varies from one school to another
depending on history, the composition of the sthi, geographical location and the catchment ditea.
project does not demonstrate how this variati@pecifically linked to the characteristics of the
individual school, and emphasis is placed on comfaeatures rather than differences. Some such
features, which are also of significance for thgetpf competence required, are extensive teamwork,
focus on the pupils’ learning processes, a clelrevbase, dialogue with parents, the continuoussitey

of action plans based on school assessment, asgstematic follow-up of school projects.

3.13 Core competencies for effective school leadbiis

191. The White Pap&ulture for learning(2003-2004) points to the necessity of develogicigools

into learning organisations, which sets greaterateia on principals as leaders of the schools’ iegrn

programmes. In this perspective, knowledge of iegrprocesses, learning outcomes, teaching,

evaluation and the curriculum represent core coemuéits for effective school leadership. Analysifisk

that make it possible to be proactive and critidadut presentations that describe activities imalshare

a prerequisite for organisational studies. Schemdliérs (who are almost always recruited from the

teaching profession) also need knowledge of orgéinizal theory to enable them to understand and pav

the way for the development of their workplace. yfhrust of necessity be familiar with and understand
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the legal basis for the school activities (cf. MgllL1996). They control large financial resourd¢es aire to
be utilised as tools to create good learning camtht and insight into financial management is¢fae a
major area of competence (cf. Robertsen, 2006)glseeChapter 6).

192. No research has been conducted in Norway#maprove correlations between certain areas of
competence and schools’ effectiveness. However gbdne Knowledge Promotion Reform consisted of
initiating a nationwide development programme fagcg®n pupils and entitleBrom words to action

The programme extends over three years and haaracfal budget of NOK 140 million. It is organised
nationally but involves all sector levels. Schoaihers apply for participation on behalf of schools.

193. The programme aims to ensure that far moresdsland school owners will be competent to assess
their own results and to adapt their activitietinie with the objectives of the Knowledge Promotion
Reform — for example by giving support to local elepment projects where the participants try to
resolve a concrete challenge in working with pugiisl apprentices. The projects are also intended to
contribute new knowledge and practical aids thatethtire sector can benefit from as well as thdse w
participate in the programme. One characteristihefprogramme is that the impact the project lmas o
practice in schools, the learning environment &edaupils’ learning will be documented.

194. Guidelines have been drawn up for how the inggp to take place with regard to factual
information beyond that available in existing gtis. Results from the compulsory pupil surveytarbe
inserted from grade 7 and grade 10 respectivelyframad grade 11 for upper secondary schools. Core
areas of the pupil survey include well-being, bially working environment, pupil participation etc.
Country averages are being compiled, and the sshusa the documentation to interpret and improve
their results.

195. Data on pupils’ educational results are usea faundation for the programme work based on
results from survey samples in Norwegian, New Ngjieve, Mathematics and English. The schools are
requested to analyse the results over time to recrdom outcomes that may arise in a certain year.

3.14 Innovations related to the organisation of ledership roles in schools

196. New and changed requirements for the schadElerole must be related to the comprehensive
work integrated into the Knowledge Promotion Refammnew structure, new curricula and broadly-based
competence building. The goals of these effortslaseribed in the White Pap@ulture for Learning
(2003-2004): to develop schools as learning orgaioiss with requirements regarding a clear anchgtro
leadership that is aware of the school’'s knowleglggds. It is maintained that all experience shdvas t

good school leadership is decisive for the workudlity development in schools, and the importasfce
greater competence and educational opportunitesighasised (p. 27 and p. 100).

197. InThe strategy for competence building in compulseohooling(2005-2008), which forms part of
the Knowledge Promotion Reform, competence buildimgchool leadership is given priority. Partiqula
emphasis is placed on competence connected taltioelsas a learning organisation and on better
adapted tuition. Follow-up research from the Faéséarch Foundation places emphasis on showing the
changes that can be documented with regard twtheaf and informal qualifications of school leaders
teachers, training supervisors and instructors.eMatuation will also identify the extent to whiahd the
way in which the programmes lead to changes iretluzational provisions and the organisation of the
individual school and training establishment.

198. In the first sub-reporHagen, Nyen and Hertzberg, 200@9ints out that this strategy can be
distinguished from earlier programmes — for exaniyyl¢he fact that emphasis is placed on both the
school owners’ role and the organisational perspedResearchers find little expressed disagree st
conflicts between school owners, principals andhees in the assessment of competence needs at
schools. However, the interviews indicate thatehbsee groups have somewhat different understgadin
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of reality with regard to their view on competemeeds and on suitable instruments for developimg ne
competencies in schools. The impression givenattie planning processes have so far had little
integrating effect and that they therefore proditte learning outcome at school level. This résuh a
low commitment to the process and a weak foundatiathool level.

199. The interviews also indicate that it is laygible school owners who have taken control witlardg

to developing local competence-building plans. Biecis regarding prioritising needs and selecting
programmes in general appear to be taken cenitnathe municipalities and county authorities. The
researchers point out that one of the advantagsshoiol owners’ control of the development of plens
that school development in the municipality as @bels strengthened. The risk of managing a styateg
from the highest level in this way can be that ¢htgpes of process may lead to weak commitmengtand
lack of common understanding of challenges andoglsoat school and teacher levels. Another drawback
may be that insufficient consideration is givewvamiations between schools.

200. The evaluation is keyed to the 2005 — 2@@8egy period and will result in annual sub-repand
a final report in 2009. Special emphasis is plamedommunicating the results of the first sub-répor
that this information can contribute to prioritieets and processes in the continuing work with
competence building in municipalities and countihatities.
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CHAPTER 4: ENHANCING LEARNING AND SCHOOL LEADERSHIP

This chapter focuses more particularly on the role of school leadership in enhancing learning, and aims to identify the conditions
and policies under which school leaders can exercise this role most effectively. Policy concerns about teaching, learning and
assessment are addressed.

4.1 The quality of teaching, learning and assessmen

201. Discussions on quality in the education sydtake taken place for many years in Norway. To
some extent there has been considerable disagreabmart the best way to measure quality and alheut t
correlation between the school’s internal assessoféts activities, the external assessment aradityu
development. Since 1995 schools have been obl@medrduct school-based assessments, but there are
still great differences among schools and munitipalto what extent such work is systemetise®d83

it was decided to compile a national quality assesd system with national examinations and a websit
(skoleporten.npthat was to make it possible to put the availatfiermation to systematic use. Results
from international surveys (for example PISA antMMS) have also attracted great public attention and
have helped to put the spotlight on the qualityeatching and pupils’ learning and on assessment.

202. The average grade of learning outcomes abstdwel can be ascribed to three types of fact@ys:
pupils’ prerequisites, (ii) random variation, afig) the school’s contribution to learning. Schotist
score highest do not necessarily make the bestilootion to learning. This can be due to advantageo
pupil composition or chance. In the same way fiifrom certain that school with weak results give
pupils a poor learning yield. The school’s conttibn to learning yield can be influenced by many
factors: the quality of the school buildings andipqent, the motivation and knowledge level of the
teachers, working methods, organisation of thehi@gécounselling, the cooperation between emplgyees
the well-being of the pupils, school leadership esgburces in the form of teaching hours are all
examples of features at schools that can affedtgigarning yield. It is desirable that the indtors at
skoleporten.neeflect learning yield that is created by thes#des to the highest degree possible. The
extent to which this is the case is contingent aw Bignificant pupils’ prerequisites and randomiation
are in explaining the differences in results. Tingartance of pupil background and of chance cay loal
verified through systematic surveys based on aisges®e actual results for the same schools owarae
years. (Heegeland, Raaum, Salvanes).

203. One area of concern is that it can seemtieatifferences in learning outcomes between papés
increasing — in spite of the goals concerning aatapt and inclusion. This particularly applies ¢ésults
compared to pupils’ social background, but othesoas for concern are that boys in general perform
more poorly than girls and that pupils from langaiaginorities do not perform as well as those wheeha
Norwegian as their mother tongue. These aspectsledvo discussions on the content and working
methods in schools, with special emphasis beinggplan the fact that schools must clarify the
educational requirements they set for their pujlisectorate for Education and Training, 2005).

4.2 The role of school leadership in the developmeand evaluation of policies for teaching,
learning and assessment

204. In Norwegian schools, principals are respdadiy the quality of teaching, learning and assesd
in their schools (Ministry of Education and Resea004). Thus, at school level, principals need to
obtain information about pupils’ learning and leaghoutcomes, about teaching, assessment and the
curriculum. Attention is increasingly being draventhe school leaders’ role in using such informafmr
guality development in their schools. There aréedinces between schools, between municipalitids an
between counties, but the general tendency isdasfmore on schools as learning organisations (Dahl
2004; Mgller, 2006; Ministry of Education and Resba2004). The development of schools as learning
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organisations is contingent on good communicatetmben the school leaders, staff, pupils and psirent
about the schools’ practice and results. Similarlyality development presupposes that the
communication between school leaders at school &aktheir political and administrative superiors
maintains a focus on teaching, learning and asssdgfRevolden and Lillejord, 2006).

205. In addition to the recent implementation oiéional system for evaluation, schools, munictjesi
and counties develop and carry out local testssamnkys to map different aspects of quality in stio
Private firms are also commonly employed to devélageline reports for schools (Mgller et al., 2006)
Faced with an abundance of information, one chgéiéor school leaders is to understand how resalts
support governance and accountability. In the rietd the day, school leaders are expected to use
results as a basis for learning and school devedoprithey need to approach results in an active and
critical manner, and there is a need for analytocahpetence to be developed (cf. Mgller, 2006). For
example the school leader survey showed that dtafithe principals were of the opinion that
educational statistics as they were presentedesktiieporterwebsite were difficult to interpret.

206. The school leader survey also points to ttle ¢da systematic approach in schools’ evaluation
work. It appears to be the most development-orieatdools that to the greatest extent utilise etaio
results in their development efforts (Mgller ef 2D06)

207. It can also appear as if there is a discrgpbatween the political expectations of school &rad
and what they actually contribute to learning, k#ag and assessment. Nonetheless it should be
emphasised that there are differences between Ischioat many work systematically on quality
development, and that the national systems aténstiie implementation phase and have perhaps not
completely attained their final shape.

208. The main conclusions dhe Office of the Auditor General’s investigationeducation in primary
and lower secondary schoqBocument no. 3:10 [2005-2006]) document weaknesise organisation
and monitoring of the educational provisions in poisory schooling. The investigation shows that
teachers’ expertise regarding adapting and conuyttiition for those with special needs is a keytda
in ensuring that pupils receive such tuition andl tteus attain a satisfactory learning yield. Almioskf
the principals included in the investigation ar¢ satisfied with teachers’ competence in this afée.
consequence is that many pupils are not offerecogpite educational provisions. Pupils who do not
receive specially adapted teaching but are in néedtra help are particularly affected. The Offafahe
Auditor General is of the opinion that it is crddiar the Government and the municipalities to draw
attention to this fact.

209. The first joint national inspection programthat was carried out in 2006 (see 3.7) shows tlvaem
than 70% of the selected municipalities do not redequate systems for ensuring that pupils’ rights
secured (Directorate for Education and Trainingrg2006).

4.3 Issues of accountability

210. Traditionally it has been taken for granteat,ths professionals, teachers and leaders in Naawe
schools have conducted their work in the “bestiptessmanner in line with national curricula andgils’
needs. As schools are increasingly looked upoeparate units for monitoring of results, the issfie
accountability is becoming more predominant: schaoé made accountable for their results (Mgller,
2006). By law, school owners are responsible fatines for the quality assessment of schools’ tesul
Good reporting procedures must be drawn up to ergdblools to meet the requirements concerning
documenting their results according to the Educatiot. Afsar et al. (2006) refer to the fact tHa t
Knowledge Promotion Reform emphasises the managdmersults model and that this tool is
gradually being put into operation in the form afational assessment system. Management by résults
not understood as merely control but also as aftoaevelopment and learning. In other words s&hoo
are not only held accountable for results but atsaally for what is done with the results. Mgllada
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Fuglestad (2006) draw attention to the fact thallpputcomes are now understood to a greater extent
previously as an expression of how the school Hgtfimctions. It is thus thechools -and the school
leaders in particular — that are held accountable.

