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Abstract—The Norwegian ‘knowledge promotion reform’ was
implemented in elementary schools and upper secondary schools in
2006. The goal of the reform was that all pupils should develop basic
skills and competencies in order to take an active part in the knowledge
society. This paper discusses how governmentality as a management
principle is demonstrated through the Norwegian ‘knowledge
promotion reform’. Evaluation reports and political documents are the
basis for the discussion. The ‘knowledge promotion reform’ was
including quality assurance for schools, teachers, and students and the
authorities retained control by using curricula and national tests. The
reform promoted several intentions that were not reached. In light of
governmentality, it seemed that thoughts and intentions by the
authorities differed from those in the world of practice. The quality
assurances did not motivate the practitioners to be self-governing. The
relationship between the authorities and the implementation actors was
weak, and the reform was, therefore, difficult to implement in practice.

Keywords—~Education politics, governance, governmentality, the
Norwegian knowledge promotion reform.

I. INTRODUCTION

OVERNANCE is a general term that explains different
ways to manage actions and opportunities for public sector
actors. Management principles describe concrete political goals
such as streamlining, rationalisation, quality improvement, and
so on. [1]. Governance has consequences for how education
policy and reforms are understood and operationalised on a
national level. The impact of educational policy depends on the
chosen form of governance and planned or unplanned
occurrences during the implementation [2]. In 2006, the
‘knowledge promotion reform’ was introduced to reduce the
differences between pupils’ basic skills [3]. Teachers and
school owners were given both the responsibility and
decentralised power to increase these differences. National tests
and other control methods were used to ensure the quality of
achievement at every school [2]. New public management
(NPM) inspired the management documents that formed the
basis for the implementation of the ‘knowledge promotion
reform’. The starting point for governance in this NPM-inspired
reform is that the policy and its administrative apparatus should
concentrate on the major issue in terms of key objectives and
key priorities, while local government should be autonomous
and take care of itself.
In NPM, local autonomy provides flexibility and creativity,
which are necessary for adaptation to changing environments.
The management should be directed as far as possible towards
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self-management through the principle of ‘freedom to take
responsibility’. Each school should not be rigidly controlled by
government directives; the schools should instead use their own
power, creativity and skills to create good schools and provide
quality assurance. This self-governmentality, both in terms of
individuals and organizations, is based on the Foucault's
theories of governmentality [4]. This power technique does not
directly affect community members. Instead, it refers to the
power that affects indirectly. Overall, it is about ‘practices,
techniques and procedures whose purpose is to shape, direct
and influence human behavior’ [5].

In the light of governmentality as a management principle,
the Norwegian knowledge promotion reform is discussed. The
research question of this paper is as follows: Which elements of
governmentality as a management principle can be identified
through the implementation of Norwegian knowledge
promotion reform? In the following sections, governmentality
as a management principle and the main intentions and results
of Norwegian knowledge promotion reform are discussed.

II. GOVERNMENTALITY

Foucault introduced the concept of governmentality in 1978-
79 [5]. The concept is complex and can be understood in
different ways. Dean’s [5[5] understanding includes two
dimensions, divided into ‘how we think about governance’ and
the management practice based on ‘theories, ideas,
philosophies, and forms of knowledge that are a part of our
social and cultural products’. Dean [5] understands rationality
as a systematic way of thinking and a certain mentality.

“It emphasizes the way in which the thinking involved
in practices of government is explicit and embedded in
language and other technical instruments but is also taken
for granted, i.e. it is not usually open to questioning by its
practitioners” [5], p. 25].

Governmentality can be regarded as one way the authorities
can govern by guiding the population to be self-governing and
rationally minded, with the political interests of the authorities
as a basis. ‘Conduct of conduct’ [6] can be understood as
governing the governance [7]. Modern self-management by
subjects requires that those who are governed have a greater or
lesser degree of freedom to act. Hence, governance, or the
conduct of conduct, is an activity that forms actors' rooms for
action, seeks to give liberty a form, and incorporates ‘the
practices in order to control their own self, their character and
personality’ [8]. Governance is about how the state indirectly
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controls the population and their actions by facilitating
individuals to make the right choices. This happens by
influencing the individuals, their common attitudes, and
understandings based on knowledge, morals, and
responsibilities; as well as by defining problems, goals, norms,
and ideals [10].

