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INTRODUCTION

The motivation for this study is based on the pest@xperience of
working with teachers’ further development of cotemees. Often, |
got confronted with the situation that ‘white fliglin various urban
locations in Denmark caused conflicts among andvéen parents,
pupils, teachers and managers. Not least whenetieining pupils
from a school closed down were admitted in neighipguschools
previously lesser exposed to the cultural diversftthe wider society.
These experiences gave me the impression of aydfopacity in
the ways state authorities and local councils imba&k sought to
ensure a stable learning environment for all chitdwhile preparing
them to live in a multicultural society.

First, my research interest was drawn to Englandesl wanted
to explore policy approaches to school accountghii multicultural
societies in a comparative manner. Due to its dbaratics England
seemed like an obvious context to include in a @map/e study with
Denmark. However, after a period | realized tha thetorics of
accountability and all of its various sideeffects"what works”, the
belief in leadership and marketing strategies aeeefy tools which
can be used for various purposes. In other wotds study became
gradually more informed by the recognition that eation policy is
shot through with moral considerations which servés
simultaneously maintain and disguise the interastsparticular
groups. Against this background, the theoreticainework for this
comparative study emerged.

The aim of the study is to explore how the marlaimf in
compulsory education in the two multicultural stieie of England
and Denmark take cognisance of ethnic minority Isupio pursue
this aim, the study discusses the ideas undergnihia regulation of
the curriculum and access to schools in English &@wahish
compulsory education during the period when theketaform was
strengthened in the two contexts.

Three theoretical sets of ideas are involved in &malysis:
neoliberalism, monoculturalism and multiculturalisirhe neoliberal
perspective is used to discuss the regulationehtarket form while
the two latter sets of ideas are understood asesgjans of identity
politics. Within this theoretical framework, theadysis seeks to pin
down the amalgams between neoliberalism and igemdlitics
underpinning the market form in England and Denmark
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The neoliberal perspective is applied to highlifte adoption of
the market form in English and Danish compulsorycation. The
market form has been a prominent component in ¢ledacation
reform for some decades. While this convergende & large degree
driven by supranational organizations such as thgafsation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), thaliiVBank,
the World Trade Organization and the European Unibis study
focuses on the local adaptation of the market famnknglish and
Danish school policy.

Basically, the creation of the market form rests tire
introduction of market forces into the educatiostsyn and indicates
an increasing colonization of education by econopmiorities. Even
though some proponents see the market form as laewveutral’
mechanism for the efficient delivery of educatiomarket forms are
not in any sense ‘free markets’. Rather, they amat constructions
which must be adapted to the existing institutioffamework and
require continuous regulation by the state (BaD@®5-46). In this
way, the study explores various ‘commonalities witlifference’ in
relation to the market forms in English and Dandmpulsory
education which have been shaped and constrainedrigxt-specific
historic traditions and institutional frameworks.

The study focuses on particular time periods whkeeemarket
form in education was strengthened with legislapvevisions in the
two contexts. Obviously, the highlighting of theparticular time
periods to some extent disguises the fact thatoth lbontexts there
have been long run-ups.

In the case of England, the study focuses on thel@B80s during
the period when the Conservative Party was in effidhis
Conservative government was in power in the peti®d9-1997 and
introduced the market form in education with schowbice policies,
funding linked to number of pupils, a national ezwtum and league
tables of school performance. Even though thereeveentinuities
from the previous Labour government, the policie§ the
Conservative government marked a rupture in Englgiool policy.
The analysis will especially highlight the Educati@eform Act 1988
which constituted a decisive break in educationcgadhs it had been
conducted in the period after World War Il. The anp of the
Education Reform Act 1988 is still highly evidemce its framework
for marketization has largely been retained (Ba0& Chitty 2004;
Gorard et al. 2003; Jones 2003; Lawton 2005; Tagltoal. 2005;
Tomlinson 2005).



In Denmark, the analysis focuses on the period Z0WB where
the coalition government constituted Benstre the Liberal Party,
and theKonservative Folkepartithe “Conservative People’'s Party”,
strengthened the market form in education withuster of reforms
(Hjort 2006a, 7-11). This government took powef@01 and is still
in charge in the beginning of 2011, as these ward$eing written.

The theoretical perspective of identity politicsaigplied in the
study to explore the scope for cultural diversity the particular
market forms of English and Danish compulsory etlanaIn that
respect, the study draws on Parekh (2000, 9) wipaearthat the state
in a multicultural society might enshrine the doation of one
cultural community, just as the state in a classded society might
institutionalize the rule of the dominant class.ne contemporary
multicultural societies raise questions concerivegstate’s relation to
culture, such as whether it should privilege themishant culture,
ignore or give public recognition to the various ltares of
communities in society. Against this backgrounde tstudy will
explore whether the English and Danish state aitig®treat cultural
diversity as a transitional or a permanent phenamen

Thus, the study will discuss the connections betwee
neoliberalism and identity politics in the part@ulperiods when the
market form became entrenched in English and Daooshpulsory
education. Against this background, the study whiow that the
strengthening of the market form in both contexés wnderpinned by
the amalgam of neoliberalism and monocultural idemolitics. This
argument will be justified with regards to the deypenent of the
curriculum and access to schools. However, the ganad of
neoliberalism and monoculturalism manifested thévesein very
different ways due to distinctive national tradisp including the
background for immigration, the institutional framarks and the
official terminologies used to ascribe identities the newcomers.

Methodology

The object of the comparative study will now betlier clarified with
the “Bray and Thomas Cube” (see figure 1), andhitse dimensions
concerning geographic/locational levels, aspectedofcation and of
society and nonlocational demographic groups (Btegl. 2007, 9).

In this study, the geographic/locational dimensiefers to the
level of the nation-states England and Denmarkthlt respect, it
should be mentioned that while the educationalesystof England,
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Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, which formmt g United
Kingdom, share a number of common features, eatheoh still has
distinctive educational traditions shaped by vagioultural, linguistic,
religious and national identities (Green 1997, 93gnce, for the
purpose of clarity and focus, this study will addrethe English
context.

The nonlocational demographic group in questiainésgroup of
ethnic minority pupils. This group will as a rule lunderstood as
children born in another country or children wha@seestors were
born in another country (Eurydice 2009, 3). Howetee terminology
in English and Danish policy-making differs and tarification of
the relevant categories in the two national costewdll prove
fundamental for the conclusions of the study.