211. Substantial resources have been used onrmyilgh a national assessment system. However, at
school level it is viewed as a problem that nowhnear the same amount of resources has been used on
developing schools’ competence in interpretingtytpe of information that is produced by such system
and in converting these analyses to developmens goa improvement efforts. It can appear as is¢ho
who are politically and administratively responsilibr schools at the various levels perceive the&aton

as being that if schools and the general publimatified of the deficiencies, the competition beém
schools will in itself be sufficient to ensure tliraprovements are made — which in turn will produce
better results according to the Union of Educabiamway.

212. There has been considerable debate in Norb@yt he manner in which school results are to be
publicised and for whom. The discussion has péin concerned with the quality of the results,(Lie
Caspersen & Bjérnsson, 2005), but it also has a@gohl undertones. On the one hand the access fht
pupils and their parents/guardians is emphasisédhair entittement to be able to choose the “best”
school, while on the other the risk of creatingrl & schools is underlined. The publication of hsslas
attracted great attention. There is an ongoingge®of assessment of how the results should besped!
in order to provide the best possible platformféother work. (Directorate for Education and Traigj
2007).

4.4 Monitoring students’ disciplinary behaviour, learning progress and outcomes

213. A number of comparative studies have conclulkdatithe academic pressure in Norwegian schools
is too low compared with that in other countries. t®e basis of findings in the PISA surveys in 266d
2003, researchers conclude that academic requiterimeNorwegian schools are not sufficiently high.
Low academic pressure means that the requiremeitsrahe students are too low and that the cait§in
and depth in the tuition are deficient. Bachmanah ldaug (2006) point out that low expectations gfifsu
can lead to increasing the differences in a pupilig instead of the opposite. It is implied thgasive

and compliant leader role combined with low demdndsictive student participation in the learning
process can explain the relatively low academisguree in Norwegian schools.

214. Students who show problematic behaviour repitess particular challenge to schools and research
has dedicated considerable attention to this subjée PISA surveys from 2000 and 2003 show that
there is more disruption and noise in Norwegiaroshthan in other countries included in the susvey
Although much of this behaviour is not of a serioasure, such problems will disrupt the teaching an
will steal time since the tuition is interrupteddgpupils are given little peace and quiet in whichvork.

In this context, Klette (2003) raises the questidrether teachers formulate too few and too inekplic
demands on the individual student and instead assumore withdrawn role as academic supervisor in
which their leader function becomes ambiguous aadtive.

215. Some studies indicate a connection betweeieists: behaviour problems in schools and their
academic learning yield (Nordahl, 2005). It is dlse case that those with good social skills shalear
tendency towards better academic performance thpifspwith poor social skills. This shows that
preventive work concerning students’ social and@eal development is not only a goal in itselfilsut
also extremely important for ensuring that studeactademic learning yield is the best possiblesT#i
illustrated in the Directorate’s 2006 report onvamtive efforts in schools in which a number of
recommendations and measures are presented.

216. The Directorate has posted four net-basedsuseeys aimed at students, apprentices, paredts an
teachers. It is compulsory for schools to condaetpupil-oriented survey at grades 7 and 10, arigein
first year of upper secondary education. The ohjedf these surveys is to give user groups the
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opportunity to express their views on learning amdli-being. This will provide schools with signifiot
information that will contribute to the work of ftver developing the learning environment. School
leaders are requested to use the results frormutiieys as a starting point for discussions withpghpils’
council, parents, teachers and other employees.

4.5 Monitoring curriculum development and implementation

217. The distribution of responsibility between govment and municipal levels indicates that such
processes and routines are compiled locally. ThewKedge Promotion Reform gives great freedom at
local level for organising the school day and fardl adaptation of the distribution of lessons agnon
subjects and disciplines. Emphasis is placed oeldping good routines for the transition between th
various grades. The introduction of programme sibjat lower secondary level is intended to pro@de
better link between compulsory schooling and ugeeondary education and training, to promote better
adapted tuition, and to give the opportunity faxgtical activity or in-depth subject study. On Hasis of
the report from the national supervisory body i0@Qsee 3.7), the Directorate for Training and Edion
and the Norwegian Association of Local and Regidaahorities will draw up guidelines for the
municipalities on control routines, cooperation aggorting between the levels (Directorate for Edion
and Training report, 2006).

4.6 School leaders’ teaching responsibilities

218. There are wide variations in the amount ofkivgy time school leaders spend on teaching.
Resources for school leadership are determineddiogato the size of the school and in most caseh e
school is given the freedom to distribute the resesiaccording to its needs. The school leadeegurv
(Mgiller et al., 2006:43) revealed that 34% of sdhppimcipals state that they have up to 100% lestupr
resources at their school, 43% state that they hatveeen 101% and 200% leadership resources, while
6% have more than 400%. Among principals at thdlsstachools, i.e. those with up to 100 pupil$/25
of the principals say that they have less than &¥dership resources.

4.7 Teacher observation/peer coaching/mentoring

219. According to the school leader survey (Mgdteal., 2006) there are relatively many schools tha
create the conditions required for colleague-basemselling. The highest score is at primary schea!
where 68% of the principals say that the schochwiges such guidance, and the figures seem tol r@vea
positive attitude. To some extent principals thewesecounsel some of their staff. Principals cay @in
important role in giving guidance to groups, butewtproviding individual counselling to members of
staff, they must make a clear distinction betwéenemployee appraisal interview and this guidance
(Stalsett, 2006).

4.8 Evaluation of teachers’ performance

220. There is no tradition in Norwegian schoolsdtinool leaders to directly monitor teachers’ wiork
the classroom or pupils’ learning processes, aol swnitoring is not subject to any plan. It may be
difficult for some principals to gain access to whas traditionally been the teacher’'s autonomoesaa
Nonetheless, by far most school leaders are afpiv@on that they have set up good proceduresgaren
the quality of the work performed in the school. &ttschool leaders offer guidance to teacherspitén
in connection with special cases involving pupdther than with the teaching or learning situation
(Mgller et al., 2006).

221. Almost 90% of school principals in upper setay schools and more than 50% of those in primary
schools say that they have set up procedures tidanoewly appointed teachers — a noticeable iregea
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in primary and lower secondary schools comparel thi¢ survey from 2002. However, fewer have set up
routines to monitor teachers who do not functidistectorily: approximately half the school prinalp in
compulsory education have done so, i.e. an increfapproximately 20% compared with 2001 (Mgller et
al., 2006). An evaluation of the project desigrmedvaluate recently trained teachers shows trage |
majority of the project participants were of thewithat the project helped them to improve theilitgb

to reflect on their own teaching, gave them a gmelaglief in their own abilities, and improved thei

control of the work situation. They also say thegyt have benefited from the offer of counselling
regardless of how proactive school leadership ik véigard to cooperation, development and participa

or how the offer is organised (Sintef Technologg &ociety, 2006).

222. There is little tradition in this country fire formal assessment of teachers. Formal appraisal
interviews can represent an arena where qualityiregents are discussed and developed and where the
leader and the employee together agree on requitsraad development tasks. Employee appraisal
interviews are a statutory right but are often rdgd as “private” in the sense that they are cemsitia
matter solely between the leader and the empldy/@e.regard to the use of assessment systems, tlmos
half the principals in schools with grades 1-7 gratles 1-10 say that these are used in follow-up
interviews with teachers, whereas this appliesy 84% of the principals in lower secondary sclkool

and 29% of those in upper secondary schools (Metlat., 2006). Formal reward systems are utilteed
only a minor degree in Norwegian schools.

223. Since school leaders do not usually exerdaenpd supervision of teachers’ tuition, they aam r

the risk of either not reacting to teachers whagmor job or of reacting too violently on the Isasi
random or isolated information. However, theresaeools that have made systematic use of colleague
counselling or a mentor scheme and where openneddsnawledge of strengths and weaknesses among
the staff is greater than that at other schools.nbt particularly difficult to have bad teachdismissed

or relocated in Norway, but there are few schoatirs who possess sufficient knowledge or willimgne
to carry out the systematic efforts that form thsib of such processes according to the Directfoate
Education and Training.

4.9 Teachers’ professional development

224. A competence report from 2003 focused onolifgllearning and learning in working life. One
conclusion was that employees in the educatioroséeld poorer learning conditions than could be
expected, and the general impression was that ichoare lower than other enterprises for critéréd
are regarded as typical for learning organisatidhg. competence report 2005 pursued this matter
through a survey on the school as a learning osg#ion. The report — which encompassed 39 upper
secondary schools — concluded that learning sclawelsore successful with regard to the pupils’
academic progression in the first year of uppeoséary education and training and that pupils at
learning schools say that they experience highalitgjun the learning process, have a good opinibthe
school environment and experience little bullyimgl @isruption. The report emphasises that learning
schools ensure continuous learning for their eng®syby the staff feeling part of a well-functioning
community where they have some influence but whereeral guidelines are set. They also feel that the
are faced with high expectations and make usedif ether's competence to meet these expectations.
Teachers give feedback to each other and improdelpdate the practices at the school together.

225. It appears that leaders at learning schoelpanticularly good at rewarding proficiency. Thaeg

able both to include their co-workers in the scloodévelopment and to make priorities. At learning
schools there is a considerable amount of dailynleg in the everyday interaction between colleague
who test teaching programmes, evaluate and disBusslaily learning is not conducted at the exparfse
other forms of competence building: employees’ipigudtion in continuing education and training is
facilitated and they are given the opportunitylare knowledge and experience after such programmes
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226. The strategy for competence building in cormmyl schooling 2005-2008 has been developed in
collaboration between the central education aditnatien and the central parties. In accordance thigh
strategy the school owner is responsible for degiefpn deciding and implementing plans for competenc
building in conjunction with the involved partieéghe school owner has responsibility for ensurirag th
the plans fulfil local competence needs withintldonal prioritised areas and that the individsedool
and learning enterprise assess the competencenguitteasures that should be given priority. Th&t fir
sub-report presenting the evaluation of the conmpetduilding strategy was published in May 2006 and
shows that decisions on appropriate measure aggaqjy very often made at central level in
municipalities and county authorities. One advamtafgthe school owner’s management of planning is
that the development of schools in the municipalgya whole is strengthened. The danger is thahthy
lead to weak involvement and a lack of a commoretstdnding of challenges and choices among
schools and teachers. Another disadvantage mayabasufficient consideration is given to the
variations among schools (Hagen, Nyen and Hertzb@0®). On the basis of the findings in the fitdbs
report the central authorities have pointed out élsaessment of needs must be carried out at ésezh qf
instruction.

227. The follow-up evaluation of the strategy fompetence building finds little expressed disages@m
between school owners, principals and teachefseimssessment of competence needs at schools.
However, it appears that they have a somewhatrdrffainderstanding of reality with regard to theaw

on competence needs and on suitable instrumentef@oping new competencies in schools. The
evaluation reveals that the aim of the strategyniderstood differently by the various target groups
Whereas school owners perceive “the developmethteofchool as a learning organisation” as an aim of
the strategy, school leaders attach less importanites goal while teachers place very little inrtpace

on it. School leaders attach most importance tetimmection with the Knowledge Promotion Reform and
see the strategy as an element in achieving thalbgeals of the reform — for example the strbeging

of the basic skills of pupils. Professional competebuilding and competence building keyed to asthpt
education play a central role in teachers’ undaditey of the aim of the strategy. The three groagsear
to agree that competence keyed to better adaptezhtoh is a central goal but have differing viewns

the kind of competence and how it can best be eedjui

228. With regard to the evaluation, school ownadta some extent principals experience that n&eds
local competence building correspond to nationigrjtisations. Teachers have less to say aboubmaili
prioritisations but have professional needs thaséhcover in part. At the same time the evaludiiais
that the strategy is perceived as giving fairly evidtitude to prioritise local needs and measures.