Indirect governance developed because directives violate
important liberal principles in modern society [8], [10]. The
idea is that citizens form themselves by becoming ‘inner-
governed’. The individual thus plays a major role in the
management through change or improvement of himself or
herself. It is therefore interesting that such a management
strategy can be used to reform larger social units by designating
certain groups as government agents. Individuals are
empowered by entering into a kind of contract where they are
encouraged to become entrepreneurs and development agents.

Dean [5] explains the concept of governmentality as
something that is built into the culture and taken for granted by
the members. The members do not dedicate significant thought
to management because they have internalized governmentality
[9]. Governmentality also involves other forms of power,
especially sovereignty and discipline. Dean also discussed
Foucault's concepts of ‘apparatuses and security’ [5] that create
opportunities for the population. Foucault links these forms in
a triangle: sovereignty, discipline, and government.
Government has the population as its main objective and
various ‘security devices’ as a mechanism for governance [5].
By examining the concept of ‘conduct of conduct’ [6], it is
possible to understand government as the power to influence
the actions or behavior of others. “Government is any more or
less calculated and rational activity, undertaken by a
multiplicity of authorities and agencies, employing a variety of
techniques and forms of knowledge, that seeks to shape conduct
by working through the desires, aspirations, interests and
beliefs of various actors, for definite but shifting ends and with
a diverse set of relatively unpredictable consequences, effects
and outcomes” [5].

[II. THE KNOWLEDGE PROMOTION REFORM

International surveys, such as the PISA surveys, suggest that
Norwegian pupils had relatively poor academic results and
overall a lack of important basic skills in relation to the
resources that was invested in Norwegian education [11]. There
were major differences due to social inequality, poor
progression in upper secondary school, high level of dropouts,
and education that was insufficiently adapted for all. There was
therefore a broad political unity behind the ‘knowledge
promotion reform’ introduced in the autumn of 2006. The
reform pertained to basic education, elementary school and
upper secondary school.

During the introduction of the ‘knowledge promotion
reform’, there was an intention to further decentralize decision-
making authorities and executive agencies in the education
sector [11]. The municipalities, schools, and teachers were
given more scope to determine teaching methods and choice of
content in order to achieve national goals.

The ‘knowledge promotion reform’ is an example of an
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educational reform which on one hand is an extension of
previous national education reforms and on the other is a
promoter for the general international reform discussion, which
involves lifelong learning, strengthening individual skills, and
equalization of differences. The goal of the ‘knowledge
promotion reform’ was that all pupils should develop basic
skills and competencies in order to take an active part in the
knowledge society [12], [13]. Norwegian school should be
inclusive with room for everyone and with an emphasis on
academics. Everyone should have the same opportunities to
develop their abilities. In particular, the ‘knowledge promotion
reform’ should help ensure individualized education for all
pupils - including adults in primary education [14].

Basic skills was to be strengthened through effective training
in reading and writing [ 15], [12]. New curricula were developed
in all subjects, with clear goals for the development of skills for
students and apprentices. The reform also featured new
academic and time allocation and a new offer structure in upper
secondary education. Emphasis was placed on local freedom of
choice in terms of working methods, study materials, and
organization of the training. Useful intentions from previous
reforms were better applied to upper secondary education, and
better learning outcomes (or higher quality of completed
candidates) were sought, as were better opportunities for the
individual to become more attractive and qualified for working
life [12]. These three goals therefore contribute to
improvements on the situation after Reform94, Reform97, and
Norwegian competence reform.

When the ‘knowledge promotion reform’ was introduced, the
Ministry of Education had prepared for the education system to
be based on clear, concrete, and visible national goals; local
freedom of action; and the responsibility of school owners and
teacher to find the means to reach those goals. School owners
were held responsible for the school results and quality, and
school leaders and teachers became more responsible for their
own schools as performance units. The national tests measuring
the students' skills were designed to be a pedagogical tool in
education. The tests will give the teacher a better starting point
for adapting every pupil’s needs in education. In addition, they
will provide information to students, parents, teachers, school
leaders. Local and national authorities and the general public
are the basis for dialogue and quality development [12].