In this way, the study concerns the form of cultudiversity
which Parekh (2000, 2-6) labels “communal divefsityence, the
study does not consider other forms of culturalediity, such as
“subcultural” (relatively unconventional lifestylés terms of sexual
orientation or occupation) and “perspectival” daigr (groups highly
critical of some of the central principles in sdgjefor example
feminists, religious fundamentalists and radicaliemmentalists).

It should be stressed that education for the dEig&cognized
indigenous German minority in South Jutland of Darim(about
15.000-20.000 people) which has been granted ¢ t© establish
private schools with German as the language ofruaosbn and
receive subsidies from Danish state authoritied mot be further
discussed in the study. England has not giveniaffrecognition to
any such national minority (European Monitoring €eron Racism
and Xenophobia 2004, 59-60).

Finally, the key aspects of education to be hidtied are the
regulation of the curriculum and access to schaol€ompulsory
education. Bray et al. (2007) argue that multilewlalyses in
comparative studies would support multifaceted laoldstic analyses.
Certainly, the topic of the market form in educatiprovides rich
opportunities for multilevel analyses, from the lifib level to the
individual level. However, rather than highlightimgultiple levels,
this comparative study puts emphasis on ‘multigieeats’ since both
access to schools and curriculum are discussedinthesion of both
these aspects will provide a broader analysisefdbas underpinning
the particular market forms in England and Denmark.
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Figure 1. The “Bray and Thomas Cube”

The empirical material which provides the basistf@ discussion of
neoliberalism and identity politics is constitutdy English and
Danish legislative provisions and policy initiativeeoncerning the
curriculum and access to schools. This materiahlpanvolves acts
and bills addressing general as well as partiquiavisions for ethnic
minority pupils. In the case of acts, the empiricahterial also
includes transcripts from the parliamentary reaslinghere the
provisions were discussed by members ofHbese of Commonresnd

the Danish parliamerolketinget.

In that respect, the speeches by Members of PatiaitMPs)
have been interpreted within the theoretical fraorw of
neoliberalism, monoculturalism and multiculturalis®ue to the
limited format of the study, the analysis of thisidy focuses on
speeches from political parties supporting theigaler bills. Hence,
in the context of England, a number of MPs from @enservative
Party are mentioned, while in the case of Denmakk spokespersons
of the relevant parties are referred to. The speedly the English
Education Secretary (Kenneth Baker 1986-89) and Eramish
Ministers of Education Ulla Tgrnees (2001-05) andt&@eHaarder
(2005-10) are highlighted since they in various svegcapitulated the
rationales underpinning the particular bills. Othiee, the
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methodological principle in the treatment of thanscripts from
readings has been to accumulate the variety ainalés put forward
by proponents of the bills during the readings. is basis, the
arguments presented in this study were formulatedshould be
mentioned that all translations in the study fromni3h to English
language is made by the author.

The selection of empirical material is based onatgaiment that
the inclusion of legislative provisions as wellteenscripts of relevant
readings provides a richer basis for the discussioneoliberalism
and identity politics. Especially important in thigspect is that the
readings presented a wider array of rationales eoegpto the more
descriptive, ‘pragmatic’ and consensus-orientecrtesf legislation
and bills.

In addition, the study stands on the shoulders wdisd research
body which has fed the analysis and hence ultimaked conclusions
of the study. Research findings have been emplaydte analysis
with two distinctive purposes. First, the effectshe provisions in the
context of practice are discussed on the basiesdarch findings.
Second, research findings about neoliberalism aedtity politics,
including the priorities and ideas of key policykaes in the two
contexts, are addressed in the discussion of idadsrpinning the
market forms.

These findings add a deeper historical perspettitiee analysis.
In this way, the study follows the cultural traditi of comparative
studies which pursue to understand other cultupaitp of departure
and achieve deeper understanding of the values@mas often taken
for granted within a socio-cultural context. Thtlse study adopts an
ideographic approach by posing similar questionsrafation to
diverse contexts in order to make room for divemeswers.
Accordingly, the purpose of comparison is not tdwe theories or
explain regularities concerning the mixtures betweeoliberalism
and identity politics across contexts but rathercémtribute to the
understanding of each context, on its own term#) wirespect for its
historic integrity (Winther-Jensen 2004, 52-68).

Against this background, it follows that the study not
concerned with positivist discussions about ‘whatks’ in terms of
‘social cohesion’ and ‘integration’. Indeed, withs iideographic
approach and the associated emphasis on the impertd historical
context in understanding education policy the stemgorses a critical
position towards notions such as 'what works’ amel implied denial
of contextual factors.
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In this way, the study is based on the argumerttapparently
‘pragmatic’ and good-natured notions such as ‘pesttice’ and
‘equal opportunities’ should be understood withime tparticular
framework of political aims and the ideas underpigrthem in order
to grasp their contradictory character of suchaties and their role in
creating and entrenching certain relations betveeeial groupings.
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CHAPTER 1. NEOLIBERALISM AND IDENTITY POLITICS

This chapter serves as the analytical frameworkHerstudy. The two
main sections of the chapter introduce the thezakperspectives of
neoliberalism and identity politics as they will baderstood in this
study. In this way, the chapter provides the basterms of concepts
and principles for the subsequent analysis of ¢m®a curricula and
the access to schools in the two national contexts.

Neoliberalism

Since the meaning of neoliberalism and its maratasis are
contested (see for example Ball 2008; Beck 200%idéns 1998;
Harvey 2005; Mudge 2008), this study relies on warsks by Milton

Friedman (Friedman 2002, Friedman & Friedman 1980)the

identification of neoliberal ideas. Friedman (12006) was
economist at the University of Chicago and an grflial proponent of
neoliberalism worldwide throughout his career frim 1950s to the
2000s (Harvey 2005, 20-22; Mudge 2008, 718). Thkowdng

presentation of neoliberalism will be followed by theoretical
discussion on the basis of research findings abeotiberalism in
education policy-making.

