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Abstract

The paper examines the claim that the Scandinds@sial democratic’ model has
been able to support ‘better’ forms of work orgatien, which afford employees
higher levels of autonomy and control, when comgareith ‘liberal market
economies’, such as the UK. It focuses specificalbhon the experience of one
occupational group, vocational teachers in Enghasid Welsh colleges of further
education (FE) and their counterparts in Norwegigper secondary schools. This
group has been subject to a process of educatiestalicturing and the application of
new public management, albeit in different formsd &m differing degrees. However,
very little is known about how their jobs compangerms of their levels of discretion
and autonomy, and their influence in decision-mgkprocesses both within the
college/school and in the wider policy environmdrite paper draws upon a range of
interviews undertaken within FE colleges and upgerondary schools in England,
Wales and Norway, alongside interviews with natiostakeholder representatives.
The research finds evidence to support the viewv3bandinavia is indeed distinctive,
with Norwegian teachers enjoying comparatively kighevels of job quality in

relation to the key indicators of autonomy, disoretand decision-making influence.






Introduction

There has been increasing concern in the UK thapitée substantial growth in
employment prior to the recent recession, the tyuali many jobs is poor and, in
some cases, deteriorating (Green 2006, Kenway 2008d et al 2008). The policy
debates in the UK around job quality have tendetbtos mainly on issues of low
pay, job insecurity and, more recently, the limiprdgression opportunities available
to those at the bottom end of the labour market FD& al 2008, Lawton 2009).
However, poor job quality can also be a problemworkers at every step of the job
ladder and is not just confined to a lack of maldvenefits. A key aspect that is often
overlooked within UK policy circles is the way inhweh work is organised, in
particular the level of autonomy and task discretdforded to employees and the
extent of their wider influence within organisat@rdecision-making. By contrast,
these aspects of job quality have a more establiphesence elsewhere in Europe, as
can be seen for example in the European Unionisyoh ‘more and better jobs’ and
the quality of working life/work humanisation agenich Scandinavia.

While the UK has often been criticised for havirighhnumbers of relatively
low skill, poorly designed jobs, the position ofosle higher up the occupational
hierarchy, particularly professional groups, casodbe problematic (see for example
Warhurst and Thompson 1998). Evidence from survayshe UK indicate that
between 1992 and 2001 professional workers expaxtea greater decline in task
discretion and choice over their working methodmtlany other occupational group
(Green 2006: 105). One of the sectors most affeatasl education. Once a field
predominantly controlled and managed by educatipnafessionals, the education
sector in England and Wales has been subject tme rnge of changes under the
general label of ‘new public management’ (NPM) (®ol993). This process has
seen a move towards new forms of managerialismh) @witmore ‘entrepreneurial-
competitive’ regime that is centred around notiafisperformativity. In England,
where the reforms have been more extensive, evéd&om across the sector has
detailed higher levels of stress, work intensifmat burgeoning bureaucracy, greater
surveillance of teachers’ work, and a growing gapMeen professionals and senior
management (Ball 2008).



A key question is whether similar jobs in other cies are also experiencing
these same trends towards declining levels of eliger and heightened managerial
control. While surveys can provide a broad-brustiupe of different types of work
practices, they offer little insight into the findetail of how a particular job may be
organised and managed across different countriesnimber of comparative studies
of specific jobs remains extremely small and thdkat do exist have been
predominantly confined to lower level and internaggipositions (e.g. Finegolkt al
2000, Gautié and Schmitt 2010). The extant rebearevertheless, paints a rather
consistent picture; compared to a number of contaldeuropean countries, workers
in the UK tend to experience jobs with narrowelksadess discretion and greater
direct controls.

This paper seeks to contribute to the evidence basmmparative differences
in work organisation through an exploration of therk of vocational teachers in
England, Wales and Norway Scandinavian countries are typically presentsd a
leaders in terms of the ‘quality of working lifeh particular in relation to levels of
autonomy, discretion and decision-making influe(@allie 2003), and have been at
the forefront of publicly-supported workplace demhent/innovation initiatives for
many years (Payne and Keep 2003). However, therefeav studies that actually
compare the experience of warkspecific jobgn Scandinavia with those in the UK.
Vocational teachers offer an interesting comparigdthough there are many similar
pressures and challenges in the field of vocati@thlcation, individual countries
have tended to follow distinctive pathways in relatto the extent to which they have
adopted forms of NPM. The research thereby provashespportunity to explore how
the job of a vocational teacher has been affecyedifferent national institutional and
policy contexts.

Initial vocational education takes place predomilyam colleges of further
education (FE) in England and Wales, and in uppebrsdary schools in Norway.
Colleges were removed from local authority controll993, while upper secondary
schools in Norway remain under the control of tBecbunties. The FE sector has
probably been affected more than any other pattegtducation system by NPM and
processes of marketisation, managerialism and.aw®libject to a highly centralised
funding regime, the result is said to be a culbafrperformativity’ that has intensified

! Education and training is a devolved issue inlie with the parliaments/assemblies of Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland having control over #nsa of policy.
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work regimes, proliferated bureaucracy and papekwiacreased managerial control
and eroded levels of professional autonomy (AvieW@ephcotet al 2008, Mather

et al 2009). In Norway, quality-assurance and accoulityalools, such as national
testing, have only recently been introduced intaspaf the education system and
NPM has so far made fewer inroads (Helggy and Hor20@6). Nevertheless,
despite a very different institutional environmeenjdence suggests that teachers in
Norway also confront pressures of increased woddoand mounting bureaucracy
(Lyng and Blichfeldt 2003). It is not clear, howevewvhether the problems
experienced in Norway are of a similar magnitudtéhtise in England and Wales.

This paper seeks to identify the similarities anffetences in the work
organisation of vocational teacheis England, Wales and Norway. To what extent
do these jobs differ in terms of their levels otaomy and discretion, and what
influence do teachers have over broader decisidiinga While a great deal has
been written about the declining autonomy of FEuUemrs in England and Wales,
much less is known about their Norwegian countéspand, indeed, whether the
Norwegian social democratic approach has been tabsistain (at least in relative
terms) a better form of work organisation for tezrsh

It is also possible to link this question to issoéperformance and innovation.
The argument is often made that affording teaclyeesiter autonomy can also be
beneficial to teaching and learning. Cribb and @®ew(2007: 206) highlight how
teacher autonomy has frequently been seen as eofpition for the exercise of
teacher’s professional expertise, ... a source okgilsfaction, health and well-being
for teachers, a source of creativity, experimeatatand variety and a source of
effectiveness’ (see also, Eurydice 2008). Moreadlp speaking, the claim is that
discretion allows professionals to use their owdggment, knowledge and experience
to improve the service that they are providing (dayand Kelly 2006). The findings
from the research are considered in the light eé¢hassumptions about the centrality
of autonomy and discretion to improving the edunal experience.