There was no comprehensive implementation strategy when
the reform was introduced. Evaluation reports indicated that the
reform posed new requirements for local governance, and that
variation in the skills of school owners, school leaders, and
teachers were barriers to the implementation of the ‘knowledge
promotion reform’ [11][11]. Five years after the reform was
introduced, researchers found that school owners, school
leaders, and teachers had finally gained an understanding of
how to handle the reform and effectively use the freedom to act
that they received [16], [11].

Skalid [17] refers to the evaluation of the ‘knowledge
promotion reform’ and claims that ‘the result is a development
towards a stricter control regime by central authorities’ [17].
Aasen [17] claims that decentralization results in some form of
central management and documentation requirements. School
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owners’ and teachers’ experiences increased central control and
limited the opportunity for local and professional development
and management [17][17]. Eriksen [18] refers to research
suggesting that the ‘knowledge promotion reform’ did not lead
to equality between pupils in terms of knowledge and
assumptions. The results indicated that there were more pupils
getting better grades, but these pupils were already getting the
best grades from before. Boys were getting worse grades than
girls, more pupils were offered special education, and students
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds received inferior
grades [18].

Holleland [19] points out that after the war, several new
reforms were implemented in the Norwegian school system that
have not seemed to work as planned. Helleland claims that one
of the reasons for the ever-changing reforms is that they focus
more on political needs than educational needs. The teachers
gained greater freedom in the ‘knowledge promotion reform’,
but this freedom is a controlled freedom [19]. Helleland argues
that steady introduction of new reforms leads to stable changes.
According to Helleland, it is difficult to institutionalize the
changes that are described as ‘changes in the school's culture
and identity’ [19][19]. The evaluation of the ‘knowledge
promotion reform’ points out that there has been a clear tension
in the relationship between increased freedom and action space
on the one hand, and increased central management with
reporting and supervision on the other hand [20][20]. Nordenbo
[21] also confirmed that the ‘knowledge promotion reform’
only made minor changes, and it was unclear whether changes
and results could be attributed to the reform. The small changes
pointed towards increasing social inequality [22]. The
researchers estimated that this could be due to the fact that the
instruments in the reform were not specifically geared towards
leveling [22]. Results also indicated that the dropout rate from
upper secondary education had not decreased [23][23].

IV. DOCUMENTS AS THE BASIS FOR DISCUSSION

In this paper, theory, public policy documents, evaluation
reports, and other research literature were used as a basis for
reflecting on governmentality as the guiding principle in the
‘knowledge promotion reform’. The deciding factor for the
selection of documents has been a connection between the
documents, the type of documents, and the research question.
The ‘knowledge promotion reform” was evaluated by several
research environments. The evaluation resulted in 44 evaluation
reports and four synthesis reports. Current political documents,
evaluation papers, and current research will be discussed in
relation to governmentality as a guiding principle to answer the
research question.

V.DISCUSSION

With the decentralization of responsibilities in the
‘knowledge promotion reform’, each school and teacher
ostensibly received a significant amount of freedom to organize
and teach their pupils. Nevertheless, the educators were still
controlled through national tests measuring quality assurance,
for example. This quality assurance was also a way to ensure
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that the schools performed well and that the desired actions
were chosen. Even so, the fact that the ‘knowledge promotion
reform’ did not result in increased equality between pupils [18]
may indicate that the quality assurance did not work as planned.

After decentralization, educators could increasingly make
independent decisions in relation to the local curriculum,
learning methods, and materials. This was referred to as
methodological freedom and educational freedom for teachers
to achieve the central goals. However, when this freedom
depends on a number of factors such as resource access,
collaboration, environmental requirements, interpretation of the
scope of responsibilities and roles, and control of the results, the
true extent of that freedom can come into question. Freedom
can also expire when the responsible actors does not manage to
coordinate different factors and end up going in different
directions. Kroken [24] discusses accountability and refers to
how it is implemented through terms such as flexibility,
empowerment, and quality control. She asks if these can
constitute hidden power strategies.