This means that Friedman’'s ideas and the set otipies he
recommends in education governance will be adopdsd the
theoretical framework to understand the ways neddilism has been
promoted in English and Danish compulsory educatithile this
approach might be criticized for essentializing tleology of
neoliberalism, hence reducing the complexity, cmfittions and
tensions inherent to it, the analysis will showttREedman’s simple
yet powerful ideas provide a viable framework tlglouwhich to
understand the rationales underpinning school paficEngland and
Denmark. In particular, the analysis will highligtite trenchancy of
ideas like Friedman’s as well as the similaritiesd adifferences
between the market forms adopted in the two costext

The mid-1970s saw a turn towards neoliberalism aticp-
making worldwide in the wake of the global recessiat this point,
transnational networks primarily based in North Aicee and the
United Kingdom provided symbolic resources to it elites in the
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form of explanations for the failures of Keynesigolicies and
neoliberal recommendations for economic recoveamthis way, the
recession resulted in the breakdown of the hegenirternational
politics of classical social democracy based orlitagan, statist and
Keynesian systems of thought. Via the US and UKegoments, the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develept{OECD),
Freedom Internationalthe European Communities/European Union
(EC/EU), theInternational Monetary Fundand theWorld Bank
neoliberalism came to be a global hegemonic foroenfthe late
1970s.

Thus, neoliberalism has exceeded the politics @f New Right’
often associated with Margaret Thatcher and RoRaldgan and the
‘shock therapy’ in post-Communist and Third Worlduatries.
Actually, the most effective advocates of neolibgralicies have
often been centre-left policy-makers, representedhle ‘third way’
and ‘new social democracy’ increasingly successfuhe USA and
Western Europe from the mid-1980s and throughoet 1990s
(Harvey 2005, 2-31; Mudge 2008, 705-722).

In this way, neoliberalism has become a transnatiateology
endorsed by the entire political spectrum. As B&H05, 80) points
out politics on a global scale are currently betagied out by a set of
‘estranged twins’; the neoliberal ‘social democratyd the neoliberal
‘conservatives’ are in fact struggling in the sadigection, namely
towards the establishment of the neoliberal regime.

The philosophical base of neoliberalism can beettaa liberal
ideas from eighteenth and nineteenth century Brit@incerning the
development of ‘open societies’ through laisserpefain that respect,
it should be noted that Friedman (2002, 6) himdielfnot use the term
prefix “neo-“ but described his philosophy as assed with
liberalism, “in its original sense — as the do@srmertaining to a free
man”.

Accordingly, neoliberal proponents often refer he tideas of
Scottish political economist and moral philosopbedam Smith
(1723-1790), especially his idea about the ‘invesilhand of the
market’. This idea suggests that government shmtlt¢he invisible
hand of the market’ rule since individuals who appély pursue their
own benefits are led by an invisible hand to uesitibnally promote
the overall development of society.

The semi-religious endorsement of these propositien for
example apparent in the work of another chief idgichl proponent
of neoliberalism, the Austrian philosopher Frietridugust Hayek.
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Characteristically, Hayek (1991, 117) interpretstSisiidea about the
‘invisible hand of the market’ as an recognitioattthe uncontrollable
‘great society’ based on market information repnsa step forward
in human evolution from the former *archaic’ sogiegominated by
irrational and counterproductive face-to-face emters:

... that men who were governed in their efforts, bptthe
known concrete needs and capacities of their it@rfedlows,
but by the abstract signals of the prices at wiidhgs were
demanded and offered on the market, were theredylieah to
serve the enormous field of the ‘great societyt tha human
wisdom and knowledge could ever be sufficient’uovsy.

The ideological core of neoliberalism is thus thenmitment to break
the market loose in conceptual terms and elevaie & level above
politics as a non-political, non-cultural and mamehlike entity. In this

way, the basic market principles are essentialiatide-politicized as
the best possible arrangement for satisfaction nofividual and

societal needs (Mudge 2008, 705-715).

Against this background, Friedman proposes thatliberal
government should seek to further voluntary andorméd
participation in market transactions in as manyasi@f societal life as
possible. Thereby, government will promote the peas freedom of
individuals, resulting in economic growth, indiveduresponsibility
and equality of opportunities. Accordingly, govermh should only
intervene in cases where market transactions gléarte detrimental
‘neighborhood effects’ for third-part agents. Inisthperspective,
neoliberal government should be regarded as a mere
“instrumentality”; through withdrawing or facilitsig market
mechanisms neoliberal government seeks to ensudividnal
freedom. Thus, neoliberalism does not seek to pteracertain set of
values. Rather, “a major aim for the liberal isléave the ethical
problem for the individual to wrestle with” (Frieédm 2002, 1-13,
quote 12).

Accordingly, Friedman & Friedman (1980) embed “diyaof
opportunity” in market mechanisms. They propose #werybody
should have access to pursue their objectives eaqol the benefits of
success and suffer the consequences in the casdailafe.
Performance is the touchstone and equality of dppity should thus
be understood as “a career open to the talentsicéjewhenever
individuals are denied access to positions on thsisbof their
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nationality, gender, ethnic background, religior, ‘@ny other
irrelevant characteristic” it is an interferencehwheir right to liberty
and pursuit of happiness (Friedman & Friedman 128Q).

However, they add that ‘equality of opportunityhains an ideal
and cannot be fully realized. Rather, the functigniof market
mechanisms takes precedence over regulatory respomsafeguard
access. The rationale is that regulatory respops®roting ‘equality
of outcome’ and ‘fairness’ violate the voluntary rig@pation in
market mechanisms which is the very basis for gnaavid the nurture
of individual responsibility. Therefore, the patizing effects of most
welfare services should be dismantled and replégethissez-faire
(Friedman & Friedman 1980, 128-140).

Neoliberalism in education

In the field of education, neoliberalism is cona@snwith the
empowerment of parents as consumers. Hence, pasbotdd be
provided with a freedom to choose among schoolsrdily, the
monopolistic ‘producer capture’ by the self-inteees educational
establishment is dismantled. The more dispersal pofver to
consumers the better; within neoliberal governmeconsumer
satisfaction should settighois involved in educatiorwhatshould be
learnt andhow it is to take place. The ‘invisible hand of therked’

will subsequently ensure colour-blind equality ofpportunity
according to performance and innate talents.