229. In the case of assessments of needs andipation of measures it appears that different
perceptions of goals and needs can be ascribeffacedt understandings of the purpose of the apat
Therefore the communication of this strategy isnaportant task both for the school owner and theet
leader since this will reduce tensions connectatié@mphasis on needs at national level, at tee@f
learning and at the individual level. A clearer arslanding of the purpose of the strategy may ralsan
that individual needs can be more closely relatatktional priorities and the needs of the place of
learning allowing the implementation of prioritiedthin a common understanding of needs.

230. The strategy for competence building in priyreard lower secondary schools (2005-2008) is
different from previous strategies: it underlinias tole of school owners, places clear emphasisaath
needs and on the development of the school asgamisation and is strongly rooted at each place of
learning.

231. A shiftis taking place in Norwegian educatpmiicy from external courses towards learningnd a
through daily work. The Directorate for Educatioda raining’s programm&he Knowledge Promotion
Reform — from words to actios an example of how competence development arg laelapted to
integrate learning processes into everyday liferraaked resources for competence development are
channelled from the Directorate via the county goees to the school owner responsible for the
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competence building of school leaders, teachero#rats. Universities, university colleges and pthe
professional environments provide assistance todawners in this work. The competence building
strategy is evaluated by the Fafo Institute forduaband Social Research which submitted its fubt s
report in 2006. Reports are to be submitted eveay with the final report in the spring of 2009€Th
researchers find that this strategy differs froevpus strategies through:

- stronger emphasis on the role of the school owner

- greater stress on local needs

- more focus on the organisational perspective

- improved central organisational basis

The researchers find that a key prerequisite focess is the will and ability of the school owrer t
organise processes so that teachers and schoetdeacperience that the measures implemented meet
their needs.

4.10 — 4.11 Leadership practice and learning in sols - Relevant research studies

232. It has been difficult for research conductedchools to document whether formal leadershipahas
direct impact on pupils’ learning outcomes. Nonktbe many are of the opinion that principals’
leadership is critical for schools’ development é&rders can be very significant as a symbol. &apd
one leader with another can, for example, trigtreng feelings, new expectations and perceptioafs th
influence future functional abilities in the orgsation for better or for worse (Mgller, pending
publication, Strand 2000). International studies &xample Mulford & Johns, 2004, Leithwood et al.,
1999) imply an indirect correlation between leabgrsand results. For instance, formal leadership is
important as a support structure for classroonvidiets.

233. This result is reflected in Norwegian studlessen’s (2004) study of leadership in the evatratf
Reform 97, for example, could not refer to a cleattern for the variables that were most important
explaining the variation in pupils’ performancest the teacher was regarded as being the most
significant actor for the tuition offered. On thier hand, the study documented a high correspaeden
between the actions of the principal and the legdmup and the direction of the school's developmen
(Mgller, 2006).

234. In the Norwegian part of the internationaksesh project entitleBuccessful School Leadership
common feature throughout was that there were mdroyexercised leadership at the selected schools
(Mgller and Fuglestad, 2006): formal leaders, teezland pupils all took a number of leadership
initiatives. But even though formal leadership wa$y one of many elements that constituted thetjpec
of leadership, it was still the leadership actitret were performed by the principal that were ingat.
Formal leaders have the power and authority tactffee agenda and to determine what is to be given
attention in schools, and formal leader actionglaeesfore significant for the school’s developmeven
though it is difficult to measure a direct impantmupils’ learning outcomes (Mgller, 2006).

235. In asurvey from 2004 (Ministry of EducatiordeResearch, 2005) the following aspects of
leadership are highlighted as essential for theldgvnent of the school as a learning organisation:
leadership that is rewarded, leadership that gasrfeacy, inclusive leadership, and leadership that
assigns priorities and can use power.

236. The Fafo Research Foundation has evaluatesttieene involving demonstration schools and
demonstration companies. The evaluation showslieagcheme involving such schools has had
comprehensive extended effects on other schookss@heme is characterised by imparting information
that is closely linked to educational practice, #rid seems to have contributed to greater undwetistg
and learning in the schools that have visited #gmaahstration schools. The scheme involving
demonstration companies has not produced equatlgt gffects with regard to spreading results and
experience.
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237. Studies show that 40% of the primary and Iaseeondary schools and 50% of the upper secondary
schools that have been in contact with the dematimtr schools are of the view that the contactded
specific changes at their own schools. However troiothem consider that it is too early to exprass
opinion on whether it has had an impact on leargiatyl. Of the schools that think they have suéfti
documentation to assess the effect, almost abfattee view that the experience is largely positive
Researchers claim that it will be possible to aegaicomplete picture of the impact of the scheme o
pupils’ learning yield in two years or so.

238. The scheme is characterised by imparting imébion that is closely linked to educational preeti
and this seems to have contributed to greater stadeting and learning. The opportunity for a direct
exchange of experience combined with access tagéew demonstration schools’ models function in
practice provides a good understanding of the nsodigerviews in the survey show that user schamds
fully aware of what is required to adapt the dem@ti®n schools’ model to their own organisatioheT
models are not adopted randomly: user schoolsygiegity to the fact that as a rule there will baeed
for adjustment and further development in their @®hool. Demonstration schools function first and
foremost as inspiration for other schools.

239. Internally, schools that have been demonstratthools report predominantly positive effectsrfr
the scheme, and the scheme leads to an increttsiimernal learning at the schools. External
recognition, pride and access to networks are qibgitive outcomes. Researchers point out thatatym
of the demonstration schools both teachers andbsamanagers feel convinced about the correctness of
what they are doing since it promotes both thelpugésire to learn and their actual learning.

4.12 Policy initiatives which have been undertakear are planned to support learning-
centred leadership

240. Schools as learning organisations and comgetemlding for leaders at individual schools and
training establishments are assigned priority @Kinowledge Promotion Reform’s strategy for
competence building. This document regards the etatienge for schools as learning organisations to
be developing the learning environment and orgagigiin a way that best promotes learning — fqpijsu
and for the staff as a professional community. Admeents to the Education Act have given schools
greater opportunities to organise the teachindpabit is better adapted to local prerequisitesraetls.
Both the evaluation of Reform 97 and the projectifferentiation in education have revealed a
considerable potential for better adaptations mmalsory schooling. The evaluation of the Governtisen
programme on quality development (2000-2003) shitvasschools with a cooperation-based working
method and systematic evaluation of their own racre more able to give their pupils adaptedotuit
than other schools.

241. This makes it necessary to prioritise commetdnuilding programmes in order to develop schools’
and training establishments’ abilities to orgarddacation and training appropriately and to adjuest
content and working methods in order to give thiviilual student and apprentice specially-adapted
tuition. There is also a need to improve the qualitspecial tuition, at the same time as the rfeeduch
teaching should be prevented and reduced by prayigétter adapted education. The work of preventing
and reducing behaviour problems in school haslaem given high priority. In all, this puts consilge
demands on the competence of teachers and schdelhip.

242. The national system for quality assessmentésded to promote quality development by paving
the way for informed decisions at all levels in Huvhool system. Developing schools as learning
organisations particularly involves strengthenimg ability of school leadership and staff to eveduithe
results of their work. Appropriate application bétnational system for quality assessment reqthies
ability to analyse and make use of information alvesources, the learning environment and learning
yield on the websitekoleporten.noln collaboration with the main partners in theimess community,
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skoleporten.nds to be expanded to include vocational training &aining in companies. The skills
required to use guidance resources to improveuhéty of the training are also necessary.

243. School leaders must facilitate knowledge-batzss leadership. A key task for the teacher as a
leader is to make choices and take decisions lmas#tke most secure knowledge possible, which im tur
will ensure knowledge-based practice in the clamsrand the school. Core sources of information for
such a practice are research-based knowledge,ieatfinowledge and user knowledge, in addition to
that from sources such as legislation, professignalelines, ethics and the school’'s key principhes
knowledge-based practice does not give prioritgrte source of knowledge over others, but integrates
knowledge from different sources (cf. document mvpntive measures, Directorate of Education and
Training 2006).

244. Never before has there been more comprehens@stment in competence building in Norwegian
schools. In 2006 the Government allocated NOK 3#komto such efforts, and an equal amount will be
employed in 2007. The municipalities and countyatities have used corresponding amounts, bringing
the amount to approximately NOK 750 million durithg year for competence building. The strategy will
last until 2008, and the Government and school aswwl by then have spent a total of NOK 3.5 loifii

on the various programmes.

245. Work on follow-up research is being carrietiaithe Fafo Research Foundation along with
processes for reporting qualitatively, quantitdinend financially.

4.13 Issues with high priority for future policy development in strengthening learning-
centred leadership

246. Government policy documents for schools gelyetascribe leadership as critical for a school’s
development. The White Pap@ulture for Learningemphasises that schools need competent and visible
school leaders who have a positive attitude to gbdo enable schools to develop into learning
organisations. This is necessary to meet the cigge posed by a more knowledge-driven society. The
point of reference in this context is internatiosiaidies that highlight what characterises leaders
development-oriented schools. The White Paper miasthat principals at such schools keep themselve
updated about and show interest in teachers’ wdttk pupils. They proactively promote teachers’
development and improvement to their work. They aganto retain a focus on the pupils, to share power
and to create a climate where taking chances angd beovative is appreciated. They take the time t
talk to the teachers, the pupils and the commumitgide the school. Leaders at such schools agg@bl
build up the school as a learning organisation.d=smhool owners also represent a key prerequdite f
school development, and their responsibilitiesudelthe practice of a good personnel policy.

247. The national curriculum for the Knowledge Potion Reform further elaborates schools’
responsibility in the education principles. Thesst tclarify the responsibility of thechool owner$or
ensuring that the education is in line with thevaht legislation and regulations and with humghts,
and that it is adapted to local and individual dbads and needs. Secondly it specifies that theaks
formal leaders, in cooperation with the teacheagghan unambiguous responsibility for promotingrady
learning environment for all those involved.

248. The so-called Learning Postersiolenettet.naccentuates the responsibility of schools and
training establishments for helping teachers asttuctors to be viewed as visible leaders and as
examples for children and young people. This iateel to the general section of the national cuiuiou
that provides details about the role of teachedscaninsellors and about what should characterigméd
teacher, and highlights the importance of leargisgeamwork. It also emphasises that coordinafed®f
and interaction between colleagues are vital ferr#sults that are attained, and that this setsrezgents
for school leaders who must both understand thendisve character of the teaching profession amd b
able to promote inspiration and proficient coortima The explanatory comments to the Learning étost
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clarify the type of competence that teachers megekbp to meet the expectations associated wiih the
role. These include professional competence, thigyaio communicate, organisational skills, thelip

to counsel and assess, and knowledge of multi+alllimatters. In addition it is assumed that teacher
cooperate on planning, performance and assessamehthat they continuously ensure that they are
professionally and pedagogically updated. Pup#lathing outcomes represent a goal for the school’s
quality — learning outcomes in this context beiefjrted in a wide sense where knowledge and
appreciation of democracy are also of key impoganc
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CHAPTER 5: THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE SCHOOL LEADERS ’
ROLE

This chapter addresses country concerns regarding the supply and quality of school leaders. 1t explores the characteristics of the
school leadership workforce, as well as the types of employment conditions and support structures that make school leadership an
attractive career for potential candidates and for those on the job.

5.1 Major concerns about the supply and quality oéchool leaders in Norway

249. There has been increasing concern in recans$ yout the recruitment of school leaders reggrdi
both the number of applicants for such posts aadjthalifications of the applicants. The concern is
intensified since there will be a need for a coasitile number of school leaders in the future.