When facilitating local freedom, there are also a number of
conditions and responsibilities that are attached. Freedom is
influenced by government authorities' expectations and indirect
governance, in that the free actions and practices are directed
against the determined goals. Restrictions of freedom lie in the
increased participation by the pupils and their parents, and in
expectations and requirements for the teachers' pursuit of their
profession. In the evaluation of the ‘knowledge promotion
reform’, it was observed that some teachers perceived freedom
as a ‘time-thief” because they had to spend significant amounts
of time preparing their own plans [11]. As a result of the
teachers taking their expected roles and guiding the results and
established national standards, schools become units that were
managed indirectly using self-regulation mechanisms and
performance measurements.

‘Conduct of conduct’ or the facilitation of autonomy
pervades the Norwegian welfare society and the guiding
principles of implementing the ‘knowledge promotion reform’.
Authorization of teachers was a political goal in the reform. The
idea that increased local freedom allows teachers and school
owners to act and plan in relation to local needs was a
governance principle behind the ‘knowledge promotion reform’
[11]. The authorities did not have the opportunity or
competence to control all the elements in a field as complex as
education. They were dependent on the community's own
mechanisms; these mechanisms are the closest to the problems
and therefore are motivated to find the best solutions [1]. The
downside of this was that the control mechanisms and
standardization partly undermined the intentions of individual
facilitation.

Evaluation also demonstrated that the reform unintendedly
contributed to increasing inequality [25][25]. The researchers
estimated that this could be due to the fact that the instruments
in the reform were not specifically geared towards leveling
[25]. Tt was also the case that some schools and teachers were
creative as well as motivated and maximized the leeway for
action, while other schools did the same as they always had.
This contributed to different learning cultures and practices, and
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thus different offerings to the students [25].

Governmentality is a principle of governance that can be
used to control actors through their thoughts and feelings, or
their mentality. Hence, actors act in accordance with the
government’s wishes without actually thinking about it [5].
Dean's [5] explanation of the concept of governmentality as
something built into culture demonstrates that governmentality
is a kind of indirect governance; it reminds people of the norms
and unwritten rules that are followed every day without
contradiction or further thought because they feel correct.

The fact that it went five years after the ‘knowledge
promotion reform’ was introduced, before the school owners,
school leaders, and teachers had gained an understanding of
how to face the reform. This indicates that controlling
mentalities takes time. To control behavior from a distance
through societal norms must necessarily take time — especially
so in an established school culture. On the other hand, Hammer
[1] discusses the governance that goes on ‘downstairs’, where
society affects governance through the norms reproduced by the
population. Hence, the teachers' practice is a product of society
and is shaped by reproduced norms.

Utilizing the leeway for action that the teachers had can result
in experiencing security and increased importance that
safeguards the interest in creating expected and effective
results. Through active participation in problem solving and
more influence in decision making, teachers can stand stronger
and maneuver more flexibly in their profession. The cultivation
of self-control and flexibility can move power and authority
down the system [26]. Developing a school and strengthening
teacher's colleges through collaboration on teaching methods
can be a motivational driving force to exploit the leeway for
action. These methods can also provide new opportunities for
developing good learning methods and well-functioning
practices that create effective learning environments. The result
is an ideal fusion between the teachers' need to manage
themselves as best as possible within the freedom granted, and
the authorities' need to solve society's problems and achieve
goals.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In the search for answers to which elements of
governmentality can be identified through the implementation
of the ‘knowledge promotion reform’, the paper has focused
particularly on the freedom of the teachers because that factor
was singled out in the evaluation of the reform. It took time
before the local actors exploited the newly granted leeway for
action; for a considerable time, they sat on the sidelines, waiting
for directives.