Friedman (2002, 86) proposes that government shprddide
parents with redeemable vouchers worth a “genedakcaion for
citizenship” to be presented in any school of tlchioice. In addition,
parents should have the option to add supplemenpamyments
according to the price of the chosen school prowmisThe role of the
neoliberal state in such a system is defined by fblowing
principles:

¢ Common contentGovernment should settle a minimum
common content in the education programs since a
minimum degree of literacy, knowledge and accepanfc
a common set of values are necessary for a staidle a
democratic society.

e Control of standards:Government should ensure that
schools meet certain minimum standards.

e Decentralization and school diversificatio®overnment
should withdraw and let all forms of organizatiaperate
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schools on a competitive basis within a deregulaed
decentralized school industry responsive to consume
demands. A real choice between different typesbbgls
offering various specialisms would be enabled bkitig
school funding and salaries to demand.

e School choice:Government should empower parents as
consumers through school choice, including righas t
choose every school wiling to accept their child,
regardless geographical position. Catchment arembs a
referral of pupils should thus be abolished (Friadn&
Friedman 1980, 152-171; Friedman 2002, 85-98).

In this study, these principles are considered desgures of the
‘neoliberal state’ in relation to education govaroa. Accordingly, the
analysis of English and Danish school policy wilisaiss the
particular expressions of these principles in i@ hational contexts.

The remaining part of the section will discuss agsk findings
about the expressions and effects of neoliberatisneducation. The
key argument is that the adoption of neoliberalisnpolicy-making
does not necessarily involve the withdrawal of $tete. Rather, the
creation of the ‘neoliberal state’ implies thattstauthorities take on
new functions in the shift from statist governmeaot neoliberal
governance. First, the neoliberal state is engagethe ‘creative
destruction’ of prior institutional frameworks thugh the
mainstreaming of state activities and sweeping asvagctor-specific
traditions formerly protected from market competiti Second, the
neoliberal state encourages a variety of public pridate, national
and international organizations, as well as conssm® become
engaged in the dispersed governance of activibede( 1997, 277,
Harvey 2005, 3-4; Mudge 2008, 718).

Moutsios (2000, 50-59) proposes the concept ‘biedigional
pattern of educational control’ to characterize fimectioning of the
market form in education. This pattern is compatiblith the
principles outlined by Friedman (2002) since it hased on a
combination of central authority and self-managiimgtitutions.
Hence, the role of intermediate levels like locdii@ation authorities
is diminished in decision-making. Within the bi-dinsional pattern,
the control of standards serves two needs. Fhistatcumulation of
various forms of evaluation data that providesdéetral government
with an overview of the system and the local vare. Second, the
control of standards enables the dissemination axket information
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to parents about school performance. Thus, thén&asional pattern
of educational control seeks to impose visibilitythe way schools
operate which allows for public comparison and iinfed choice, and
the shift to a state which is both an evaluator amdediator between
institutions and consumers.

In the same manner, Ball (2008, 41-48, 150) arghes the
market form is likely to involve systems of accability which seeks
to align all actors, parents, pupils, teachersgbestate authorities and
so on, to the common objective of improving natlona
competitiveness. Such systems are based on acldavetargets,
prescribed curriculum objectives, performance iathics, league
tables, inspections and various contractual obbgatwhich link all
levels of the school system in simultaneously-leasé-tight chains
of accountability.

Torrance (1997, 329) makes the important point that shift
towards accountability in terms of results or ‘aitf) and the
associated assessment tools are likely to havdiaive effects on
the system, for example a narrowing of the curdpul Against this
background, a main issue concerning the curricléamerges, namely
whether the adoption of the market form has hadigatons for the
curriculum.

Concerning the neoliberal principle of school clkoia number
of researchers point out that such policies arelfiko result in a
relatively narrow range of choice opportunities &thnic minority
pupils (see for example Ambler 1994, Apple 2000yd&gs et al.
2006, Gillborn & Youdell 1999, Tomlinson 2008, Wiet al. 1998).

Ball (2008, 118-119) uses the term ‘local econongégpupil
worth’ to conceptualize that some children becowadue-adding’ and
attractive to schools since they are perceived rthaerce school
performance while others add negative value andethe are
avoided if possible through strategic ‘cream-skimgni Hence, the
market form effectively increases the pressureamms and pupils to
align to the dominant values and norms in education

In the same manner, Gundara (2000, 74) argueghbathole
issue of school choice has been simplistically gameed since schools
choose parents as much as the other way aroundefole school
choice and the associated classification of “gaadkquate or sink
schools” are likely to deepen school segregatiod educational
inequality. Against this background, Ball (2008811119) argues that
national and local authorities must often intervémahe emergent
‘local economies of pupil worth’ to counter the rhogvertly
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detrimental effects of school choice policies ahd market form in
education.

Obviously, Friedman (2002) is opposed to such tims of
market forces. Friedman insists that it mainly ¢ibuigs a transitional
problem when the worst performing schools are reswldull of
disadvantaged pupils and that governmental inteiwves would
undermine the promotion of individual responsipiland freedom.
Rather, the ‘invisible hand of the market’ will &mns that standards
and equality of opportunities will increase in thag term, enabling
talented pupils from poor backgrounds to pursue mewtes in
education, while parents will become educated aspomsible
consumers, capable of making informed choices.ideéatly in
relation to ethnic minorities, Friedman argues tbahool choice
would support their integration due to the graderaldication of group
stereotypes brought about by the voluntary pasdigym in market
transactions. On the contrary, shortsighted intgiga in market
mechanisms for example through ‘affirmative acti@nlikely to raise
social tensions and deepen class and race segregéat, Friedman
adds that in segregated areas where market menfsmrase still
limited, government must choose between two evigmely the
implicit accept of segregation through non-inteti@m or the
enforcement of integration. Friedman suggests tmy the latter
alternative is a viable option (Friedman 2002, 128, 170-198).

Obviously, the enforcement of integration is comensial within
the neoliberal paradigm where it constitutes aneption to the
general principle that parents should exercise @ctiaoice for their
child. In addition, subject to the particular apgb, the practical
implications of enforced integration might haveti@isg resemblance
to governmental paternalism, that is, where goverminundertakes
the hard but necessary decision to draw a line dmtwresponsible’
and ‘irresponsible’ individuals. In terms of pateiiam towards
parents and children, Friedman suggests that parmt naturally
assigned the responsibility for their children le first instance. Yet,
if parents fail in protecting them and assure thé@ivelopment,
government must intervene since children have atémights of their
own, as responsible individuals in embryo and ®itwitizens
(Friedman & Friedman 1980, 32-33; Friedman 2002, 23-34).