250. Problems with recruitment can be viewed thhoisglated cases. Examples can be seen of
municipalities having to advertise school leadestpseveral times in order to attract sufficierdltjied
applicants. Some municipalities are obliged togassiuich posts compulsorily in order to fill themost
municipalities involve school leaders in normal nicipal management training, and several
municipalities have also allocated funds to spestthbol leadership training courses. This applesfly
to those who already have leadership positionsthgutraining is also employed as a recruitmentsuea
by issuing invitations to teachers. In recent ysatsol leadership training has also been priedtisy
school owners because of the focus on competenicknigufor school leaders in the strategy for
competence building in compulsory schooling (20088). (Directorate of Education and Training’s
analysis of primary and lower secondary education)

251. School owners’ reports on competence buildasgurces for 2005 show that 74% of school leaders
in primary and lower secondary schools particip&tezbntinuing education and training programmes in
municipal/general leadership training as did 43%atfool leaders in upper secondary schooling.én th
same period 9% of school leaders in compulsorydaig participated in continuing education
programmes that gave credits for higher educa@®mof the school leaders in the upper secondary
schools took part in such continuing education.

252. The reports show that 98% of school leadeceimpulsory schooling and 84% in upper secondary
schooling participated in continuing education &mathing in pedagogical leadership. In the sam@de
21% of school leaders in compulsory schooling a4fib &f school leaders in upper secondary schools
participated in continuing education programmegadagogical leadership that gave credits for higher
education.

253. Little documentation and few statistics arailable nationally for school leader recruitmerteT
extent to which municipalities and county authesthave their own statistics in this area is unkmow
Focus has been on recruitment to the teaching siofie. As a follow-up to Norway’s participation in
Teachers Matter — Attracting, Developing and RetajrEffective Teache®ECD, 2005), a report has
been written that discusses assessing the possgiif setting up a framework for professionakear
paths in the occupation. This can encourage consciareer planning for new school leaders. The
conditions for school leaders and the intentiohafing a constant focus on principals’ opportusiti@
perform pedagogical leadership have been subn@tedproposal for policy development (2006).

254. The Norwegian Association of School Leadeierseto the following possible causes for the
situation:

e Lack of systematic recruitment measures

» Large variations in employers’ investment in conepet building

» Increasing work pressure and strain from new taskkgreater responsibility
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» More tasks and greater delegation is not followgd lborresponding increase in time resources for
leaders

» Deputy principals do not apply for principal posisce the greater responsibility and strain is not
adequately reflected in the increase in pay — tineent form of organisation with team management
allows them to take part in most of the tasks witreissuming responsibility

» Less chance of following teachers’ working hours

5.2 Monitoring of the supply versus demand situatin of school leaders

255. There are no national surveys of the numbperfons who have been appointed to school leader
positions or of how many vacant posts there aemtgiven time. The issue has been discussed ablsch
owner level — county authorities, municipalitieglan the private sphere — but no systematic recoade
been made. A government policy has been soughééouitment to school leader posts in connection
with a project in the county of Trgndelag on thieston of leader candidates in the municipal seeto
which was a follow-up of the From teacher to priradiprogramme. Both these programmes were run
under the auspices of the Norwegian Associatidmofl and Regional Authorities.

5.3 Composition of school leaders and changes ovbe past 10 years

256. In Norway there are no figures that show theand gender of school leaders over the past ten
years, but the Norwegian Association of School leeadhas procured information that indicates that:

i) there is an increasing number of women, paridylin primary schools. The number is also
increasing in upper secondary education and trgunin

i) the average age is somewhat high, but theaetisnd for young teachers to apply for leadership
posts. This applies to school leader positionsphlit to a small extent to posts as principals.

iii) there are no school leaders that have a backyt other than ethnic Norwegian

iv) most school leaders have teaching experierara the type of school they lead. It is reported
that there are leaders with a different backgranrmhses where it is difficult to recruit others fo
such posts, but these are exceptions.

There may be a trend for those who apply for le@dsitions in upper secondary education to have a
lower professional background, but this has nohbeepped.

257.  The situation in 2005 in terms of age and geigldescribed in section 41.

5.4 Evidence of the reasons why qualified candidatenay choose not to apply for leadership
positions

258. There are no national surveys in this coutht@y describe the growth in the number of applisant
for school leader posts. However, according ta\bevegian Association of School Leaders, it is
commonly held that the number of applicants hadirtt in recent years. The causes are complex, but
the perception of school leaders’ working condii@ppears to be an area that can be a contritfakcior
for whether or not individuals apply for a schamddier post. One of the main conclusions of theacho
leader survey of 2001 among principals in compylschooling was that support systems such as aleric
staff and caretaking services were regarded agplary critical (Mgller et al., 2006).

259. On the basis of feedback from their membblesNorwegian Association of School Leaders has
presented possible explanations as to why qualidf@dlidates decide not to apply for school leader
positions. They point to the fact that school lealip does not have a particularly high statuschiees
assess the considerable responsibility leaders asggme and their administrative tasks as vergsdtre
and somewhat unattractive. Furthermore they saythlea own pay is good and that leaders oftenato n
earn much more than they do. In addition, the @iuts of the teaching year are regarded as more
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attractive than the school leader’s working yesachers would have shorter holidays if they took up
leadership post. Moreover, many teachers say liegthave chosen to be teachers because they dike th
teaching, the contact with the pupils and the cadacuse” their academic knowledge. Traditionally
there has been little focus in teaching trainingaoas that are important for exercising leadershim
training for school leadership.

260. Teachers’ salary system with graded minimuyngeaording to formal qualifications means that
particularly teachers with high formal qualificat®have little to gain salary-wise by moving tachaol
leader position. As far is known, however, thee @ statistics on the relationship between school
leaders’ formal competence level and that of teachtthe same school according to the Union of
Education Norway.

261. The Norwegian working life tradition is vergrdocratic. Many people have experienced that
having ambitions to hold a leadership positioninatsbeen regarded as ‘politically correct’ (Sgrhaug
1996) and this is also reflected in research. Tigest of leadership has not been prioritised in
Norwegian social science research (Sgrhaug 2004).

5.5 Evidence on the proportion of teachers who agpi to school leadership positions as part
of their career path

262. The Norwegian school leader surveys do notteaghers’ wishes to apply for school leader
positions. However, school leaders are mainly liggiiamong teachers (Mgller, 2004). They are often
encouraged to apply for leadership posts. Oldeths often see their appointment as school lesxlar
result of chance rather than a conscious choicarmer path while younger teachers plan their caree
more deliberately. Training for the position takdace primarily as part of the learning commuriiist
they become deputy school principals and latercjpais.

263. In 2001 two counties worked on the selectimh @evelopment of leaders in the municipal seator o
the basis of the projeErom teacher to principalCooperation between the university college in Sgr
Trgndelag and the Norwegian Association of Local Begional Authorities documented differences in
strategies/ideologies between large and small npalittes. Small municipalities use instrumentstsas
mentoring/counselling/coaching more or less systeally. This also applies to large municipalitimst
they use new management tools such as managemehjduyives and leadership agreements.

264. Methods for developing leaders vary from raguhformal oral feedback or use of modern
management and leadership tools. Performance assasmterviews are used in many municipalities but
different experiences have been registered. Simglysmany municipalities have either phased oat th
use of this method or are in the process of doingh\a increasing number are considering the trainer
counsellor and mentor variants in order to devetoicipal managers. Such models, however, do not
seem to have been adopted systematically at prédany approaches are being tried but there isla la

of documentation of how they work in practice. A¢gent there is little interest in adopting thénea
concept in the public sector.

265. The municipalities carry out the recruitmertdgess in a professional way. However mapping
shows that there may be need for renewed trainipdating and new competence. This is carried out by
the Norwegian Association of Local and Regionalbfuities, the educational institutions and other
actors.

266. A number of municipalities have a strong amdl-aonsidered commitment to setting up career
paths for their school leaders. School leaders gyp#tial aptitudes are counselled and asked t@ focu
development in particular areas in order to tutn tompetent principals. The Norwegian Associatibn
Local and Regional Authorities is aware that indp@ointments process, emphasis is put on finding
principals with special characteristics that fi¢ fhrofile and challenges of the school.

51



Improving School Leadership — OECD 2007 — Norwegian Background Report

267. There are many applicants for the Master piragne in educational leadership. These studies also
function as a recruitment base for the professfastibool leader (Mgller, 2006).

5.6 Leadership positions, assignment and equitabtistribution of school leaders among
schools

268. There are no formal requirements for leadprshining in Norway. The school owner, i.e.
municipalities, county authorities and private ovenleave responsibility for advertising vacancies,
selection and appointment of school leaders. Rostadvertised publicly as they fall vacant and the
advertisements include requirements as to qudiifica and experience. Often there is a descriffdhe
special leadership qualities and skills that ateggbty e.g. the ability to inspire and collaborate,
communication and change competence, human resdeaership, performance orientation and quality
development. Personal suitability for the job moadémphasised. Some municipalities/county autkesriti
demand education in leadership.

269. School leaders are employed in a municipabiyhty authority but normally they apply for a
leadership post at the particular school mentiongde advertisement. At a later stage school lesaaiay
be asked to take up leader positions at other $£iothe municipality/county authority. The syst&mn
based on the employment policy of the individuahmipality/county authority together with some lwasi
elements from labour relations agreements.

270. Inrecent years many school leaders havedadcept considerable changes in their job coratedht
job ranking because of organisational changesarsthool structure. In many municipalities and ¢pun
authorities schools have been closed or mergearho farger units, both because of changes in the
recruitment base for schools, but also in ordesatee money. As a result many principals have bestem
responsible for schools consisting of several sgpatepartments that were previously separate choo
In some cases these departments are situated atdistance from each other so that the leadership t
must spend a considerable amount of time traveligtgreen the different departments in accordintéo
Union of Education Norway

5.7 School leaders’ position

271. School leaders are normally appointed in #meesway as teachers to permanent posts that may be
terminated. In 1992 the Local Government Act alldw@pointments to be made based on fixed-term
contracts for leading administrative posts, i.e.tfi@ leader of an administrative area. This wess fi

applied in 2002. Changes in the Education Act ofdi7e 2005 allow the appointment of principals in
primary and lower secondary schools on fixed-teomt@acts but this has not as yet become widespread.
In upper secondary education in some municipalities/ly-appointed principals are employed on fixed-
term contracts. It appears that this trend is enirtbrease, especially in upper secondary education

272. The justification for this change is a wisll aeed to professionalise the role of school letalar
greater degree.

5.8 Evaluation of school leaders and employment rewal

273. The follow-up and evaluation of school leaderd the renewal of work contracts is the
responsibility of the employer, and is carried ioudifferent ways in municipalities and county
authorities. There is no national system for agsgssschool leader with a view to continued emplent
as a school leader. All municipalities have the afrnonducting performance assessment reviews or
development interviews with their principals atdeance a year. These interviews are focused on the
principal’s development and competence needs amtireg factors. In the municipalities that have
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introduced leadership agreements the intervieinked to expectations and performance objectivekean
contract.

274. Inrecent years an increasing number of mpalities have adopted leadership agreements, follow
up and development interviews as active tools.20G5 school leader survey shows that this applies t
53 % of the municipalities/county authorities (Mwlet al, 2006). A number of municipalities alssess
their leaders in working environment surveys inabhhto-workers also assess their leaders.

5.9 Leadership salary

275. The central agreement that regulates conditionteiwhers and school leaders in the school system
stipulates acriteria-based minimum wader principals and a number of other school legmesitions. In
primary and secondary education the criteria aeetl to the number of man-years performed at each
school.