The first section of the paper explores existingdence about national
differences in the way in which jobs are desigrisefpre focusing explicitly on the

experience of vocational teachers in England, WatesNorway. The second section

2 Different terminology is used to describe thos@wdach vocational courses reflecting the respectiv
organisation of post-compulsory education. In théper, ‘lecturer’ is used in England and Wales,
‘teacher’ in Norway and ‘teacher’ for generic dission.
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describes the methodology used in this study aedemts some key features of the
colleges and schools that formed the basis ofdkearch. The main part of the paper
draws on findings from the three countries to exarthe extent to which there are
similarities and differences in the organisationwairk. The article concludes by
assessing whether teachers’ experience of workiramhfor revises the predominant
expectations concerning the impact of national-hasgstems of employment and

policy regimes on shaping work organisation.

Work Organisation and Institutional Differences

If existing theoretical and empirical studies ofrw@rganisation are anything to go
by, one would certainly anticipate better outcomneorway than in the UK. There is
a widespread acceptance that there are substdiftedences in national skill and
employment systems in Europe (Streeck 1992, Rad§ib, Brownet al 2001, Hall
and Soskice 2001). Distinctions have been madedast the predominance of higher
skilled, more autonomous work in ‘coordinated markeonomies’ (the classic
example being Germany), and lower skilled, morathjgcontrolled work in ‘liberal
market’ economies, such as the UK. In explainireséhpatterns, most commentators
point to the significance of the wider societal amstitutional environment, including
product and labour market regulation, the induktakations system, the welfare state
regime and the vocational education and trainirsiesy (Mauriceet al 1982, Bosch
and Lehndorff 2006, Gautié and Schmitt 2010). @a{2007: 100) adds a further
dimension by stressing that power is central, inti@pdar ‘the capacity of
governments and organized labour to constrain tte®res of employers in the
interests of improving the quality of working lité employees’.

The existence of comparative evidence on whethesettdifferences actually
exist in practice, however, is extremely limitedallie (2007:88), for example, argues
that these contrasting patterns have mainly beesedbaupon ‘impressionistic
comparisons of national evidence largely related the formal character of
institutional arrangements’. He claims that rattien Germany being an idyll of job
quality, survey data indicates that it is the Saaaan countries which are
distinctive in terms of the quality of working lifeEvidence from the European
Working Conditions and Employment in Europe surviegse found higher levels of

control over the work process, more opportunit@sléarning in the job, and greater



employee influence over work practices and managerdecisions in Denmark,
Sweden and Norway (Dobbin and Boychuk 1999, Galié7, Holmet al 2008). In
contrast, the UK has a substantially higher nundigobs that are organised along
Tayloristic principles and which are subject toedircontrol by supervisors (Holet

al 2008).

Comparative case study research has also shownfahdbwer level and
intermediate jobs, skill levels and task discretiothe UK are typically lower than in
a number of continental European countries. Studése found hotel receptionists
and housekeeping supervisors in Germany and banksdn Germany and France in
jobs with more functional flexibility and broadexsks than those in the UK (Quagk
al 1995, Finegolaekt al 2000). Other jobs in hotels, such as room atteisgdaowever,
appeared to be broadly similar in scope and de$tgaiset al 1989, Vanselovet al
2010). A recent study of five European countrmsntd that shop assistants, hospital
care workers, call centre agents and food procgssieratives in the UK typically
experienced the lowest levels of task variety amstrdtion (Masonet al 2007,
Grunertet al 2010, Lloydet al 2010, Méhautt al 2010). These studies reflect the
findings of earlier comparative plant studies utalegn by the National Institute for
Economic and Social Research during the 1980sf@esxample Prais and Wagner
1988, Steedman and Wagner 1988).

Existing research suggests that there are diffeenno patterns of work
organisation across countries, although the jobdiest! tend to be lower skilled and
are predominantly confined to the private sectoiciScomparisons, while extremely
valuable, nevertheless remain rare and have littlesay about the position of
professional workers in the public sector. Thigelagroup of employees has been
particularly affected by the diffusion of NPM praets. While it is generally accepted
that the UK has been a ‘leader’, other countriegehaso pursued aspects of NPM.
Norway is considered to be more of a ‘laggard’ (¥¢allis 2009) but even here,
elements of NPM have been implemented, with a oo ‘autonomisation’ of parts
of the state and an increased emphasis on effici€@bristensenet al 2008).
Although the form and content have differed (Poé#ital 2007), the overall direction
of NPM is to move ‘the locus of control and decisimaaking away from professionals
to a new internalized management function’ (Feahd Geraghty 2005: 432).

The FE sector in England and Wales has been plariigwaffected by the

implementation of NPM, with the emphasis on ‘maitesting’ and performativity.
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Researchers have drawn attention to the detrimentphct on lecturers’ work,
including the loss of control and autonomy, andeathing and learning itself (TLRP
2005, Coffieldet al 2008, Hodkinson 2008). FE lecturers in Englands iargued,
have been positioned as ‘delivery agents’ of gavemt programmes and priorities,
weighed down with heavy workloads and onerous atnative demands, in a
system that constricts the ‘space’ available facher-led innovation, creativity and
improvement (see Coffield 2008, Simmons and Thomp20608). The Welsh
Assembly took control of education with devolution 1999 and, although some
differences are emerging, there remains a simiginme focused on centralised
funding, targets and external inspections (Jephetoad2008). For both England and
Wales, uncertainty in funding combined with minintetbour market regulations and
weak trade unions has led to a process of castialisao that by 2005, only 55
percent of FE teaching staff in England held pemnamrontracts (Lifelong Learning
UK 2009), and just 49 percent in Wales in 2007 #t{Stics for Wales 2009).

In Norway, vocational teachers are employed undther $ame terms and
conditions, and often in the same school, as tltesehing the academic streams.
Over recent years, there has been a tendency iy appe ‘output-oriented’ and
quality measures to education, including the inicdtn of national testing.
However, these reforms have been resisted by tea@ra their trade unions, in
particular the proposed introduction of inspectarsd performance-related pay.
Helgay et al (2007: 200) claim that teachers have a ‘relativeipong collective
professional identity’ and have opposed ‘transparempolicies, seeing them as a
‘breach of trust’ and ‘degrading’ to their profemsal status (Helggy and Homme
2007: 245).