Against this background, two particular issues gmen relation
to the practical implications of neoliberalism dre tcurriculum and
access to schools. Friedman claims that the adomfoneoliberal
principles will be instrumental for the individuplrsuit of freedom
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within a framework of market competition and colalind equality
of opportunities. Yet, research findings suggesat timeoliberal
restructuring in education might have effects andtrriculum as well
as access to schools. This raises two questiorchwi¥ill be explored
in the analysis.

First, whether the central definition of common raurdum
content and the control of standards have had itoingt and
narrowing effects on the curriculum.

Second, school choice policies do not necessauitgtion as a
lever for equality of opportunities and gradualegiation of ethnic
minority pupils. Rather, such policies might in ¢iee deepen
segregation and circumscribe their choice oppaitsidue to the
development of ‘local economies of pupil worth’.ush school choice
policies are likely to raise dilemmas about whetlard how
government should intervene and enforce integratitdmereby
depriving parents of their freedom to choose.

Identity politics

In this section, monoculturalism and multicultusati are introduced
as distinctive alternatives of identity politics. ogether with
neoliberalism, these concepts will be applied endiscussion of ideas
underpinning the market form in English and Daneimpulsory
education. This choice of theoretical perspectariounded in the
research interest of the study, namely the exptoraif the scope for
cultural diversity within these particular marketrhs.

England and Denmark are both multicultural coustri@ the
sense that they are characterized by cultural sityewith various
ethnic minority groups residing within the terriadr boundaries.
Parekh (2000, 7-9) argues that while multicultusakieties have
existed for millennia, the contemporary ones diffem the previous.
First, Parekh maintains that segregation between dbnstituent
communities within a nation-state no longer remaars option.
Hence, they cannot lead isolated lives but are ltaug in complex
patterns of interaction with each other. Secondnteraporary
multicultural societies are embedded in economia amwltural
globalization which further challenges traditiondéas of a uniform
national culture. Third, contemporary multiculturalocieties in
Western Europe have emerged after a long historycufural
homogenization within the nation-states. This hoemigation has
often succeeded to subordinate previous cultumaincenities within a
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universalizing legal space where only individuate a&ecognized as
bearers of rights.

Koopmans et al. (2005, 1-5) point out that postoil and
labor migration contributed to the economical bangnany Western
European nation-states during the 1960s. Howevehisaistage, they
remained more or less ‘invisible’ in relation toligoal influence.
When the migrants later turned out to be permasettiers, they often
became perceived as threats to national identiy, économy and
welfare systems. Not least their struggles fortali and social rights
made it increasingly clear that the very presericéhe other’ put
pressure on three core elements underpinning thetéMeEuropean
nation-states: the sovereign control over exterbalders; the
regulation of access to citizenship; and the natiaultural self-
understanding, that is, its national identity. Finessure on these core
elements triggered off various reactions such da®malism, ethnic
mobilization and xenophobic movements with varitlusist in local
and national policy-making.

Thereby, ’identity politics’ becomes relevant as @bject for
study. Hall’'s (1996, 607-618) argument about thdtipzation of
national identity will provide the basis for pingimlown the meaning
of the concept ‘identity politics’ as it will be darstood in this study.
Hall maintains that immigration and the developmantnulticultural
societies are likely to further a politicization ofational cultural
identity by state authorities. In psycho-analytents (Hall refers to
Sigmund Freud and Jacques Lacan) such reactiorisaiadthat
identification is a relational and defensive meésian which
especially becomes an issue during periods of sgrisiue to
experiences of discontinuity, estrangement, fradat&m, or in short,
lack of fullness. In the exercise of identity pigkt the nation-state
with its institutional framework might hence be dayed as a system
of cultural representation to mobilize nationalntiy. Through this
system, various discourses of national identity dan negated,
mobilized and furthered among the population adogrdo how the
subject is addressed or represented. ‘Nationaltitgfeand ‘national
culture’ in these ways constitute discursive deviedich represent
difference as unity and therefore can be emplogdded the fantasies
of fullness among the population.

Against this background, the term ‘identity poktievill be used
in this study to denote the responses of Engligsh Ranish national
policy-makers and state authorities towards ethmimority pupils in
the particular areas of the school curriculum aodeas to schools.
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Obviously, national policy-makers and state autfexiinteract with a
vast range of individuals and collective actorshife minority

organizations, local education authorities, supfanal organizations,
unions, parents etc.) who also employ identitytmslito further their
distinctive visions of collective identities (seer fexample Zaretsky
1995). However, as mentioned before, this comparatiudy focuses
on the particular identity politics exercised or thational political
level in England and Denmark.

A fundamental issue in the study of identity po8ti and
especially in comparative cross-national studiethadd the discursive
construction of national identity is likely to usarious signifiers for
immigrants and ethnic minority groups.

Koopmans et al2005, 16-22) point out that such cross-national
variation depends on different conceptions of matiadentity and
their crystallization in nation-specific integratioand citizenship
policies. Hence, policy-making is constrained andaped by
institutional frameworks and dominant terminologiesthe political
context. Therefore, the signifiers used in offictekminology for
immigrants and ethnic minority groups are neitheincidental nor
inconsequential. Rather, they indicate particutamstructions of the
relationship between immigrants, ethnic minorityogss and the
receiving nation-state and have important consempsefor the self-
definition of these groups and for the identitiex aims of other
collective actors who support or mobilize againstny. In other
words, the particular denotations for various dograupings entail
the creation of boundaries between them and thaysestie individual
and collective perception of what is taken as comrsense social
reality. The analysis of identity politics in Engthand Denmark will
highlight the importance of this point.

Monoculturalism and multiculturalism
The study will employ Parekh’'s (2000) distinctionetiween
multiculturalism and monoculturalism in the disdoasof the identity
politics underpinning the market form in English darbanish
compulsory education. Thus, multiculturalism andnomulturalism
will be understood as two alternatives in termglehtity politics, that
is, distinctive approaches to the politicization mditional cultural
identity to feed the desire for fullness amongpbpulation.

This simple typology will be enhanced with some azpis
related to neoconservatism which in this study Wil understood as
an expression of monoculturalism. These concepte baen chosen
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with the purpose to conduct a focused comparatnayais which
highlights particular characteristics of the idgnpolitics exerted by
English and Danish state authorities.