276. In addition to these provisions there areedififit kinds of locally decided criteria for detemmi
the salary of school leaders. In several munidiealiand county authorities employment contraats fo
principals have been introduced in which salarglewand salary increments are linked to specifealg
No statistics are available as to how many muniitiea and county authorities have introduced tijse
of performance-based pay system for school leaders.

277. The Norwegian Association of Local and Regliédnghorities has worked for the development of
local wage settlements for school leaders. An ingmbasis for this has been a number of reseaith a
development projects aimed at shedding light on timamunicipal sector should work to recruit andgke
competent leaders and co-workers, including teactied school leaders. One example is the survey
conducted by Gallup Norway in 2001.

278. The determination of salaries in the municggeadtor has traditionally been characterised bitdiin
possibilities for local wage negotiations. Thisi@wv in the process of change. Today many leaders
achieve the best results in local negotiations. Setlary has been linked to the position and tssele
extent to the employee’s performance. The surveigates that the traditional position and competenc
based pay system continues to be used in the rpah&gctor. Seven out of ten employees claim that
salary is not used to any great extent as an imsintito recruit and retain employees. Likewiseitiaahl
criteria linked to education and practical work esipnce are accorded the greatest importance in the
determination of salary, even though initiativeyge-mindedness and achievement are also regasied
important in many organisations.

279. Today there is widespread support for th@thiction of performance-related pay as a supplement
to the existing scheme based on education andrggrdamong managers at the municipal level (TNS
Gallup Norway). There are differing opinions amangnicipal employees as to whether there in fact
exist differences in working performance efficiermaypong the employees on which a performance-based
pay system can be based. At the same time thedsfimeng views as to whether performance-based
salaries are suitable for use in municipalitiesvéttheless there is a small majority who beliea ¢h
performance-based salary is the best guaranteththatunicipality is able to recruit and retain imated
employees.

280. The employees widely support local negotiatights even though they claim that central
negotiations are the best guarantee for an eqeitdllcation of wage funds. The majority have tleew
that influence on the wage settlement should li& wimilar position or functions. Opinions diffemang
employees as to whether labour organisations safddheir needs in the local wage negotiations.

5.10 Salaries and working conditions of school leads

53



Improving School Leadership — OECD 2007 — Norwegian Background Report

281. The wage system for teachers in Norway ischaesea system whereby various levels of formal
education are linked to different levels of minimurage. This means that teachers who take extra
qualifications so that they achieve a higher forethlcational level have automatically a right tagher
minimumwage level. It is common that teachers with difféteacher training qualifications and with
different formal levels of competence work togetimethe various kinds of schools and consequettsly a
at the same school.

282. Since school leader posts are mainly filledimge with pedagogical competence from teaching
posts, this means that the increase in salary tevelecoming a school leader depends on the conqzete
level achieved as a teacher prior to this. Up @42Be provision that school leaders (with the pkoa

of department heads) should be paid four pay gradeswhat they would have had as teachers. School
leaders are ensured a minimum wage based on thieemwhman-years at the school. In addition a facto
for pupil numbers is included in upper secondahosts (see 5.9).

283. There are two alternatives for wage regulafigmending on the leadership structure in the
municipality/county authority:

1. The salaries of school leaders (principals) whouaieheads and who report directly to the
highest administrative leader (head of the muni@ganinistration) in the municipality/county
authority are determined through local negotiationse a year. The negotiations basis is
prescribed in the central collective agreementoBkleaders are treated in the same way as other
municipal managers.

2. The salaries of school leaders (principals whanaténcluded in the first category, vice-
principals, deputy principals and heads of depantjrere determined through central and local
negotiations once a year. The framework for loegjatiations is stipulated at central level. (In
2006 the following was agreed: a general supplemidit% with a supplementary frame of
1.4% in local negotiations. In addition all cenyaletermined minimum wage rates for principals
and deputy principals were increased by NOK 16 @&@proximately EUR 2 000.) Negotiations
are conducted in the same way as for other empdayethe municipality/county authority. Salary
negotiations can also take place if there are atmirgworking conditions etc.

284. School leaders are not ensured a minimum reration relation to their education but will in hos
cases receive a higher salary than they wouldvedeia teaching position. As leaders they are
guaranteed a centrally negotiated minimum wagel{st®v). The municipality/county authority
determines leadership resources (time resourcetf)dondividual school. There are no non-financial
benefits for school leaders that are centrallyrdeiteed. Any such benefits must be agreed at el

285. The development over the last ten years lobt® Igreater pay differences among school leadwts a
it is probable that there are also greater variatia other kinds of working conditions. Howevehem

the role of the school leader is defined locallg iextremely difficult to draw up statistics amdassess to
what extent these differences are justified.

286. Prior to 2004 when pay and working conditiftordeachers and school leaders were agreed wéth th
State, pay conditions for school leaders were mainhthe same level nationwide at schools of tineesa
kind and size. Since wage levels in the municipat@ as a whole vary so that salaries are higher i
central areas than in outlying areas, the changeowvaunicipal negotiations has led to a very wsalary
increment for school leaders in outlying areas.iTbedaries are now often compared to the salafies
other municipal managers who historically have baea much lower wage level than school leaders
according to the Union of Education Norway.

287. Policy measures targeted at employees aatbedareer stages that apply to municipal empkyee
do not apply to principals in some municipaliti€ae basic agreement regulates conditions sucimas ti
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off in lieu of payment and overtime for municipahployees. Principals are excluded in part from. this
Instead a scheme giving seven days off in lieuaghpent for meetings and conferences is applicable.

288. Pension entitlements linked to school leadesitipns are the same for all school leaders since
pension entitlements for public employees are wggdlat central government level in Norway.

5.11 School leaders - long-term career commitment a short-term assignment

289. No data are available on this subject. Thd@rénant trend in Norway seems to be that school
leaders are appointed to permanent posts whichrétain up to retirement. The situation is now ¢iag
both with the introduction of fixed-term posts aaldo because school leaders now move to different
school leader positions or find new challengestireotypes of posts. However, few school leaders
transfer to the private sector and recruitmentbbsl leaders from the private sector is also modes

5.12 and 5.13 Data on the numbers of school leadevko leave the profession each year

290. In Norway there are no data that document iiosvever, this is an issue that causes concerm@mo
school leaders. Many school leaders today are midged and many find it a very stressful to renrae
leadership position until retirement. They areri@séed in life-phase policies including entitlenseint
connection with contractual pensions, professigetitdevelopment leave and pre-retirement positions
according to the Norwegian Association of Scho@ders.

5.14 Instituted processes for leadership succession

291. The municipality’s responsibility for facilitag policy measures targeted at employees attiee |
career stages is prescribed in the Basic Agreemiewertheless leaders in a number of municipalares
exempted from these schemes precisely becausaithdyaders. However, many employers have made
good provisions for older employees.

5.15 Initiatives to improve the recruitment and reention of effective school leaders

292. There are no systemised measures known tddiveegian Association of School Leaders
However some municipalities/county authorities hingated measures to retain their leaders

- paid study leave

- reduced working time on full salary

- competence building

5.16 Priority for future policy development in attracting and retaining effective school
leaders

293. Based on the current situation the following areas might be of importance for future policy:
» School leader training

» Competence building

* Good salary and working conditions

» Broad powers that give room for action

» Adequate access to resources in order to implepraritised development provisions
» Leadership agreements that promote the developofiégdirning schools

» Better opportunities to administer the working tiofestaff
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CHAPTER 6: TRAINING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF
SCHOOL LEADERS

This chapter aims to identify effective policies and practices to develop high quality school leaders, by exploring issues in relation to
the structure, content, methods and effectiveness of existing preparation and development programmes.

6.1 School leaders’ preparation, development or céfication: Issues and concerns

294. Until the early 1990s, no formal educationdohool leaders was offered by Norwegian university
colleges and universities. However, national amibreal authorities have instigated in-service iranin
the period from 1980 to 2000, such efforts werelgdiby broad national programmes for school
leadership: MOLIS, LIS, LEVIS, LUIS (cf. Tjeldvodt al., 2005). These programmes have been
evaluated and the course adjusted on a continwasis. iEspecially in the initial phase, the optitiret
were offered were founded on a theoretical basis fleadership theory developed within the private
sector. As regards content, continuing educati@hteaining has been somewhat fragmented and
characterised by a low degree of obligation forghsicipants (Mgller, 1996).

295. In the past ten years, the Ministry has eragent cooperation between universities and uniyersit
colleges in order to promote the development cfénvice training courses and master programmes in
educational leadership. This has resulted in agnsite co-operation across institutions, and noxersé
universities and colleges offer master programmésmschool leadership/educational leadership&ct.
below).

296. Over the last 10 years, the Government hasedda offer continuing education and training to
school leaders. The Ministry now expects univezsiind university colleges to develop relevant and
experience-based courses in cooperation with npaldites and counties. The school owners, i.e.
municipalities and county authorities, are respaedior ensuring that school leaders have the sacgs
competence, and also for evaluating, developingmptementing leadership programmes and courses.
Thus preparation and development for school lead@ssacross municipalities/counties. This is beeau
the requirements are evaluated differently, andbse the higher education institutions with whom th
school owners co-operate offer different profesai@mofiles and standards.

297. Whether formal education in the form of a Méstdegree is a requirement for employment is
currently up to the municipalities as employers.id/the Quality Committee’s recommendation, Officia
Norwegian Report NOU 2003:16, proposed that scleaalers should be offered education in leadership
at the Master’s degree level, and the Ministry ihit& Paper no. 30 (2003-2008ylture for learning
toned this down to separate education for schealdes, the Norwegian Association of Local and
Regional Authorities is somewhat more scepticaluch formalisation of competence requirements.
Their position is that the school owner has, aralikhhave, the responsibility for leadership tnagi

since they can best evaluate the need in co-operaith their school leaders. Municipalities and
counties do not wish governance intervention byStae in the form of formal requirements, or tihat
Directorate and county governor shall have a cératthg role on behalf of the school owners (Kjsaa
2005). Nor do they take it for granted that key petence is linked to colleges and universitiedis t
context, and therefore encourage the formationlota network where schools and school leaders can
learn from each other. “Best practice” is considdmebe éasic principle, and it is the school’s/schools
owner’s own perspective, not a centrally develomedel by experts and researchers. Such local
development programmes can undoubtedly be bothrimmmoand useful. At the same time, it may be
guestioned whether this is sufficient. The leaderfibld has developed into a large industry, dreté

are many players in a market offering consultaryises and quick solutions.

298. The workplace is emphasised again and agdheasost important arena for education. But an
analysis of what happens in everyday life assumegxistence of good concepts as tools: concegts th
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help to frame problems in different ways to avaideanbracement of the latest trends and fashions in
leadership without the necessary reflection artitafiperspective. Therefore, formal education is
important (Mgller, 2006). However, colleges andvensities need to be willing to listen to the cigim
which may be directed towards their programmespdisted out on several occasions in this repois, it
the school owners, the municipalities and the gpanthorities, who are responsible for identifying
needs, for preparing measures for competence bgilthd selecting candidates for the options offered
The universities and university colleges are exgubtd assist by developing these options in lirtl tie
needs of the school owners.

299. The establishment of partnerships betweeergalliniversity and schools may be one option.
Programmes such &sactice-related research and developmandl the Directorate for Education and
Training’s programmeé’e Knowledge Promotion Reform — from words to acfmus on school
development as part of the Knowledge Promotion Refexemplify such measures. Another way is to
develop the quality of higher education throughoperation across institutions. A national netwadrk o
professional institutions that offer school leatigrertification may have an important functiomdyenot
least to ensure that the training is firmly embetethe research field (cf. 6.5 and 6.10 below).