Vocational teachers are, however, almost invisétdea subject of research in
Norway, with the evidence available on the impakctredorms on teachers’ work
tending to focus on primary and lower secondarystsh This research suggests that
teachers in Norway have a ‘high level of autonomtha collective level’ (Helgogt
al 2007), although, compared to their counterpartSvweden, they have less control
over their work within the classroom. Until the eat ‘Knowledge Promotion’ reform
in 2006, teachers’ work in the compulsory phasedication was highly controlled
by the central state with a prescriptive nationafriculum, specified teaching
methods and an emphasis upon team-based collabvo(atelgegy and Homme 2007,
see also Klette 1998:56).



Klette (2002) contrasts the Norwegian model of ‘y@mve to deliver’, with the
state formulating what and how teachers shouldhteatth the UK’s ‘you have to
achieve’ approach, where content and delivery afeldroadly to the teacher but
outcomes are heavily monitored and controlled. Aih wther teachers in Norway,
vocational teachers are not subject to externgdeictson (there is no equivalent of
Ofsted in England or Estyn in Wales), and uppeoséary schools are not driven by
performance-related funding and audit to anythikg the same extent as FE colleges
in England and Wales. Nevertheless concerns haee baised about increased
workloads and the shift that has taken place intédaeher’'s role towards that of
‘counsellor’, ‘social worker’ and ‘paper adminigivg (Lyng and Blichfledt 2003: 69-
70).

The research focuses on two key areas which tleeatitre suggests are
important for the study of work organisation. Fitsie level of autonomy exercised by
teachers within their job; and second, teacherdlective influence in the wider
decision-making processes which shape their workives. To compare levels of
autonomy and discretion, the distinction made bgtt€l (2002) between ‘delivery’
and ‘results’ is used. ‘Delivery relates to issuaground the ‘what’ and ‘how of
teaching, while ‘results’ are explored in terms‘what is achieved’, for example,
retention and results. The second area examineextemt to which teachers are
involved in decision-making within their college sthool and in the broader policy
context. If Norway does provide a better modelexsting literature might lead us to
suspect, how is it better and why? A key reseangbstion is whether there are
country specific patterns of work organisation taed¢ also reflected in professional,

public sector roles.

Methodology and Research Sites

The research focuses specifically upon vocatiogethers of hairdressing in four FE
colleges in the UK (two in England and two in Walaad three Norwegian upper
secondary schools (see Table 1). Interviews wetd tvith senior college/school
management, the head of the department and a nuohldeairdressing teachers at
each site. Teachers interviewed also completed eapage tick-box questionnaire
which covered standard measures of job satisfacjon autonomy and work

intensity. In addition, interviews were conducteih relevant sectoral and policy



bodies: in the UK, national-level representativé&itelong Learning UK, the sector
skills council for the learning and skills sectthre Institute for Learning, the England-
only body responsible for the professional develepmof lecturers; the English
employers’ body, the Association of Colleges; amnel fecturers’ union, UCU; and a
lecturer at an FE college involved in the delivedyinitial lecturer training. In
Norway, interviews were conducted with represemésti of the Directorate of
Education and Training (the executive arm of thenistry of Education and
Research); the main teachers’ union, the Uniondafcation Norway; a county and a
university college delivering initial teacher treig. The research was conducted
between February and June 2009

In all three countries, the hairdressing teachezsewvomen, as were all but
one of their direct managers, and were predomipaaéiching hairdressing, including
both theory and practical elements. In England Wales, some lecturers were
involved in teaching ‘key skills’ (i.e. communicati, application of number, and
information technology) although predominantly aédpto hairdressing. In Norway,
a number also taught on the broader ‘arts and’ gnadfgramme delivered during the
first year of upper secondary school which providegeneral introduction for those
entering a range of associated trades.

The four English and Welsh colleges cater for aewinge of both full-time
and part-time students taking a plethora of qualtfons of different types and at
various levels. In hairdressing, the students weesgElominantly studying national
vocational qualifications (NVQs) at levels 1, 2 ad These are competence-based
qualifications, which are undertaken alongside sdqag skills’ at level 2 or below.
The curriculum and assessment methods are writgeawarding bodies (there are
three main ones covering hairdressing) on the lzdgistailed occupational standards
and evidence requirements developed by Habia vargment appointed body. Most
students progress through the levels over threesyadthough they can move into
salon employment with a level 2 qualification. Adsion numbers are usually
around 20 for each year group and competition facgs means that colleges are able
to select students at the start of their studiésgus range of academic, practical and
behavioural criteria. Each college (and most irdliel departments) are externally

inspected and graded on a scale ranging from Istgnding) to 4 (inadequate) in

% The names of colleges, schools and individuale een changed to preserve anonymity.
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England, and 1 (good with outstanding featured) {many important shortcomings)
in Wales.

Norwegian schools tend to be smaller and more aj®ed, with vocational
students pursuing apprenticeship programmes onialyrfd+2 model’ (see Payne
2002). Students spend two years in school studyaglressing (and arts and crafts
more broadly) alongside a number of general subj@diiths, Norwegian, English,
PE etc.). In contrast to key skills in England &ddles, these subjects are taught at a
higher level than in lower secondary school anddelesered by specialist teachers.
Most students then go on to a two-year apprentipagsha salon at the end of which
they are required to pass their journeyman’s exaorder to show they are qualified
to practice as a hairdresser. Those who fail torgean apprenticeship place must be
offered a third year within the school and sit #ame examination. Alternatively,
after the two years, students can take a year-fupplementary general education
programme that provides access to higher educatfi@hile some schools are able to
select on the basis of exam results in lower semgndchool, other schools are

required to accept any student that applies.

Table 1: Characteristics of case studies

Ofsted/Estyn rating Student| Numbers of hairdressing teachers
number
(FTEs)
College | Department Full-time | Part-time | Temporary,
(hair & hourly paid,
beauty) agency
Englandl 1 n.a 4-5000 7 6 7
England2 3 3 4-5000 3 2 10
Wales1 2 1 4-5000 1 5 7
Wales?2 3 2 1-2000 3 3 2
Norwayl n.a. n.a. 1200 4 0 1
Norway?2 n.a. n.a. 900 3 0 0
Norway3 n.a. n.a. 700 3 2 0

The norm in Norway is to employ teachers on a tiolle permanent basis,
with temporary contracts being used to cover thoseleave or on courses. In
England and Wales, there was found to be a muchkrwahge of contracts, with full-
time, permanent lecturers being in the minorityalhfour hairdressing departments
and managers relying heavily on short part-timersicand hourly paid lecturers.