Parekh (2000, 6) argues that multiculturalism and
monoculturalism constitute two normative responseshe fact of
cultural diversity in society:

A multicultural society, then, is one that include® or more
cultural communities. It might respond to its cuétidiversity
in one or two ways, each in turn capable of talsegeral
forms. It might welcome and cherish it, make ittcahto its

self-understanding, and respect the cultural demaridits

constituent communities; or it might seek to askitaithese
communities into its mainstream culture either Whadr

substantially. In the first case it is multicultisaand in the
second monoculturalist in its orientation and ettigigth alike
are multicultural, but only one of them is multicuhlist. The
term ‘multicultural’ refers to the fact of culturdlversity, the
term ‘multiculturalism’ to a normative responsethat fact.

In the same manner, Mahajan (1999) points out tti@atconcept of
multiculturalism differs from the merely descrigiterms of plurality
and diversity. Thus, while plurality simply denotd® existence of
different communities in society, multiculturalisqoints to the
existence of many communities which are equal énpihblic arena.

Mahajan’s argument brings up the issue of equalitere the
opposing ideological implications of monoculturalis and
multiculturalism are also evident. Parekh (20009-232) maintains
that monoculturalism with its aim for cultural as#iation seeks to
equate unity with homogeneity. Hence, equality dlates into
uniformity; human beings are treated equally inrdmgpects in which
they are similar but not in those in which they diféerent. Or more
precisely: While granting individuals equality dtetlevel of their
shared human nature, equality is denied at theiraliltevel. Hence,
with monoculturalism the idea of equality becomes ideological
device to mould mankind in a certain cultural dil@c.

On the contrary, multiculturalism proposes that tdomcept of
equality should consider the interplay between arniity and
difference since human beings are at once bothralatmd cultural
beings, sharing a common human identity, yet inlaually mediated
manner. Therefore, the multicultural notion of digyanvolves equal
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freedom or opportunity to be different. When culludifferences are
not relevant, equality entails identical treatmewnthen they are
relevant, differential treatment is required. Thegual rights do not
equate with identical rights since individuals wiffferent cultural

backgrounds might require different rights to engxyuality on the

cultural level. Parekh argues that the applicatbsuch a culturally

sensitive notion of equality in practice raisesnlimas and therefore
requires continuous deliberation and negotiation.

Against this background, Mahajan (1999) arguesttt@toncept
of multiculturalism contributes to the agenda ofmderatization since
it locates cultural identity as a source of disenation and advocates
group-differentiated rights. As a philosophical gpective,
multiculturalism hence raises the awareness abouttural
majoritarianism within liberal democracies, how disadvantages
ethnic minority groups and thereby might enhanaaflims between
the constituent communities of a society. In thedpect, Mahajan
argues that despite the claims for universal aishgp and equal
rights, Western liberal democracies often contaimagoritarian bias
in its cultural orientation, for example concernirige official
language, declaration of holidays, permitted rgugrescribed dress
codes and curricula in educational institutions.

In relation to education, Parekh (2000) and Gun{089) agree
with Mahajan in her evaluation of the democratifigits associated
with the widespread cultural majoritarianism andpgmse various
concepts to grasp the cultural orientation of theiculum. Together
with the various notions of equality, these featundll be employed
in the analysis of monocultural and multiculturdetity politics
underpinning the market form in English and Dar@dhcation.

In his outline between the differences between acuoltural
and multicultural orientation of the curriculum, rEleh (2000, 224-
230, 331-333) argues that monocultural educatiodefined by a
nationalistic or Eurocentric emphasis. This enttiks maintenance of
a hierarchical view of civilizations in which moderEuropean
civilization represents the highest form of life far and therefore
provides the standards by which to judge othersoAdingly, the
curriculum cherishes the national and European lization,
Christianity, the mother tongue, literature andtdrig With its
majoritarian bias, monocultural education is markeg self-
sufficiency and the interdependence with others attbir
achievements are downplayed or ignored. Hence, cthiens for
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nurturing critical thought among students are umieed by the
monocultural ethos of the education system.

On the other hand, Parekh maintains that multicallteducation
is a critique of the monocultural ethos of the mé&joof education
systems. Multicultural education attends to thatlshts are at once
members of their cultural communities, future @tig of a political
community and human beings. Against this backgroomdticultural
education is an education in two inseparable fowhsfreedom;
freedom from ethnocentric prejudices and biases f@eedom to
explore other cultures and perspectives. Thereftire, curriculum
should promote that all pupils attain a sense efwhys in which the
larger world has developed and the position of Afestivilization
within it, as a basis for exploring the similaritjedifferences and
interconnections between them. As a narrow forrmoiticulturalism,
ethnic minority pupils should as a minimum underdtéhe history,
social structure, culture and languages of thétutal communities in
order to enable them to understand themselvesr katte find their
way around in these communities. Ideally, a broaimf of
multiculturalism would involve that the languageligion and history
of ethnic minority communities were not taught sapely but be
integrated into the mainstream curriculum so thai/tcan find their
proper place in the self-understanding of the $p@&s a whole.

Gundara (2009, 1019-1021) makes a comparable cfistin
between centric and non-centric knowledge systentsis advocacy
for intercultural education. Centric knowledge sys$ are defined as
having a fixed - specified or non-specified — cerstnd operate with a
singular narrative about knowledge and exclusiiterga in relation to
the official school curriculum. On the contrary, raon-centric
curriculum with multiple sources of knowledge andrratives of
language, culture and history would enable teachsitglents and
other learners to develop the shared value systdnah he claims are
necessary for the development of democratic sesieti

Finally, Parekh (2000, 331-333) proposes that muittiralism
implies an educational system accommodating diffedeénds of
schools within a common national framework to sastand increase
the variety of societal life. Hence, families amfigious communities
who wish to set up their own schools should bewadlb to do so
provided they conform to certain curricular, pedgigal and other
requirements prescribed by state authorities. THessands are more
easily accepted when the state funds the schootsuéstion. This
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latter point will be considered in the analysisaotess to schools in
England and Denmark.

In addition to these characteristics of mono- and
multiculturalism, the analysis will consider resgafindings about the
relation between neoliberalism and neoconservafidm. expressions
of neoconservatism are compatible with monoculisimalas outlined
above. They will therefore be integrated in thisatetical perspective
in the analysis. In that respect, a number of rebeas argue that
neoliberalism in the United Kingdom during the 18&Mhd 1990s was
coupled with neoconservatism (see for example Gisld®98, 11-15;
Harvey 2005, 39-63). In the analysis, this argumweifitbe explored
in relation to the particular field of education.