300. How knowledge is developed between thesdutistis and what is included in the creation of a
professional basis for school leaders in todaytetp are the subject of continuous discussion.l&Vhi
there seems to be a shift in focus towards leagefshlearning (Tjeldvoll et al., 2005) this tershighly
ambiguous and open to several interpretations. &\hi$ evident that key leaders would invest ia tore
business of schools, i.e. organising goal effedtaening for all students (ibid, p. 43), theréeiss
agreement about what school leaders need to knowdar to be able to make such an investment. Also,
there are no blue prints as to how training or atlan could best be organised. For instance, aneuu
problematic issue is the allocation of time forgaeation and development. In addition it is expedhat
the certification meets requirements for high gyaflexibility and implementation of new learning
technology (Sivesind et al., 2006).

301. Good school leadership is a key to the impigat®n of the Knowledge Promotion Reform and
will become even more important in the future. Tole of the leader is changing and has also become
more difficult. It is important that school leadeet the help, support and training that they luathire
and need.

6.2 and 6.3 Pathways to and requirements for scholdadership positions

302. As mentioned above (cf. 6.1), no formal regients regarding education in leadership are
demanded for leadership positions in schools. Hewsuch requirement may be set by the school owner.
The school leadership survey shows that almost di08éhool leaders have no formal training in
organisation and leadership and only 18.5 % h&entaducation in leadership equivalent to one gear’
study (Mgller et al., 2006). However it can be assd that many more have participated in the nationa
programmes (cf. 6.1 above). The municipalities emahty authorities conduct their own management
development programmes for municipal managers iclwmany school leaders have participated. In
addition educational organisations have contribtembntinuing education and training for school
leaders through courses and conferences.

303. School leaders are primarily recruited ameaghers. Training for this position takes placst fir
and foremost through participation in the learntognmunity, first as teachers, then as deputy aisi
and later as principals. Mgller (2007) points dwat talthough learning in the work situation is mally of
importance, there is a need to develop conceptsoésfor understanding everyday experiences. Forma
pedagogical qualifications can constitute a keyemiive and supplement to everyday learning. Mogeov
participation in pedagogical or leadership studiey lead to recruitment. Some municipalities focus
consciously on training as a form of recruitmeat,dxample by offering teachers places on their
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leadership programmes, by part-financing educatamiversity colleges or universities, or by agiag
special leader recruitment programmes.

304. Up to the 1999/2000 school year, there wdatatery requirement that a principal should be a
trained teacher and should have three years teaeRjperience in the type of school he/she was&d he
(Ministry of Education and Research, 1998/Educa#iof) Sections 10.1 and 10.2). A background in
teacher training was regarded as a prerequisitihéoability to exercise pedagogical leadershiptand
understand the school as an organisation. Thereforsiderable debate arose when the Government put
forward draft legislation in 2002 to the effectttpedagogical competence in the leadership teanhith
the principal was a member was considered to loéfigient requirement. Since the fundamental taisk o
the school constituted learning, teaching, soctbs and knowledge building, many felt that it veas
clear prerequisite that the school principal hadhfd competence in this area. The Government's
justification for the proposal was linked to chasd@ethe role of school leader that both strengtdehe
responsibility as an employer and equated the ipahgvith other municipal managers. In the
Government’s view this entailed a much greater rieedeneral leadership certification in schools.
However, when the new Act was adopted the requinéfioe pedagogical qualifications was retained, but
formal competence was replaced by the principletaf qualifications (formal and non-formal).
Consequently there are no formal obstacles prewgtitiose who have a background other than teaching
from applying for and being appointed to schootiErahip positions as long as they satisfy the forma
requirements, i.e. that they have educational ficatiions and the necessary leadership skills (Etioic

Act, Section 9-1). Nevertheless the majority ohpipals have teacher training certification but Ao
allows for local evaluation when appointing schiealders. The municipality or county authority sfiesi
requirements in the text of the advertisement efgbsition. It appears from the advertisements that
school leaders in Norway are expected to play laroahd leadership role. New governance structures
with delegation of responsibility and tasks to itdividual school ensure that the employer dimemsso
made clear in advertisements. However there is asiplalso on the ability to direct development and
leadership (Mgller et al., 2000).

305. In the case of independent schools therearequirements for the appointment of a principal.

the Act relating to private schools (Sectibil) requirements are set that each school must hapeipro
professional, educational and administrative lestipr and that the school must have an adminiggrati
leader.

6.4 Regulatory framework and legislation that apples to school leadership preparation
programmes

306. There are no statutes or regulations thatrgaehool leadership preparation programmes, eitbier
regards who can offer such programmes, how progesrare to be financed, who can participate or the
professional content. Master's programmes at usities are put together by the individual instiog

but there is extensive collaboration between usities and university colleges, see 6.1 above.

307. Although municipalities and county authoritstly finance school leadership preparation by
means of state funding, there are no requiremenis e content and organisation of this, aparhfr
expectations that it is formed in collaborationhwgbmpetence environments. This leads to a vamiatio
content, organisation and scope.

6.5 Development and evaluation of school leadershgseparation programmes

308. Since municipalities and country authoritiesr@sponsible for competence building for school
leaders, the responsibility for development anduation is decentralised. Assessments and analyses
keyed to the major national efforts in the 19803 4890s (see Tjeldvoll et al., 2005) have been goted
but they are not based on jointly developed statsdand quality criteria, and there is little docuta¢ion
of the impacts of programmes at school level. &tsserted that national programmes for school tehite
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preparation during this period were characterigedrzertainty, diversity and a tenuous link to s@ho
policy goals and that the further development ofgjpammes was to a very limited extent shaped by the
results of assessments (Wales and Welle-Stran®) 288hough there are differing opinions abous.thi
Sector status reports describe systematic work ayeriod of years.

309. TheQuality Reformin higher education directs focus to assessmehgaality assurance. The
various institutions have developed and are comito develop systems that safeguard quality, for
example by means of student evaluation and progeassessment and the appointment of supervisory
officials. Self-evaluation and surveys of participaatisfaction are undoubtedly important for thaldy

of studies but it is also vital to investigate thmpact of learning. At present no such studiesaaeslable

but the ongoing HEAD project at Bl Norwegian SchobManagement may make a significant
contribution.

310. In 2002 the Ministry of Research and Educationounced new methods of encouraging university
and college environments to further develop colimigieducation and training programmes and to affer
Master’s degree for school leaders that was expegibased. This resulted in extensive cooperation
across institutions, and now many universities @mgersity colleges offer Master’s degree studighiw
school leadership/education leadership. How knogddd developed between these institutions, and wha
is included in creating a professional basis ftwost leaders in today’s society, is the subject of
continuous discussion — not least because it is@rp that the educational programmes offered theet
requirements for high quality, flexibility and tiraplementation of new learning technology.

6.6 Support or induction programmes for new schodeaders

311. Induction schemes or programmes form a napadlof the staff policy of municipalities and
county authorities. These are mainly general pragras aimed at municipal and county managers from
different sectors. Large municipalities may have@uitment programme (see 6.2 above).

312. School leaders often point to the importarfaabeagues both at the initial phase and latéhair
careers but there is no overview of the extentrgamisation of such support. It may appear thdegl
networks most frequently come into existence asalt of an individual initiative. Some municipadi
arrange for observation periods during which nelostleadersshadow’ an experienced principal for a
period of time. Others provide organised mentosicigemes whereby an experienced principal counsels
an inexperienced school leader. This is a new phenon in the Norwegian school and there is no
overview of the scope, organisation or impact ahsschemes.

313. In many cases a school leader is appointtb attart of a new school year, while his/her
predecessor very often leaves at the start ofdhed holiday. Many new appointees experiencedhia
problem since there is very little opportunity @rficipate in the planning and preparation of tee/ n
school year.

6.7 and 6.8 Professional development options andggrammes for school leaders

314. Training programmes for school leaders cativided into two main types. In some programmes
the main focus is oschoolleadership. The target group will most often beséhwith working experience
in schools, either as teachers or as leaders. diftertt focus is on key areas for school leadersingh as
learning processes and learning yield, the cumimyllassessment, the school’'s mandate and sodcikdal r
The second type has a clearer focus on organisatidieadership and is more generally directed at
educational leaders in the public sector, for edarmpmunicipalities or county authorities (cf. \aland
Welle-Strand, 2005). An intermediate type is aimethanagement in the public sector but offers gpeci
modules adapted for school leaders.
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315. Wales and Welle-Strand (2005) have mappedatidnal options for school leaders that generate
credits. Although the figures are somewhat unaitappears that altogether 22 higher education
institutions offer formal education. Programmesdivided into three categories: firstly, those dfig
courses or programmes that give credits but tleabhat directly part of a Master’'s programme; setgnd
module-based schemes that are part of a Mastexgggnme or that can be included in this at a later
stage; finally those that offer a full Master’'s gramme. The various options differ in extent (frdthto
120 credits) and content. Many options are expeeidrased part-time studies in which participants’
practical experience constitutes an important efgnf&uch education is free in public sector intitis.

In addition public sector institutions, private @st and organisations offer continuing educatich an
training in the form of courses and conferences.

316. According to the organisations leaders desoee education but it must be organised in suclay w
that participation is practically and financiallialale. One option is paid study leave. The nedddease
time resources allocated to leadership when a meailte leadership team is engaged in continuing
education and training in addition to work is ghéopointed. In addition the view is expressed that
education should be module-based, i.e. appropmattules can be selected depending on previous
experience and formal competence.

317. Study programmes at universities and uniyecsileges are assessed regularly by means of the
internal quality systems of different institutiohgost studies are part-time and even though traesiis

are often very satisfied with the education offetbé pursuit of studies while working full-time is
perceived as a burden. Only in exceptional cases i@ employer provide compensation in the form of
allowing time to participate in continuing educatiand training.

318. In Norway as a rule the need for competenddibg is established in collaboration between
employer and employee and there are no formal reapgints that school leaders should participate in
continuing education and training. Nor does compesebuilding automatically give higher pay or
promotion. Participation in master programmes incadional leadership is an individual decision oa t
part of principals or potential school leaders.etvfmunicipalities choose to involve all their schoo
leaders in formal leadership education, usualljntidd to 30 ECTS.

319. The school leadership survey (Mgller et &lQ6) reveals that school leaders regard personal
reflection on their own practice as the most im@atrsource of learning and development. Conversatio
and discussions with colleagues and observatiaoltdagues are also highly rated. In this survesnd
leadership education has a relatively low scordleiauthors indicate that this may be attributea fack
of experience of formal leadership education. Thelse have participated in continuing education and
training rate this highly and they also value mdptition in conferences, continuing education and
training, school visits, specialist literature amflection on working experience as key sourcdsarfing
and development.

320. Good leadership demands knowledge, skillscangictions. This is one of the premises included i
the Strategy for competence building 2005-2008erefore leader training/leader education andde
development are required. Many programmes offarédoirway focus largely on training/education.
Relatively few professional programmes offer leadgining that is tailor-made for the educationtsec

321. Tjeldvoll et al. (2005) argue in favour ofaler standards in leadership training closely khtethe
mandate and tasks of school leaders while Mgl@0 T2 warns against standards that can erase the
dividing lines between the political and professibaccountability.

6.9 Research on school leadership preparation andedelopment programmes’ effectiveness

322. Apart from the evaluation of the national pesgmes (see 6.5 above), there is at present little
research to show the effectiveness of school lsagepreparation and development programmes. The

60



Improving School Leadership — OECD 2007 — Norwegian Background Report

ongoing (2003-2008) HEAD project aims to investigatirriculum organisation and the achievements of
school leader training programmes within what iielked the "value chain of education”. The project
assesses the quality relations between nationgigml|school leadership training, school leadgrshi
practice, teaching and learning activities, studiesitning results, stakeholders’ satisfaction doed t
Norwegian knowledge economy’s competitive strer(@fbldvoll, 2004)

323. Aas and Skedsmo (2006) have published thésexa survey of the Master studies in educationa
leadership at the Department of Teacher EducatidrSzhool Development at the University of Oslo.
The results indicate that there are varying petoaptamong students of the experience-based peofde
problem-based working methods of the Master studliesay appear that as part-time students with
demanding jobs they are interested in learning ashnas possible in the shortest possible peridiing.
Effectiveness is equated with gaining knowledgedntrast to the emphasis on knowledge-building
activities in the study. At the same time studairtsss that the Master studies should have practica
relevance. There appears to be a duality in ststassessments: on the one hand it is essenttahtna
work efficiently in order to cope with their studien addition to their jobs, while on the other tigieir
motivation for participation in the Master studiggo further their own professional developmerd tm
tackle the leadership role in a better way. F® thason the exchange of experience and knowledge
building together with others is highly rated. Tiesults show that 75% of the students state tlegt th
derive great benefit from their studies in theiilydevork. The survey indicates that the degree of
perceived usefulness is closely linked to the mgjdif a formal leadership position in school arel th
number of years’ experience, so that the mostipesivaluations are given by students who are dchoo
leaders with a number of years’ experience.