Contracted working hours for full-timers were 37 HEngland and Wales, with



between 22 and 24 teaching hours, alongside areggent to be in attendance at
college for nine and 10 hours in Wales and forathaining hours in the two English
colleges. In Norway, contracts are standardisedsacthe country, with annualised
hours that work out at an average 35 hours per webBdaching hours are 22 per
week, with a further nine hours attendance requergnand four hours allocated for
working from home. Class sizes were lower in Norweith a maximum of 15
students, compared to 18 to 20 starters in EnghadWales. In addition, the number
of students in Norway at any one time studying dragsing was between about 30
and 60 in each school, compared to the much ldrgey of students in England and
Wales taking a variety of full-time and part-timaitdressing courses; for example
there were 100 such students at Wales2 and 35Qggeriel2.

The next two sections examine the extent to whicesé¢ teachers had
discretion, autonomy and control over their workl dw much influence they had
over decision-making within their college or schaal at the broader policy making
level. The research focuses on the role of fulletiamd large part-time jobholders in
the UK, rather than on the experience of casuakersr

Discretion, Autonomy and Control

Delivery: curriculum and pedagogy

While the courses taught in the English and Wetdleges were extremely diverse,
all of the hairdressing departments visited offgpeglominantly ‘competence-based’
NVQs. Lecturers teaching NVQs have to ensure shatents cover both the theory
elements and acquire the very specific and detdiledkdown of competencies as
specified by the awarding body. As such, theréttie room for lecturers to exercise
discretion over the content of what they teachttmlents. Although they can teach
elements not included within the specificationgrirthe awarding bodies, the burden
of assessments and evaluations of students meankedtturers rarely find the time.
For example, the NVQ in hairdressing requires tiuglent to undertake nine units,
each of which is broken down into multiple tasksxompetencies. Each student has
to be evaluated (successfully) at least three tiomegach task and then has to pass
written tests at the end of every unit.

We have to follow the performance criteria of thveaeding body...
you can’'t go ahead and teach them something thdt irs the unit
because you have got the time constraints. (Liles?2)
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One lecturer explained that if she was in advaridbe curriculum, she would have
some ‘fun days’: ‘I will start cutting, colouringnd doing things that we really
shouldn’t be doing’ (Rachael, Walesl).

Many commented upon the heavy burden of assesseaunted by NVQs, the
difficulties involved in tracking students’ worknd the associated paperwork this
entailed. The head of department at Englandl, vauddaremember what it was like
before the introduction of NVQs, stated:

The awarding bodies have logbooks and every boxdae ticked...
but that is NVQs isn't it... Quite frankly, | candtand the things but
we’ve got them.. there is far too much tracking involvedThe kids
have folders, they have portfolios this big for NV&yel 2 and they
struggle to carry them.

A younger lecturer at the same college also rentarke

we are constantly bombarded with big files to ldbkough. From an
assessors’ point of view, it's quite a job duringractical session to
actually track the work they have completed in tinae. And if you
have got eighteen learners in a class then itite gulot of time.. just
filling in folders... we are constantly signing and marking those.

One awarding body used by Englandl had recentlyenpadvision for the
theory element of the course to be tested ‘on-lihedugh the use of multiple-choice
guestions rather than through written assessmeatketh by the lecturers. This was
seen as a positive move by lecturers in terms aficieg their workload, although
some expressed reservations concerning the narraturen of multiple-choice
methods.

If FE lecturers are constrained by the curriculumd assessment process, they
retain more autonomy in relation to pedagogy amir tthoice of teaching methods.
As one lecturer put it:

There’s nothing telling us how to teach studentso.yes there is
flexibility there in teaching..we are encouraged to use a little bit of
PowerPoint... [and] varied teaching methods, to dteustudents, but
nobody says you have to do it this way, you havesi these lessons.
(Tina, Wales2)

Despite this apparent freedom, there was on-goiogitaring and intervention
in relation to the teaching process. A nationdicafl from the lecturers’ union, the
UCU, explained that whereas ‘before the early 9@sRE teacher was king or queen
of their classroom, you know management didn’t go mow there is ‘increasing
intervention by management... and much more focusqgoality’. Across the

colleges, quality assurance schemes and monitarang seen as an essential element
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of improving teaching and learning. Students radul evaluated lecturers’
performance with responses collated by senior memsadgefore being fed back to the
relevant teaching group.

Observation of teaching was also common, whethem fiother lecturers
(particularly internal verifiers of NVQs), headsdadpartments and designated internal
inspectors, or from the external inspections ofrawg bodies and Ofsted or Estyn.
Many lecturers commented on the positive role spéttions, which they felt helped
to improve their performance: ‘it keeps us on ameast (Rachael, Walesl); ‘it is good
to give you a little shake up’ (Tina, Wales2); ‘Bhows] anybody who isn’t up to
scratch’ (Lisa, England2). The national unionaéi explained, however, that not all
lecturers felt this way and that there had beeméhautbreaks of discontent about
lesson observation... with management being much mane line’. He claimed that,
‘in some places unless you are graded as exceallegbod you get marched off to
compulsory CPD and possibly capability proceedinB&€presentatives from both the
union and the Association of Colleges (the empleyieody) argued that the emphasis
on targets and inspection had led many college gerato adopt a risk-averse
attitude to innovation and experimentation in téagtand learning.

At England2, the role of management in the teaclpraress had extended
even further, no doubt as a result of obtaining@es of ‘3’ in their last two Ofsted
reports. Each course tutor was required to medt thig vice-principal four times a
year during which they had to show their schemewadk and lesson plans along
with evidence of how they had reflected on them:

He [the vice-principal] wants to see me reflectmmy my scheme of
work... | have got to reflect on my scheme of worldd've got to
reflect on my lesson plans. They also advise yoeflect on your day
(Sarah, England?2).

Lecturers spoke of having five formal teaching ebagons in the previous year.
Therefore, while lecturers insisted that they hezbdom in how they taught, the
prescribed nature of assessments, the use of stedalnations, formal observations
of teaching and on-going course reviews, all ertsuhat in practice the teaching
process was extensively monitored and controlled.
In Norway, there is a tradition of the state prawidfairly detailed guidelines

in terms of curricula and timetables (Mgligral 2005, Helggy and Homme 2007). A
national curriculum was established for all sul§aot upper secondary education in

1994 and each subject is allocated a specified erunalb teaching hours. New
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curricula have been written as part of the latéstpwledge Promotion’ reform. The
current emphasis is more on specifying ‘learninggomes’ and the ‘competence’ that
students should acquire rather than the detailedent of their study programme.
The changes allow more space for local decisioningaWith regard to teaching but
can also be seen as part of a trend towards NPBughr the specification of
‘outcomes’ that can then be measured, tested amghax@d across institutions (see
also Solhaug 2008).