To provide a basis for this later discussion, teeegal argument
concerning the amalgam of neoliberalism and nearoatism will be
outlined in the following. Harvey (2005, 39, 79-86)ggests that
neoliberalism with its market-driven ‘permanent akion’ (an
expression taken from Giddens 1998, 15) promotesuraridlied
individualism and consumption ethic likely to unohéme social
solidarity. In that respect, neoconservatism wighemphasis on social
order through the maintenance of values centred catiural
nationalism, Christianity and the nuclear familyoyides distinctive
answers to the instability which neoliberalism ¢tesa The amalgam
between neoliberalism and neoconservatism is apare
contradictory since neoliberalism is principallgl®balizing force of
‘de-nationalization’ where the state is primarilypected to set the
stage for market functions while neoconservativisrdorses a strong
state. Yet, the amalgam represents a pragmatic roonige which
aligns entrepreneurial citizens to shared objestiand thereby
considers the creation of the stable business t@inmaquired to
operate effectively as a competitive agent in tleldvmarket. For the
grounding of popular consent, Harvey furthermorggests that
neoconservative identity politics might seek to-)genstruct a
‘common-sense’ in order to mask other viewpointseality, trading
on long-standing practices of cultural socializatiand national
traditions to mobilize traditional views of the iwat-state and threats
to its existence, embodied by for example soc&bsid immigrants.

It follows that neoconservatism might involve thveotheaded
‘Janus-face of nationalism’. On the one hand, a lkashmodernization
is undertaken to prepare for a new stage of glotapitalist
competition. On the other hand, strength for ttdeal of development
is gathered through the mobilization of a retrofipec national
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identity and the projection of it on to the futwe a guiding light. In
this way, national identity is glorified as charegd throughout all the
changes (Hall 1996, 615). Nairn (1981, 348-349)pialates the
rationales underpinning this two-headed creatuthigway:

. hationalism can in this sense be pictured as tliee old
Roman God, Janus, who stood above gateways witliazee
looking forward and one backwards.Thus does ndigma
stand over the passage to modernity, for humaregochs
human kind is forced through its strait doorwaymitst look
desperately back into the past, to gather strewtjérever it
can be found for the ordeal of ‘development’. Tikiglso the
situation which helps us understand why, in a qgéaeral
sense, the ‘irrational’ could not help arising ithe process.

In the field of education, Apple (2000) argues ttiet contradictory
impulses between neoliberalism and neoconservatiay actually
complement and even reinforce each other in pechieoliberalism
and neoconservatism both uphold that the statelglbeustrong in the
centralization of curriculum standards and monit@ output results.
This constitutes the basis for the market form duaation where
consumers are set free to exercise choice on this loh ‘perfect
information’ from assessment data. Neoconservatiswould
furthermore become expressed in a centralizedoturn centred on
monocultural knowledge. On the contrary, any degwelent in a
multicultural direction is neglected or overtly oppsed through the
construction of strong boundaries between ‘us’ dneim’, and ‘our
culture and language’ versus ‘their culture andgleage’. Another
expression of neoconservativism is the ‘blaming’ rérginalized
individuals or groups who are assigned the respditgifor their
disadvantage and blamed for a lack of disciplimeper values and
their degenerated culture. Blaming thus involvest the attention is
directed away from the institutional frameworks dahd majoritarian
bias in the ‘common-sense’ ideas underpinning tt&pple 2000, 67-
72).

Against the background of these arguments, the emiacof
Janus-face of nationalism and blaming as well as dignamics
between neoliberalism and neoconservatism will dresiclered in the
analysis of compulsory education in England and rbsk. The
neoconservative emphasis on tradition and the biguoi those being
marginalized by the majoritarian bias will hence densidered as
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expressions of monocultural identity politics, tligt concerned with
the mobilization of retrospective national culturdéntities through
the education system.

This theoretical chapter has outlined the analyfpeaspectives
of neoliberalism and identity politics that will quide the points of
reference for the analysis of ideas underpinnireg rttarket form in
English and Danish compulsory education (see apypefdfor an
overview). It has been argued that neoliberalismeducation is
concerned with the promotion of the ‘invisible haoidthe market’
through four main principles whereby the roles tdtes and local
authorities, schools, parents and pupils are atevdth potential
effects for the curriculum and the access to schdalrthermore, the
section on identity politics argued that state arities might employ
the education system for the mobilization of alédire forms of
identities. Such identity politcs were conceptoedl as
multiculturalism and monoculturalism, with distiive implications
for the ideas of equality reflected in educatiotigyoand the character
of the curriculum.

Thus, neoliberalism implies the creation of the ke&rform to
empower the individual, but along with these clainfer
empowerment, the issues of cultural identity andltucai
majoritarianism call for the scrutiny of these netsk and their
possible bias. Against this background, the magument of the
study will now be presented, followed by an outliok the basic
characteristics of the two national school systetwgsequently, the
main argument will be justified in the two analyticapters.

Main argument and the English and Danish school sysms

The main argument of this study is that the adoptb the market
form in English and Danish compulsory education Hasen
underpinned by neoliberalism and monocultural itigmolitics. This
argument implies that there has been a bias afiradilinajoritarianism
in the market forms of both national contexts.

However, the expressions of the amalgam betweelibaeaism
and monoculturalism vary between the national cdstéue to the
historical development of the school systems, iicig the provisions
concerning ethnic minority pupils on the nationatldocal level, and
the terminologies used to ascribe identities far nlewcomers. In the
following, these basic characteristics of the tvational contexts will
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be outlined to facilitate the understanding of ubsequent analysis
and the associated arguments.