6.10 Policy initiatives to improve the quality of shool leadership preparation, certification
and development

324. The most recent initiative focusing on the i school leader and school leadership in Nonway
the support of the Ministry and the Directorate Nmrwegian participation in the OECD’s Improving
School Leadership programme. This may lead to is&gebeing given a more prominent position on the
agenda in Norway. It also gives the Norwegian atutiles an opportunity to compare research and
practice in collaboration with benchmark environtsen Norway and to discover whether this is
reflected in other countries’ reviews. In additemunderstanding of the expectations and
recommendations that will be put forward by the @Bl be attained. This will form a new platform

for the debate on the challenges faced by schadkls that must be met in today’s competitive $pcie
Attention will be also be drawn to the opporturstsehool leaders are offered for obtaining qualtfans
and ongoing competence building. Fresh input isd¢hereas will form a basis for new policies infibk.

325. Formal requirements as to pedagogical quatlifios for appointment as a school leader were
removed in 2002 and at the same time the Minisipparaged professional environments that offer
competence building and studies in education lesdieto develop Master programmes (see 6.5).
Competition for students in professional environtagatomotes and encourages professional
collaboration. The national network for school leesthip intends to contribute to the quality deveiept
of options for school leaders offered by the insitins. The network facilitates both coordinatior (
example through the “school for principals” — alabbration project on the first 30 credits in thadver
programme) and diversity through the discussionrajrthose offering their services of various
approaches to school leadership and the professinowledge base.

6.11 Future policy development in school leadershipreparation, certification and
development

326. There are many unsolved questions and chakeregarding school leadership preparation,

certification and development. One key issue isittia not known whether Norway has in general

“good” school leaders. In White Paper no.30 (20084 it is stressed that compliant leaders pose a
61



Improving School Leadership — OECD 2007 — Norwegian Background Report

challenge to the school’s learning intensity andggmance achievement. However the White Paper does
not refer to Norwegian research that documentgxbent to which Norwegian school leadare

compliant and what connection there is between soatpliance and pupil outcomes. Nor are there
studies that document a connection between thealggedagogical background of school leaders and the
school’s results. This is very difficult to invegite since there is a complicated interaction afyma

factors affecting the pupils’ learning outcomesr Mat known to what extent there is an explicit
requirement for more formal education for those wt®in school leader positions.

327. The school leadership survey 2005 documepteeikimple that almost 40% of the country’s
principals have no formal education in organisatiod leadership, and only 18.5% have 20 credits or
more — equivalent to at least one year of full-tiedeication (See 6.1 and 6.2 above). Should this be
regarded as a satisfactory result? At the same time survey shows a significant correlation betwe
formal education in organisation and leadershipah@h score on the following sources of learning:
participation in conferences, continuing educatén training, school visits, reading professional
literature and personal reflection on own practi@arrespondingly, it is mostly the principals whe ar
qualified as teachers at upper secondary leveighieh who have replied that reading professional
literature / research reports / professional jolsrisaan important source for self-learning. Tinigy
indicate that formal education predisposes foriooied learning on the job (Mgller, 2006).

328. The White Paper strongly emphasises leadesponsibility for developing schools as learning
organisations. Therefore it is necessary to furtlemelop training programmes with a focus on lesgni
leadership — attention must be directed to teachinthlearning. The White Paper identifies the folitg
main subjects that should form part of school leadéning: the quality of the school’s activitighe
pupils’ learning achievements, the strategy forliudevelopment and the effective and efficiens u$
resources (Ministry of Education and Research 2008). Mgller (2006) points out that the basis for
continuing education and training for school leadeaust be knowledge of pupils’ learning processeks a
learning outcomes, tuition, evaluation and theicutum. It is of importance that theoretical knodde is
combined with the participants’ practical expereno addition school leaders need to develop &caly
competence in order to play an active and critiokd in presentations of school activitig#is is

essential in order to prepare the basis for org#inizal learning. School leaders (who are recritech

the teaching staff) also require knowledge of oigmtional theory in order to understand and fat#it
development at their own workplace. It is also img@ot that school leaders are aware of and have an
understanding of the legal basis for the operatithe school. Legal subjects will therefore bevahnt
and essential in leader training. Economic subjextst also be included, since leaders at the iddali
school are in charge of considerable resourcesatkdb be employed as instruments to create good
learning conditions. Knowledge of human resourchew co-workers can be best motivated and inspired
—is important. Counselling and follow-up of co-Wers form a major part of the tasks of school leade

329. In the present situation there are many stdélels who aspire to define quality in schools.d&th
leaders function as a “door opener” to the schea aystem, and as such they need to be able to
participate in a dialogue about the quality of eddion in an informed manner. The requirement fomfal
school leader education constitutes an importamective and supplement to the learning which takes
place in the workplace. The school is a complexkadge organisation with many competent
employees. Leaders at all levels who know how fwregate knowledge and knowledge development are
a prerequisite for the development of schools ashleg organisations.

6.12 Recent innovations in school leadership prepation and development programmes

330. The school owner (municipality/county authgrjtlays a key role in the development of the sthoo
as a place of learning as well as in competenddibgifor school leaders. This is made explicithie
Ministry’s strategy for competence building (200/)the implementation of the Knowledge Promotion
Reform the Ministry wished to collaborate with tHerwegian Association of Local and Regional
Authorities on a special programme targeted at@ameners and school leaders that would includé bot
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information about the content and intention ofié@rm and also an offer of competence building if&/h
Paper no.30). This measure was implemented thrfiuginegional conferences in the winter of 2005 at
which mayors and chief municipal executives wefermed of the content and intentions of the
Knowledge Promotion Reform (approximately 1 50Qipgrants). In addition the Norwegian Association
of Local and Regional Authorities has focused srtiigining programme for local politicians on infong
and instructing those on political and administratevels about the challenges implicit in the
implementation of the reform. They have also dgwedba training programme for school leaders that
focuses on the Knowledge Promotion Reform, the Btioie Act and the employer’'s managerial
prerogative and responsibility. During the auturh2@06 approximately 150 municipalities and roughly
800 school leaders took part in these activitiggciwwill continue in 2007.

331. Central government authorities are interestgadving the way for competence building that is
closely linked to practice and that can also cbotg to school development. The school development
programmeThe Knowledge Promotion Reform — from words tooadsee 2.4 above) is a programme that
may prove to function as a competence-building mnesfor the school leaders who participate. At the
same time the programme may stimulate the recruitiwigteachers participating in projects at the&ino
school.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to enable the authors of the report to give an overall assessment of policies
regarding school leadership in their countries, to comment on trends and changes in policy development,
and to include a discussion of their vision for the future of policy in the field. Please address following
issues:

7.1 Major strengths and weaknesses in current poljcon school leadership

332. Itis a strength and provides a strong platform that White PapeB®Gulture for learningmakes it
clear that there is political will to strengtheeat and powerful leadership in schools. This wideved

up in the Knowledge Promotion Reform and in theu®on best leadership practice from demonstration
schools, as well as encouragement to participatsanhership studies and the continuation of colatian
in specialist environments through the competemteark for school leadership. In the competence-
building strategy, school leadership is prioritisedhe first phase of the work. The Fafo Research
Foundation shows that this is being followed umtewing a long tradition. Competence building for
school leaders on all levels has been prioritisetithis is the area that has received greatesitiattein

the education sector in Norway throughout the 196930s, 1980s and 1990s with nationwide
programmes for school leaders and leadership dewelot. Although programmes have primarily been
linked to and financed by the Ministry of Educatimmd Research, all levels of the education sector,
organisations and all relevant specialist enviromsbave in various ways been involved in prepamati
implementation and evaluation. This applies totbksendsen courses (1963-1971), MOLIS
(Environment and leadership development A,B,C ark®6 — 1987), LIS (Leadership development in
schools 1987/88-1992), LUIS (Leadership developrireptimary and lower secondary schools 1992-
1998), LEVIS (Leadership development in upper sdaoneducation 1989-1992), LUIS (Leadership
development for all levels 1992-1998), and Expéatatfor school leadership towards 2000 (1998-2000)
In addition to programmes for school leaders, stleaalership was a central element of several
nationwide programmes such as ICT-PILOT and SAMTAKapted tuition for the individual, individual
training programmes for special education kadiership’sresponsibility for this). Moreover there were
decentralised options under the auspices of scwiokrs in cooperation with various professional
environments. Other strengths are the establishoféviaster program in educational leadership (from
2002) and the collaboration between the Norwegissosiation of Local and Regional Authorities and
educational organisations on the training of scheaders through nationwide conference and course
activities.

333. Itis a weaknesghatin spite of long-term broad initiatives it is natownwhether school leaders in
Norway are good. At local level however, some mipailities and county authorities have quality
systems that ensure that they have good informationit their school leaders. But there is a wide
variation in the education options offered to sd¢headers and there are differing opinions as tatwh
provides the greatest impact both on the individighbol leader, on the school as an organisatidn an
workplace and not least on the learning outcomethiindividual pupil. There is no systematic
documentation of these efforts (Wales and Wellesgty 2005). Nor are there statistical data from
Statistics Norway, the Norwegian Internet inforraatsystem for primary and lower secondary education
or the 2001 and 2002 school leader surveys thaigealata for assessing school leaders and school
leadership in Norway as good, or better or podran tother countries. Norway will take part in the
planned OECD study TALIS which is also aimed atdslieg light on school leadership.

334. The work on this report has shown that theeelack of data in Norway on recruitment to school
leader positions. There are no data that show vaaeitions. Nor is it known how many people are
appointed to school leader positions without ah@acbackground. Figures on working time and the
duration of school leaders’ careers are also lacKihere is no national overview of how the relasiop
between requirements and support is exercisedebgdhiool owner towards the school principal or what
type of formal education school leaders actuallehall in all little research and data on school
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leadership are available. Nor are there reseasthitseon the impact of studies in educational |lestup
on those who are engaged in them.

335. When leadership is described in national tspmr education it is very often the teacher aaddr
who is presented. Effects concerning pupils legyaind results are related to the teachers’ competen
and behaviour, and not to how the leadership isezhout. There is little focus on or referencéhe role
of the school leader when challenges and taskwieducational sector are described in plans and
strategies.

336. The OECD asks several questions about theksystem and teaching conditions that indirectly
provide data on the function of the school leafigen although statutes, formal agreements andcoilari
are determined at national level, responsibilitytéation, follow-up and reporting remains with teehool
owner. The first joint national inspection that veasried out by education directors from the offi¢ehe
county governor (county level) in 2006 shows thatmajority of the municipalities inspected did not
fulfil the requirements set out in systems for gyassessment (Education Act, Section 13-10).
Aftenposten, a Norwegian national newspaper, miatearticle on 10 January 2007 with the headline
“Deficiencies in the system in the school sectbr'the article reference is made to the following
presentation of facts from the county governorfiteg and the Directorate for Education and Trajnin
“Lack of control of activities in the teaching sectConfusion as regards delegation of responsikzhd
tasks. Absence of reporting obligations. Differenireunderstanding of school-based assessment.
Deficient documentation on school-based developni@dr communication between municipal
management and schools. Failure to follow-up natigoality assessments.”