The Norwegian teachers stated that the new cuancuas less prescriptive
than was previously the case: ‘The implementatioth® new reform has left us with
a broad choice’ (Inger, Norwayl). Another commented

We have got the freedom, nobody is telling us tiis, this. We have
got the goals [as stated in the curriculum]. Tlisvhat students are
supposed to be managing when they end their camndeénow we get
the students there is up to us (Kristine, Norway3).

The new curriculum is a short document runningut p couple of pages, which can
be contrasted with the lengthy course outlines dathiled units of assessment
required for NVQs. This suggests that vocationaktlers in Norway have greater
autonomy when it comes to deciding what they ted@achers of hairdressing in
Norway also have fewer demands in terms of assedgsmigh exams being set within
the college. The Norwegian teachers spoke of wakieg just two assessments per
term. Again, this is in stark contrast to Englamdi &vVales, where lecturers have to
continually track, assess and moderate studentsk wo order to ensure that the
requirements of NVQs are fulfilled.

On the surface, vocational teachers in Norway apjoeldave less autonomy in
relation to their actual teaching methods. In Norwstudents have r@ght to receive
teaching that is ‘adapted’ to their individual neeand own particular styles of
learning (Eurydice 2008). Teachers are expecheuletore, to discuss with individual
students the order in which they are taught pdercelements as well as the learning
methods that are used, with the emphasis uponrgtisarning to solve problems for
themselves. As one teacher at Norwayl put it, ‘Dpportunities to choose how to
teach are not that good because it is supposed thebstudent’s choice.they have
to come up with the ideas themselves and then wiseathem.” At other schools, the
teachers interviewed considered the adaptive appréa be largely impractical,
arguing that many students lacked both the knovdedgl capacity to make informed
choices and that it was often necessary for teadioeplan and direct their learning.
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In practice, then, Norwegian teachers are perhegs ¢onstrained in terms of their
choice of teaching methods than might first appedre the case.

As with the colleges in England and Wales, the Nmgman students also
evaluated their teachers via student feedback feubsitted to senior management.
At Norway2, these evaluations went first to theiéthnspector’ in the school. The
information would be fed back to the teachers corex who would then discuss this
with their students and consider any necessarygdsann contrast to England and
Wales, however, there was no formal inspection laseovation of lessons either
internally or externally, and teachers generaljgated the idea that they were being
‘watched’ or ‘monitored’ by management’. It wasp&ined that if there were a
problem with teaching, then it would be signalledtbe feedback from students or
more direct student complaints, which would be makp by the school management.
At one school, the procedure was that a seriousezarwould involve a meeting with
the management, the individual teacher and the twadbn to discuss how to proceed.
Issues related to the quality of teaching weredlgrgonsidered to be the preserve of
individual teachers and their teaching teams, witéervention only undertaken when

a ‘problem’ was identified.

Outcomes: retention, achievement
Interviews with managers and lecturing staff at filne English and Welsh colleges
confirmed the pressures that both groups face bpgrawithin a regime of
performativity based around funding, targets anteraal inspection. Colleges are
driven by the need to secure funding, linked tadefu recruitment, retention and
certification, and are graded by external inspectarrelation to their performance
against ‘national benchmarks’ which are constartging revised upwards (see
Hodkinson 2008). For college management the stakedigh, as poor performance
can lead to the removal of the senior managemenh.te As a human resource
manager at Wales1 explained, ‘It’s literally geftilhe students in, retaining them, and
then getting the results.the 3Rs — recruitment, retention, results.” Udtsly, failure
to deliver to target can result in the closure aftigular courses or even the entire
department.

All four of the English and Welsh colleges set &sgfor recruitment, retention
and achievement, which were then passed down twvido@l departments and

lecturers. Englandl, England2 and Wales2 reviewued programmes at least once
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every term focusing upon these key performance umess Part of the way to
improve performance was to ensure that selectiogsgsses were more rigorous to
exclude those students more likely to fail or doop. Lecturers at Englandl referred
to the initial diagnostic reviews of students, daed to select those who were more
likely to succeed, ‘taking up days’ and ‘being qumonotonous’, with the burden of
administration and paperwork taking ‘the emphasiayafrom what you are here for
[i.e. teaching]’. The focus was on recruiting othg best students. As one lecturer put
it, ‘they will only be looking at the cream to obusly make sure that on paper the
college looks good’, the concern being that anyrseaithat did not meet the targets
could be ‘removed from the curriculum’.

In this respect, the research found little evideoicany substantive difference
between the experience of lecturers in England fades. The head of Wales2
explained that the college was ‘audited to deaththie extent that it was spending
£45,000 every year on an internal audit. He addaf@, are absolutely engulfed in
paperwork, mindless paperwork and administratioh.think the bureaucracy in
Wales is probably as bad as it is in England.’ isnwew, the pressures upon Welsh
colleges were further compounded by a poor fundiatlement from the Welsh
Assembly Government, with year-on-year reduction$unding in real terms which
meant that ‘you are constantly working hard to dtatill, to balance budgets, to keep
people in jobs, to provide, and most importantlbfeaquality facility for students.’

Levels of monitoring were visibly higher at collegand departments which
were under pressure to improve their inspectionlgr&ngland2 had undergone two
full Ofsted inspections and two monitoring visitstivo years, a process described by
the head of hairdressing as ‘horrendous’. The rdey@mt had on both occasions
received a grade 3 (satisfactory), leading to teeligation that without an
improvement in retention and achievement, ‘the fieeyor in Ofsted’, the department
would never receive a higher grade. As a redudty had become more selective in
terms of the students admitted to their programmes:

. as | said, we have changed our programmes noand as a
department we don’t have to accept everybodynit & bums on seats
ethos, not in this area.That's going to improve our data (head of
hairdressing, England?2).

An instructor gave an insight into the impact timsjpection can have in terms

of generating additional demands on the collegeitarataff:
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Everybody is running around trying to make suretadir paperwork is
together and in nice little folders ready for thespectors to have.
(Lisa, England2)

This concern to meet targets also manifested iisetitensive micro-management of
lecturers’ work. Course tutors were required toorefpo the Head of Department on a
monthly basis, identifying any students who wererigk of dropping out or not
achieving. A lecturer complained that she founddieation stressful and that there
was pressure on standards ‘because the colleges¢heaza seem to want retention to
be good and it's all about really to me, “bums eats™ (Liz, England2).