The teachers' freedom to design local curricula and to use
different learning methods and approaches to learning can
contribute to a management gain if the teachers become
motivated to develop the best practice for achieving the key
performance goals. A governmentality approach can thus be
effective and help solve problems in practice; managerial gains
are made by increasing the authority of those who are closest to
the problems and are therefore best placed to address them. This
focus on results and goals can lead to the building of a culture

International Scholarly and Scientific Research & Innovation 13(3) 2019

for learning, which in turn contributes to continuous

improvement in practice.

Governmentality is a form of governance in which those who
are governed are indirectly affected by the governing powers’
use of different methods. Those who are controlled can take this
influence for granted or not feel influenced, possibly because
that influence occurs on a weekday that otherwise feels free.
The freedom contained in governmentality must therefore be
qualified as indirect and controlled freedom. Governmentality
is present in the’ knowledge promotion reform’ through quality
assurance for schools, teachers, and students. Authorities retain
control even without directing schools and teachers on teaching
and planning; instead, they wuse tools such as the
‘leeringsplakaten’ (the learning poster), curricula, and national
tests.

It can be argued that the relationship between reforms and
practices is weak, and that reforms belong to an ideology rather
than the practical world. Modernity and rationality are
examples of ideas that govern the content of reform. In the
world of thought, requirements and criteria are different from
those in the world of practice. In the world of thought, ideas are
formulated and are apparently made clearly and simply.
However, these ideas become even more difficult to implement
in practice. Therefore, it will be difficult to achieve the effects
that the reforms would like to achieve.

REFERENCES

[1] S. Hammer, “Statistikk, styring og subjektivitet”. (Statistics, governance
and subjectivity). Tidsskrift for samfunnsforskning, vol 1, pp. 73-102,
2008.

[21 S. Winter, and V. L. Nielsen, “Implementering af
(Implementation of public policy). Arhus, Academica, 2008.

[3] Utdannings- og forskningsdepartementet. ““Kunnskapslgftet-reformen i
grunnskole og videregéende opplering”. (The knowledge promotion
reform in primary and secondary education.2006. From:
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/kilde/ufd/prm/2005/008
1/ddd/pd fv/256458-kunnskap bokmaal low.pdf.

[4] K. Bachmann, K. Sivesind, and R. Bergem. “Evaluering og
ansvarliggjoring i skolen.” (Evaluation and responsibility in school), in
G. Langfeldt, E. Elstad, and S. Hopmann, (eds.), Ansvarlighet i skolen.
Politiske sparsmal og pedagogiske svar. (Responsibility in school.
Political questions and educational answers). Oslo, Cappelen. 2008.

[5] M. Dean, “Governmentality. Power and Rule in Modern Society.” Los
Angeles, London, New Dehli, Singapore, Sage publication Ltd. (2nd
edition), 2010.

[6] M. Foucault, "Governmentality”, in G. Burchell, C. Gordon, and P. Miller
(eds.), The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, Hemel
Hempstead, Harvester Wheatsheaf, pp. 87-104, 1991.

[71 I B. Neumann, “Forord”. (Preface). In M. Foucault, Forelesninger om
regjering og Styringskunst. (Lectures on Government and management
art), Oslo, Cappelen Akademisk Forlag, pp. 7-38, 2002.

[8] M. Dean, “Governmentality: power and rule in modern society”.
London, Sage Publications, 1996.

[9]1 N. Ettlinger, “Governmentality as Epistemology”. Annals of the

Assosiation of American Geographers, vol.101, no 3, pp. 537-560, 2011.

doi:10.1080/00045608.2010.544962.

M. Foucault, “Overvakning og straff: det modern fengsels historie.”

(Surveillance and punishment: The history of modern prison) (3.ed.).

Oslo, Gyldendal, 1999.

P. Aasen, J. Rye, E. Ottesen, E. T. S. Proitz, and F. Hertzberg,

“Kunnskapslgftet som styringsreform - et lgft eller et lgfte?”

Sluttrapport. (The knowledge promotion as a governance reform - a boost

or a promise? Final report). Oslo, NIFU. University in Oslo, 2012.

UFD. “Education for All - National Action Plan for Norway in

accordance with the World Education Forum Declaration, Dakar, 2001”.