337. This reveals that at national level it isidifft to give an overall precise description of, &xample,
how school leadership is exercised in Norway. Tins be a weakness of the present system.

338. The State has prescribed that content, spatdh and the scope of competence building must be
decided in collaboration between the school ownedrsthool leadership in close cooperation with
organisations and specialist environments in usities and university colleges. A pertinent questio
this connection is whether the school owner andigfist environments in the university and univirsi
college sector have concurrent views when it caimélse competence needs of school leaders.

339. The work on the questions raised by the OE&/@als that the use of concepts and definitions
assumes great importance. This applies not ortlyertase of structure and organisation but also in
specialist area such as leadership that must praledcriptions of areas of authority and powerctires
as well as accounting for how this is to be adnméd in the form of requirements, developmenyltes
follow-up and new choices and decisions. It cadiffecult on the basis of the formulation of the
guestions to grasp the relationship of power artdaaity to management, and whether these functoas
referred to as synonymous with or separate froncéimeept of leadership.

7.2 Trends and changes that might be anticipated ifuture policy development

The concept of school leadership

340. There appears to be general agreement, btitimaldy and internationally that there is a cortiwt
between the quality of leadership and school affeness (cf. Bush and Jackson, 2002). However ikere
less agreement on how leadership in schools is tmblerstood and what can be interpreted as “high
guality leadership”. In Norwegian education polgieesearch and practical school leadership tiere i
tension between the focus on the employer rolepaadgogical leadership, and between powerful @sibl
leadership and an understanding of leadershiplasoreal and dispersed.

341. The follow-up of the programme Improving Sdhosadership will help to clarify how visible
leadership is to be understood, thus facilitatiabate and policy making. In this manner a new Hasis
debate on school leader competence and requirddicaieons can be created.
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342. A possible outcome is that a clearer distimctill be made between the principal as a
representative of the employer and as a pedagdgadér responsible for the implementation of state
education policies. This may result in the formigiatof clearer expectations on the part of theeSaatto
a “clear school leader” when it comes to the impatation of curricula and national programmes. For
example strategic plans could present more lutftyexpectations of the Ministry or Directorate@s
leaders in the municipalities and in schools. Téis clear trend in the Knowledge Promotion Reform.
The school owner’s responsibility to follow up retal education policies must be considered in
connection with the State’s responsibility for paythe way for a dialogue as a basis of mutual
understanding.

343. Atthe same time it will be difficult to diejuish sharply between employer functions and
pedagogical leadership. As leaders of independefit pentres it is required that these functiors a
integrated in the principals’ area of work. White tState now puts more emphasis on the municifslity
responsibility for the school’s quality, responkipiand tasks are being transferred from municipeaél

to the individual school while the pedagogical sapfunction in the municipalities is being dowresiiz

344. Following the establishment of the DirectofateEducation and Training in 2004, national
strategies have been developed in priority areathésector and national competence centres reere b
founded in the majority of these areas. This presidontent to prioritised programmes and access to
competence as support for school leadership whigs@n improved basis for clear school leadership
the case of national priorities.

345. The follow-up of the programme Improving Sdhomadership may contribute to debate on whether
a strategic plan for school leadership as a primfiessd area of expertise should be prepared and a
national centre for school leadership should babdished. Such centres have been set up in a nushber
countries. There are undoubtedly major differerica® country to country in how the centres are
organised but they all appear to play an impontalet for the development of high-quality school
leadership. The creation of such a centre in Nonwawld play a role in integrating theory, reseaaol
experience and thus strengthen the understandisgchobl leadership as an area of expertise, engeura
new research and assist in the spread of bestqmagtcentre with focus on administration and
leadership will also help to put the curriculate tentre of school activities and at the same time
contribute to the inclusion of different strategée®l expert centres in a comprehensive supportstau
for leaders at all sector levels. This will strdrggt the professional dialogue that forms part efiéarning
process at all levels.

Research on school leadership

346. Research results are an important sourcédédiormation and legitimation of education policies
the Norwegian and Nordic context school leadershipstituted a limited field of research up to the
1990s. This report shows that there continue tietyeareas that have been the subject of thorough
research. This implies that the legitimation b&sisften derived from international studies. THues t
special features of the Norwegian governance mamehot identified, for example the division of
responsibility at state and municipal level. Noriaegresearch on school leadership has been infakenc
by a philosophy based on theoretical frameworkofactoy a cultural perspective and by a micro-jmalit
perspective. Cognitive interest has been directedutdsunderstandindeadership or the conditions for
leadership in schools and only to a limited extemte there been attempts to develop the featurgsoaf
leadership or the connection between school lehiteasd pupil outcomes (Mgller, 2004).

347. Inthe Norwegian context there is a needrfordased investment in research on school leagershi

It is essential that a research-based governanegopenent be based on knowledge that is derived fro
Norwegian studies because education and schoa@rgaigd are influenced by history and culture.
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Education of school leaders

348. As indicated in this report, there are at@méso formal competence requirements for school
leaders. There are some statistics that show theaéidn levels of school leaders but there is seaech

to document the leadership competence school leadssess or the impact of continuing education and
training. At the same time international researcvall as national policy documents stress the
significance of school leadership preparation @vo®| improvement (Bush and Jackson, 2002; Mgller
2006).

349. Continuing education and training in schoatkrship has first and foremost been offered tegho
who hold leader positions in schools in Norway (& 6). Key questions about school leader trginin
are now being asked by the authorities, by scheeudiérs, and by universities and university colleges
Current issues are whether it is sufficient to mtewraining when school leaders are employed atiadr
there should be requirements as to leadershigricabrefore their appointment. Another question is
whether the State should establish new guidelioetht training offered to school leaders as inli®e0s,
1980s and 1990s. Other topics of discussion aredumiv training should be organised and conducted,
and what the content should be.

350. In Norway the professional education of teesigethe subject of close scrutiny. Discussionfes
on whether teachers should be able to teach sabieethich they have no higher education. Similarly
guestions are being raised about whether it wilhfyeropriate in the future to appoint school leadéno
do not have higher education in school leadershipossible solution is to include subjects coneéd¢b
organisation and leadership in teacher traininig atready the case in pre-school teacher training.
Another scenario might be to set requirementsdaonél education in school leadership building on
teacher training. In recent years Master studieglol leadership/education leadership have been
developed at several Norwegian universities andausity colleges. A key question is whether such
education will be a requirement for appointmerieter positions in the future.

351. However other important questions must alsddméied. In many countries there are specific
programmes for new school leaders. In Norway #pe of follow-up is the responsibility of the sctoo
owner, and no documentation of the content andesobthis is available. This also applies to cauitig
training and education for experienced school Ieaded middle leaders such as heads of departmént a
team leaders. A key question that demands clatidicas the division of responsibility between the
central government authority and the municipaliiieghe case of such education. In the Norwegian
governance model the school owner has respongifiilitcontent and implementation and it is a
prerequisite that that the education offered isvaht in order to fulfil state requirements. Foample the
Norwegian Association of Local and Regional Autties, representing the school owners, has started a
nationwide training programme in cooperation with tUnion of Education Norway. But there are
considerable differences among the municipalitiesrmore focus should be directed at the problem of
whether the education offered is adequate and f@aia that is relevant for the facilitation of ioatal
school policies.

352. The work on this OECD report has shown that\dg requires better knowledge and data about the
working conditions of school leaders from recruiti® policy measures aimed at the later caregesta

as well as insight into how education policy pramis laid down by the central government are piat in
operation and their effect at local level. In tepart a description is also given of the experiegatbered
from training and courses of study for school lea@dad of the intentions and ongoing measuresatieat
included in the Knowledge Promotion Reform. A capsance may be to increase awareness of the shared
responsibility for training established between Mwwegian Association of Local and Regional
Authorities as the school owners’ representativeoioperation with the employees’ unions on the one
hand and the central authorities on the othereardlivision of responsibility provides a strongtfilrm

for collaboration between the school owners andstate authorities with regard to school leadership
training.
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353. Instruction for school leaders, as the empyepresentative, in the field of law, human reses
administration and economy can be combined wittegawent programmes with clear expectations to the
school leader in the case of education policy fii#®. In combination these can elucidate the cphok
“clear and powerful” leadership in schools.
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Appendix:
Follow-up of the strategy — Competence for developent

1) The strategfompetence building Strategy for competence building in primary émaer
secondary education 2005-2038an appropriate strategy that has in the maircdnect
priorities and provides suitable measures for samampetence building.

2) The partners in the strategy — the Norwegiarogission of Local and Regional Authorities,

the Union of Education Norway, the Norwegian Asation of Graduate Teachers, Skolenes
Landsforbund, Norwegian Association of School Leadad the Ministry of Education and
Research assume joint responsibility for ensutirad the strategy is implemented as intended,
including the dissemination of information and exgece regarding the strategy. The partners
require that the county governor and the schoolevwestablish collaboration forums for the
exchange of information and discussion of impleragéoi where the organisations that are
interested parties are represented. Regular upaatsisbe provided about how resources that are
earmarked for the implementation of the strategyadlocated to the various bodies and
provisions.

3) A firm basis in the individual educational iigtion and processes that involve teachers,
instructors, school leaders and the training supenare the decisive factors for achieving a
good, long-lasting impact on practice. Educatianstitution in this context refers to primary and
lower secondary schools as well as institutions/éaational education.

4) The local platform must be strengthened sodbatpetence building has its starting point in
the needs of the individual education institutiansl of the employees, with reference to the
Knowledge Promotion Reform. The school owner hastlain responsibility for this. The
implementation is to be reported in the variousatarative forums.

5) The school owner is required to ensure locaigpation and a firm basis at the individual
educational institution. The county governor isuested to monitor that the school owner has
followed up this when allocating funding.

6) In the coming strategy period there will be ad&o prioritise competence building for activity
assistants and training supervisors in trainingldsthments. This will take place through changes
in the allocation of state funding to municipaktiend county authorities. The State and the
county authority will assume responsibility for éyping good competence-building provisions
for this target group. If it is appropriate, joinhining for vocational teachers, activity assistan

and training supervisors in training establishmshtsuld be set up.

7) Competence building provisions are describatiénstrategy as a range of different activities.
It is important to keep in mind that the competebuaiding strategy is both aimed at competence
building for the individual and at the educatioimatitution’s development as an organisation —
with a view to introducing the Knowledge PromotiRaform.

8) The strategy includes a number of key concepth as specially-adapted tuition and learning
organisations. The Directorate for Education araining is currently working on material for the
sector aimed at providing input for reflection atevelopment work at the individual educational
institution so that the concepts can be given §ipemntent.

9) The implementation of competence-building measuequires adequate time to be set aside
and that the framework conditions encourage agarécipation. Funding allocated to the school
owner may therefore also be used for granting tiffiand for covering the expenses of a
temporary stand-in at the educational institution.

10) The annual reports from the school owner, togess evaluation of the Fafo Research
Foundation and other evaluations provide imporiisrmation about the implementation of the
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strategy. Reporting routines must be adjusted erb#sis of experience and needs. The reporting
must provide more information about local involvernand the use of funding locally.
Information on the reports and the evaluation tesuust be passed on.

11) For the Directorate the letter of informatidooat the funding and reporting requirements will
be key instruments for disseminating informatiod aroviding clear governance signals. The
information must stress that the competence-bugldinategy is directed at both individual
competence building and the educational instittgiolevelopment as an organisation.

12) Successful implementation is dependent on venétiose bidding to provide training can
provide competence building that covers needseginttiividual instititution. There must be
collaboration with universities/university collegas the development of competence- building
programmes for schools. The development and hasation of regional collaboration forums
may be an appropriate instrument in this work.eSéatucation administration must be involved in
strengthening the cooperation.
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