This picture can be contrasted with the situatibWValesl. The hairdressing
department had just been graded 1 by Estyn, eiggutsyhaving elapsed since it was
previously inspected. Departmental managers enjdhed process of inspection,
seeing it as ‘an opportunity to show off — thatewhwe look at it.’ Levels of
monitoring were lighter and the lecturers interveewdid not complain about
excessive bureaucracy and paperwork. As one conechefit don't see how you
could slim it down, it's part and parcel of the jobwe don’'t have that much
paperwork really’ (Rachael, Walesl). Compared tankg reviews elsewhere,
feedback was provided to the faculty managemena grarly basis in respect of
recruitment and retention targets. The collegetation in the heart of a city, where it
was the main provider of hairdressing courses, inan it was in a position to select
good quality students. It also operated a probatipmperiod, when students first
registered, so that any dropouts would not be ambiagainst them.

While levels of monitoring and paperwork variedass the colleges, the vast
majority of lecturers struggled to work within tleeirrent audit regime. Lecturers
spoke at length about the pressures to constamattik and monitor students in order
to provide college management with the data neddedecure funding and for
external auditing and inspection processes. Thesssures diverted time and energy
away from teaching preparation and development:

| have come back after all these years and the rpape is
phenomenal. (Liz, England2)

| find it just so tedious a lot of it because ieses to be you know a
load of rubbish. You know just writing the samenthiagain and
again...you are setting up files all the time. (Debbie,|¥g2)

Although lecturers were more positive towards tkiemal inspection process,

as outlined in the previous section, there wereemriticisms from both managers
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and lecturers about the focus on meeting retemtmmhresults targets. However, some
saw the process as being positive and necessang. lé@turer stressed the benefits,
reporting that, ‘we are continually being assessd#édrnally, so we assess the
assessors and then Estyn assesses us and so kaeofcypiality then obviously
maintains good standards’ (Linda, Wales2). At Whles lecturer with managerial
responsibilities believed that targets worked ® ltkenefit of lecturers and students: ‘I
don’t think it's restrictive, it's nice to work ta target, to achieve, the best you can ...
you want to do the best for your learners’. Thedheé hairdressing at England2
similarly argued that it was ‘important’ for lecars to be ‘answerable to their role as
a teacher’, adding if there is no target, ‘they l@gust plod along and they wouldn’t
care and our Ofsted grade would go down'.

In Norway, upper secondary schools are administiveally by the county
authorities and there are no inspectorates ortguedsurance systems similar to those
that operate in England and Wales. There are émystevisions’ of schools
undertaken by the Ministry of Education but as@esentative of the Directorate for
Education and Training explained, ‘we don't like[eixternal inspections], we trust
each other’. While national tests had been impldatefor all students at age 16 and
were publically available, the impact on school agament is very different. ‘The
headmasters [sic] are not sacked but | think thedcowners [i.e. the counties] have
been more conscious to follow up’ (representatiléectorate). For vocational
schools, exams are developed in each school, makomgparisons difficult.
Norwegian schools are, however, required to keapktrof students’ attendance,
follow up any absentees and provide data to thatesion dropout rates. Funding is
allocated by the counties according to the numbetasses, with additional funding
for students from disadvantaged backgrounds or sy#tial educational needs.

The move towards NPM was manifest in the introductof measures in one
county for funding to follow the student, with mgnbeing withdrawn if students
dropped out. The county authority had institutdulée count dates’ during the course
of the academic year. With Norwayl facing a ‘drag’ @ate of around 35 percent,
this meant that ‘three times a year, we lose mor(pyincipal). The sum was
estimated to be in the region of NOK 7 million gemum or the equivalent of 10 to
12 teachers. If students ‘drop out’, however, tharse will still be offered with full
funding the following year. The county authoritg@set targets to reduce drop outs,

although failure to reach these carried no persaltfes the principal explained, ‘I
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don’t lose my job because | think that the govemiris so happy that I'm here
because it is so difficult to run’. A similar mextism was being considered at the
county authority covering the other two schools:

they want us to keep a closer monitoring on truamacyl also
achievement levels... With the new model for budggtinthere will
probably be some money allocated per groups ane sdiocated per
head, per student and they will be counted whey $tert and also in
February and if we lose a lot of students then wkealso lose money.
(vice-principal, Norway3)

Concerns over student retention meant schools placeng a greater emphasis
on monitoring student attendance and dealing wsdues related to student well-
being. Teachers were required to document indivicheetings and discussions with
students and parents and agree relevant actios.dléore student counsellors were
employed and at Norwayl there was a requirementhave twice yearly
‘conversations’ with students, whereby teachersldvawrite ‘a few lines’ about how
the students were doing in each subject. Mossstikthat the burden of bureaucracy
stemmed from the need to document any problems stittients alongside contacts
with parents and school counsellors. As one teachet, ‘if we get a case on
anything, we have the documents’ (Kristine, Norwaye head of arts and craft at
Norway2 explained: ‘I get a list every weekof all the students who are not
coming... | have to ask the teachers what they are doirgyttaey following up the
families, the homes, the student?’ He observed tiiese aspects of the job had
become more extensive: ‘If you go back ten yeafdarway...it is very clear that the
bureaucracy is much more and time consuming andeberting is taking the time
from their direct contact with each individual stmdf. A teacher explained that these
demands increased the more students there were oiass who lacked motivation or
were not attending: ‘If you have more studentshia tlass with needs, then you are
doing more documentation’ (Heidi, Norway2)

Teachers at Norway2 were critical of the amounpagerwork required in the
job. When asked if there was much paperwork invehlome teacher replied: ‘Oh God
yes... A lot of feedback that students have got to h&so we have to tell if the
students have been away, how much they have beay Bwa term’. However,
complaints about paperwork did not figure promiherduring interviews with
managers and teachers at the other two schoolsvay8ris located in a relatively

affluent area and has a strong reputation for hegging. As one lecturer put it, it was
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mainly a case of dealing with ‘normal students withmal teenage problems’, where
behavioural issues were ‘not worth mentioning’. réd¢he requirements around
documentation and reporting were considered byherado be a manageable element
within the job. One might be tempted to infer thkat this reflects the reputation of
the hairdressing department and the kind of stsdéntas able to attract. Instead,
Norwayl gives an indication of the levels of papatwrequired of teachers operating
in more challenging circumstances.

Norwayl has large numbers of students with motwveti and behavioural
issues. The principal explained that this reflected operation of ‘a market for
education’, with students’ choice of school deteredi by their grades at the end of
compulsory education. Notwithstanding its studertfile, levels of documentation
and reporting were not considered excessive. Ewentlse principal was still
concerned to reduce the administrative burdensachers as far as possible: ‘I am
thinking all the time about who's going to do itarc | have someone in the
administration do that routine or do the teachexgehto do it?” The hairdressing
teachers confirmed that while there was ‘pressuiaep track of students and where
they are’, they did not consider themselves to \s&rloaded with paperwork nor did
they feel closely monitored by management.