Oslo, The Ministry of Education and Research Affairs, 2003.

politik™

[10]

(1]

[12]

324 1SN1:0000000091950263



Open Science Index, Educational and Pedagogical Sciences Vol:13, No:3, 2019 waset.org/Publication/10010183

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology
International Journal of Educational and Pedagogical Sciences

Vol:13, No:3, 2019

J. Moen, “Om reformer. En studie av Kvalitetsreformen, Politireform
2000 og Kunnskapslgftet.” (About reforms. A study of The Norwegian
Quality Reform, Policereform 2000 and the knowledge promotion
reform). Dr. thesis. Karlstad, Karlstad University Studies, 2011.

J. Hodgson, W. Renning, and P. Tomlinson, “En studie av leereres praksis
og deres tenkning under Kunnskapslgftet.”” (A study of teachers'
practices and their thinking under the knowledge promotion reform).
Report. Tromse, Nordlandsforskning, 2012.

OECD, “The Well-being of Nations. The Role of Human and Social
Capital. Education and Skills”. Paris, OECD, 2001.

E. L. Dale, B. U. Engelsen, and B. Karseth, “Kunnskapslgftets
intensjoner, forutsetninger og operasjonaliseringer: en analyse av en
leereplanform.” Sluttrapport. (The intentions of the knowledge promotion
reform, prerequisites and operationalizations: an analysis of a
curriculum). Oslo, University in Oslo, 2011.

J. O. Skalid, “Ny form for sentral skolestyring.” (New form of central
school management), 2013. From: http://forskning,no/barn-og-ungdom-
pedagogiske-fag-skole-og-utdanning/2013/09/ny-form-sentral-
skolestyring.

N. Eriksen, “Kunnskapslgftet ikke sosialt utjevnende.” (The knowledge
promotion reform are not socially equalizing), 2012. From:
http://forskning.no/barn-og-ungdom-skole-og-
utdanning/2012/06/kunnskapsloftet-ikke- sosialt-utjevnende.

H. Holleland,“Reformer som skaper reformer.” (Reforms that creates
new reforms). Bedre skole, vol 4, pp. 46-49, 2008.

P. Tronsmo, P. “Ledelse i utdanningssektoren.” (Management in the
education sector). Bedre skole, vol 1, pp. 62-67, 2010.

S. E. Nordenbo, “Kunnskapsleftet som reformproces.” (The knowledge
promotion reform as a reform process). Aarhus, Aarhus University,
2012.

T. Jorgensen, “Sosiale skjevheter forsterkes gjennom
utdanningssystemet.” (Social bias is enhanced through the education
system). Samfunnsspeilet, vol 6. Oslo — Kongsvinger, Statistisk

sentralbyra, 2000.

N. Vibe, M. W. Freseth, E. Hovdhaugen, and E. Markussen, ““Strukturer
og konjunkturer: evaluering av Kunnskapslgftet: sluttrapport fra
prosjektet Tilbudsstruktur, gjennomfegring og kompetanseoppndelse i
videregdende oppleering.” (Structures and Business cycle: Evaluation of
the knowledge promotion reform: Final Report from the Project Tender
Structure, Implementation and Competency Achievement in Higher
Education). Report. Oslo, NIFU, 2012.

R. Kroken, “Nye perspektiver pa sosialarbeideres samfunnsoppdrag.”
(New perspectives on social workers' social assignments). Nordisk sosialt
arbeid, vol 4, pp.306-316, 2006.

A. Bakken, and J. J. Elstad, “For store forventninger? Kunnskapslgftet og
ulikhetene i grunnskolekarakterer.” (Too big expectations? The
knowledge promotion reform and inequalities in elementary school
grades). Report. NOVA, 2012.

F. Kjellberg, “Kommunalt selvstyre og nasjonal styring.” (Municipal
autonomy and national governance), in Norsk statsvitenskapelig tidsskrift,
vol 7, 1991.

International Scholarly and Scientific Research & Innovation 13(3) 2019

325

1SNI:0000000091950263