Despite substantially different country-based cetsteteachers’ responses to
the questionnaire indicated very similar levels (bigh) job satisfaction. These
findings were confirmed during the interviews, aadhers in all three countries
described the satisfaction they derived from hepstudents and watching them
progress and achieve. When it comes to the pressfr¢he job, in all countries
managers and teachers spoke of the challengesvead/oh dealing with growing
numbers of students with personal, social and kebeal problems and the
requirement to act more as a ‘social worker’. Hogrean important difference was
that lecturers in England and Wales reported hitghasls of, what James and Diment
(2003) have called, ‘underground working’, thattassay working outside of their
contracted hours in order to get the job done altvet an experience for students
consistent with their own notions of professiormali\s one lecturer put it, ‘my home
life gets squeezed because | won't let things 'sliBy contrast, the majority of
Norwegian teachers commented that they were gdéyeable to complete work

within their allotted hours, not least becauselévels of bureaucracy and paperwork
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required in the job were much lower. Lecturer&gland and Wales also reported
higher levels of stress and exhaustion.

Lack of time appeared to have an impact on thetgplof lecturers in England
and Wales to undertake collaborative activitiesiatbteaching and learning:

| don’t think there is enough time sometimes taialty share a lot of
that kind of creativity and ideas. (Cheryl, Englahd

What everybody lacks is the time.lf. you take... my hairdressing
lecturers...some of them are very vibrant and full of ideasally
creative people. You sit down and talk to them god get these
amazing ideas and that's what they neetime together to thrash
ideas out, inspire each other. (head of departnigrglandl)

In terms of the organisation of work itself, theriNegian model, at leagtotentially,
allows more space for teacher-led innovation, altfiothat space is far from uniform

and often depends upon the circumstances of thieylar school concerned.

Decision-making Influence

What then of the ability of teachers to exercidkuence at the level of their college
or school? For lecturers in England and Wales gtlagpeared to be little opportunity
to influence the processes and policies that werplemented by college
management. Furthermore, very few of the lecturgesviewed were members of a
trade union which they tended to see as being wedolmainly with individual
problems around contracts and grievances ratharttteamanagement of the college.
While there was some praise for individual departt@lemanagers, college managers
were generally perceived as operating at somentistand as being largely removed
from the process of teaching. One lecturer explhitmat senior college management
had been a ‘long time out of teaching’ and in depwlg strategies and plans, they
‘don’t always consider what the teacher does orgtbend’ (Julie, Walesl).

By contrast, all but one of the Norwegian teachetsrviewed belonged to a
union and considered that their union represemstiwere actively involved in
decisions relating to the organisation and managéeofehe school:

They [the union] have very much power and | thinkrg second week
they have a meeting with management... they take ipagecisions
that affect the school, especially when it comessataries (Hege,
Norwayl).

Regular meetings, every two weeks at Norwayl andvilg?, were held between

local union representatives and college manageateall the schools. The principal
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of Norwayl argued that a strong union represergathas important for good

employee relations, insisting, ‘I want a strongamrep because | will know what the
problems are and we will discuss it over the tabit this school, a new system of
performance bonuses had been introduced the pewear, which had been
unpopular with many of the staff and unions. Aealions for the bonus were
evaluated jointly by the principal and the tradéons, with the unions ensuring that
all those who applied received it. The result wasabandonment of the policy in the
following year.

Studies have also highlighted the tradition of ‘dematic leadership’ in
Norwegian schools, with established norms of ndarfarence in teachers’ classroom
practice and a relatively non-hierarchical approcimanagement (see Mgllet al
2005). A teacher confirmed this view: ‘We have viee-principal, the door is always
open to listen to whatever we have to say andgiiise a good relationship, it's not
like a hierarchy, where we are here and they aeeeth(Heidi, Norway3). This
contrasts markedly with the more business-focusethagerialism’ that exists within
English and Welsh colleges.

There are also differences in terms of the infleeagercised by educational
professionals and other key stakeholders within plodicy making process. In
England, where tripartite social partnership iseabsvithin the education and training
system, policy making is highly centralised withnimsters and senior civil servants
managing the system, more or less unilaterallynfedove (see Keep 2006, Coffield
et al 2008). A representative of the lecturers’ uniorC(l), referred to ‘continual
micro-management by politiciansall of whom think they've got to make their mark
on history, so we get another initiative and anothiéative.” The ability of the union
to exercise influence over national policymakingswseen as limited: ‘We've got
input, whether we have impact is another mattare&n you can have impact around
the margins but you can’t deflect them [policy makdrom the central tenets.” A
representative from the Association of Colleges @mployers’ body) also referred to
the problems created by constant ‘top-down’ refonith seemingly endless changes
to policies and targets such that ‘the FE lectunanages change as part of their
natural state’. As one head of department (Endlandmmented:

Education is such a moveable area, it is a contisiyomoving area,
there are always changes and it is never sittiflig..stl think maybe
one of the things teachers would really appredgte actually be left
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alone for a bit to get on with doing what they &est at, which is
teaching and developing learners.

In Wales, it was felt that policy making was momasensual and that bodies,
such as CollegesWales (previously fforwm), were enactively involved (see Rees
2007). Nevertheless, in relation to concerns twgeaucracy, the perspective of one
college head was that ‘our view is heard but ngthgrdone about it’. The Welsh
government has certainly been more interventianisérms of wages and conditions,
providing funding for a new pay settlement in tketsr designed to create parity with
school teachers. A collective agreement was reabkéveen the representatives of
college employers and the trade unions, which lkas mplemented across all Welsh
colleges. This contrasts with the situation in leand where, although there are
national agreements over pay and conditions, taes@ot binding. Indeed, the union
estimates that every year as many as 60 per ceatlefjes do not implement the pay
iIncreases.

In Norway, the social partners have traditionallgyed an active role in a
policy formation process geared to consensus-mgldind have exerted powerful
control over vocational curricula and examinatigB&ule et al 2002, Helggy and
Homme 2007). Some commentators suggest that imtrgears the process whereby
the social partners monitor and control the quatifyvocational education and
training, through equal representation on nati@mal regional-level bodies, has been
replaced with ‘a regime of participation, in whittte social partners are consulted for
advice but are clearly subordinate to the states{r2008: 90). Whether the role of
the ‘social partners’ has been scaled back or imagly changed remains unclear. A
representative with the main teachers’ union inviéoyr, the Union of Education,
insisted that they still had a major input intoippl

When they are making this curriculum [Knowledge rRotion], they
[the Ministry of Education] send them out for hegriand then we
make our remarks..We had a huge hearing of the latest curriculum
and the government changed itYou can't change everything but
they really consider it and | think we have a lbsay.

Educational professionals in Norway retain a regdyi strong collective voice,
certainly when compared to England and Wales. As bead of department
commented in relation to the ‘English model’ ofpestion regimes and targets, ‘if it

was not up to the unions we would have that systéomg time ago’ (Norway2). This
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is not to say that teachers in Norway do not havgrapple with policy change. As
one teacher observed:

We have been through many reformd.994, 1997, 2006. Sometimes
teachers have a feeling that every new MinisteEddication brings a
new reform and even if there wasn’t a reform, theuld introduce
new systems like national tests for students,h@é¢ sorts of things...
there are so many things dropping on your headythatfelt you were
quite lost. (Hege, Norway1)

There is no doubt that the pace of policy interi@nin this area is quickening
as the global discourse of NPM reaches into themdgian education system, and
policy and media concerns over the quality of stihgomount following poor
performance in the OECD’s Pisa tests. However, ethare checks within the
Norwegian system, such as the strength of teaaens and a multi-party political
system geared to coalition-building that providevpdul ‘lock-ins’, which mean that
change tends to be more ‘negotiated’ and far legsefic than in the English model

(Helggy and Homme 2006).

Discussion and Conclusions

This paper has compared the job of a vocationahtraof hairdressing in England,
Wales and Norway, focusing specifically upon aspeut work organisation and

issues of managerial control. Our findings are =test with the growing literature

highlighting the deteriorating conditions of workrfFE lecturers in England and
Wales in terms of intensified work regimes and @ased administrative demands.
The research found that, when compared to theifigngnd Welsh counterparts, the
Norwegian teachers are far more likely to be emgdioy a full-time permanent job,

have slightly lower teaching hours and smaller s#as are less burdened by
assessment, bureaucracy and paperwork, and arelikelyeto be able to complete

their work within their contracted hours.

Teaching students to become hairdressers involaelly similar tasks in all
three countries. Nevertheless, the research itedica distinctive pattern in the way
that teachers are managed and the extent to wieghhiave discretion over what they
do. The colleges in England and Wales are donminbtethe use of targets and
controls that are not just ‘results’ orientated bt increasingly directed at the way
lecturers teach. While lecturers in England andé#/ansist that they still have the

freedom to choose their own teaching methods, #here of NVQs and their burden
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of assessment means that what they teach is hgmesgribed, far more so than is the
case in Norway. In addition, lecturers in Englamdi Wales are found to be subject
to higher levels of managerial control and suraeeitle over the ways in which they
teach. In Norway there is also a concern to inteevi@ the teaching process, but this
is undertaken predominantly through changes t@irtéacher education programmes
and continuous training, rather than by monitoriegchers’ practice. Norwegian

teachers remain largely free from the types of mdstseen in England and Wales and
are still largely ‘trusted’ to get on with the jbly senior management.

A key explanation for these differences in job desilerives from the direct
impact of NPM in England and Wales and the attertgptaicromanage aspects of the
education system. It also reflects a system ofifiqgations that have been developed
to meet employers’ needs, without any real infleeatthe teaching profession, their
trade unions or unions in general (see Keep 2006)Norway, the decentralised
nature of decision-making around much of educatitw political make-up of
national government and the central role of uniithin institutions have ensured a
slower and more consensual approach to change.ddeopment and maintenance
of a more trust-based system relies upon the dtresfghese underlying institutions
and the ability of trade unions to maintain a ety powerful position. Teachers
expect to be trusted and are largely trusted tovetelwithin the classroom. In
England and Wales, however, the culture of targetd external inspection has
become so embedded within FE colleges that manyrbrs, particularly newer
entrants, feel that there is no alternative. Tispeéction regime under which they
work is seen by many as either inevitable, givem Way colleges are funded, or
necessary in order to provide effective teachinighdugh lecturers complain about
bureaucracy, it seems, as Hodkinson (2008: 314)rbesntly argued, that many
believe ‘these things are important or that theraa other way things can be done.’
Indeed, it could be suggested that a significagm sif de-professionalisation is when
many within the ‘profession’ believe that they cahibe trusted to deliver without
such controls.

There may be implications too in terms of the inipaficjob design on the
teaching process. The way in which the job has blesigned in Norway means that,
at leastpotentially, teachers are likely to have more time and spaaiable to try out
new approaches aimed at improving teaching andilegrand to develop local

solutions to the problems they encounter (see Liyd Payne 2010). Management
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too is likely to be more supportive of risk takitigan in England and Wales where a
‘blame culture’ is said to have developed in mamjleges in response to the
pressures of audit (Avis 2003, Simmons and Thomp20@8). Whether these
opportunities lead to improved outcomes is anotherstion, and depends upon a
multitude of factors at both school and individlealel. However, Norwegian teachers
are not having to face a daily battle against tucalof audit and managerial control.

The research on vocational teachers provides soimgos for Gallie’s view
that Scandinavia is distinctive, with workers hayvielatively high levels of control
and autonomy over their work. The findings indécdahat teachers in Norway
exercise more discretion and have a greater lelvautbonomy than is the case for
lecturers in England and Wales and that theserdiffees are, in part, a product of
contrasting national based systems of employment policy making regimes.
However, it is quite clear that these influenced antcomes are not static or pre-
determined, and are subject to continuing pressueg how and where control is
exerted. In England and Wales, policy rhetorim@easingly emphasising the need
to ‘professionalise’ the workforce and to develeflactive practitioners with higher
levels of pedagogic competence (see Orr 2008, Lémai Payne 2010). Yet this is at
odds with the reality of a target-driven system amorkforce which increasingly has
little or no experience of vocational qualificateothat are not assessment-led and
competence-based.

In Norway, there have also been pressures exenedifferent directions.
Attempts have been made to introduce more contmolgeachers through a focus on
targets and funding linked to dropouts, while, lz¢ same time, there has been a
loosening of the grip of a centrally determinedricuium. Teachers and trade unions
remain key players in Norway, with the ability teegt pressure on political parties,
local college management and government that helpshaintain relatively high
levels of teacher autonomy.

Discretion and autonomy are central aspects ofgudlity, yet there are few
studies that attempt to assess whether (and howisgly similar jobs differ
between countries. As this paper has argued, tre@gian social democratic model
has delivered for a group of public sector prof@sais comparatively higher levels of
job quality in relation to the key indicators oftamomy, discretion and decision-

making influence. While the NPM regime remains éygntact in the UK, Norway
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provides an example of an alternative way of mamagiorkers that is not based on

low trust and which does not require extensiveesystof monitoring and control.
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