In the case of England, ethnic minority pupils haveen
particularly affected by the intersectionality a@idss’ and ‘race’. In
education, the class division in English societg mathe post-WWII
period been sustained by the tripartite system osegh of grammar
schools, technical schools and modern schoolshé&umore, ‘church
schools’ affiliated with the Anglican and Roman-dic faith, as
well as Judaism, have since 1944 been enabled deivee state
funding and become either “voluntary controlled aulk®, that is,
controlled by local education authorities (LEAS),neore autonomous
“voluntary aided schools” (Taylor et al. 2005, 49-5

The tripartite system sustained unequal accedset@restigious
grammar schools which remained predominantly midties. In
addition, the voluntary church schools which existe most local
authorities routinely selected children on the $asf faith and
ethnicity. Even though the vast majority of LEAs vad towards a
system of comprehensive secondary schools witheusé access
from the mid-1960s, this ‘comprehensivization’ rénea unfinished
in the late 1980s. As a result, a degree of schidetrsity and
selection of pupils continued to exist. In additiselection also took
place through ability to pay and aptitude in thevgie “independent
schools” catering for about eight per cent of theomidary students by
the end of the 1970s (Gorard et al. 2003, 4-6).

Another characteristic of the English school systghmch has
proved decisive for the provisions for ethnic mithopupils was that
the curriculum from 1944 and until the EducatioridrRe Act 1988 to
a large degree remained to the discretion of tlalléevel. State
authorities did not intervene directly in local gtiees and rather
sought to influence local practices through ageswtting and
consensus-building (Verma & Darby 2002, 16-19).wAls be shown
in the analysis, the scope for local autonomy wseduto promote
multiculturalism in education during the 1970s dtB0s. Both the
scope for local curriculum policies and the contidexistence of the
tripartite system were enabled by the principledetentralization
enshrined in the Education Act 1944. This princigleve the 146
LEAs large degrees of autonomy in matters of culuim, evaluation
and organization of schools (Chapman e1886, 2).

Finally, the identity politics in the English cortéhave also been
decisively shaped by the settlement patterns ofigrants and the
discursive category of ‘race’ as the basis for Bruitish citizenship
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regime. In general, the legacy of the British Em@nd its decline has
influenced immigration to England in the periodeafthe Second
World War.

Immigrants from the former colonies of the ‘New
Commonwealth’ began to arrive in England from thie 11940s. The
colonial past meant that Britain as the ‘mother ntpd initially
provided the colonial subjects from the Commonwefite entry and
equal rights. Thus, the Nationality Act 1948 inwodd the term
‘Commonwealth citizen’ as a means to effectivelynfeo British
citizenship with free rights of entry to the ‘mothmountry’ upon the
800 million subjects of the Empire and Commonweahitcordingly,
British citizens of the ‘mother country’ formallyebame “citizens of
the United Kingdom and Colonies” and shared eqgaivatights with
citizens from the former colonies. However, the iigmation
legislation became more restrictive once the ouwgarches of the
former empire moved toward the centre. Thus, theigmation Acts
in 1962, 1968, 1971 and 1981 restricted the enfryhe former
colonial subjects and indeed removed the rightsitafenship which
originally made the former colonial subjects formRtitish co-
nationals. On the other hand, the Race Relatiors #{c1965, 1968,
1976 and 2000 have been meant to reduce raciairdisation and
support the opportunities for those ethnic minogtpups already
residing in Britain (Gundara 2000, 29-30; Joppké&9,9100-101;
Verma & Darby 2002, 11-16).

The immigrants primarily settled in urban centrespecially the
Greater London Area. In 1991, about 45 per centhef ethnic
minority population lived in the Greater London areand some
London Boroughs, such as Brent, Newham and Towenléta, had
ethnic minority shares of 35-45 per cent (Joppk891237). This
settlement pattern proved decisive in relation doal curriculum
development during the 1970s and 1980s, a fact it be
highlighted in the analysis.

These immigrants and their children have to a laxtent been
identified and identified themselves as belongitg ‘racial groups’,
for example ‘Black Caribbean’, ‘Black African’, ‘Aan’ and ‘Mixed’
with various subdivisions (Koopmans et al. 2005). Zhe prevalent
use of ‘race’ and ‘racial groups’ in the Britishtizénship and
immigration regime is decidedly ambiguous sinceétaas descriptor
of human characteristics and differences betweamtihas been
abolished in mainstream research since the 195@sordingly,
researchers (see for example Michael W. Apple, ®&illborn and
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Sally Tomlinson in the list of references), usualgnote 'race’ as a
discursive construct and put the term in invertechimas. Gillborn
(2008, 28) argues that it is misleading to talkaafe as a reified object
that can be measured as if it were a simple bio&antity:

The social construction thesis holds that race raes are
products of social thought and relations. Not dije¢
inherent, or fixed, they correspond to no biolobmagenetic
reality; rather races are categories that socieyerits,
manipulates, or retires when convenient.

Against this background, it might be seen as sympt of the

English context that ‘race’ and ‘racial groups’ tinoe to be used to
distinguish between social groupings in statistios,example in the
National Census carried out every ten years. 1913877 per cent of
the population was immigrants from the ex-coloni€ee number
considering themselves as belonging to a non-Witaic group

grew from 5.5 per cent in 1991 to eight per cer2001. By 2001, the
largest ethnic groups were the Indian, followedPakistani, those of
mixed ethnic backgrounds, Black Caribbean, Blackicdh and

Bangladeshi (Joppke 1999, 237; see appendix B)owWowmly, the

number of ethnic minority children in the Englistheol system has
been steadily increasing since the 1950s to theerutevel of about
20 to 25 per cent. In that respect, the signifiace’ has had spill-over
effects in education, with distinctions between WhiMixed, Asian

and Black pupils (See appendix C).

In Denmark, the expressions of the amalgam between
neoliberalism and monoculturalism have been dedigighaped by
the development of the public sector "Folkeskolé&rally meaning
the “people’s school”. The Folkeskole has histdlyceatered for the
vast majority of pupils in the school system. A &®ye was laid
already in 1903 when the “latin schools” (In Danislatinskoler”)
and “villagers schools” (“almueskoler”) were mergatb a coherent
school system. Subsequently, the School Acts 0819875 and 1993
especially contributed to the development of a aetensive school
with universal access to mainstream classes, asgbaa broader
public welfare reform programme based on socialidagty.
Correspondingly, decentralization and parent imfage was steadily
promoted with school governing acts in 1949, 1970, and 1974.
The Danish School Act thus increasingly developgd & framework
law with large degrees of autonomy for local colsand schools in
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terms of curriculum variation and the control adirelards, as long as
parents’ demands were recognized. The overall dpuent of the
Folkeskole has been influenced by the ideas of $baipiriest and
universal-historian N.F.S. Grundtvig (1783-1872)spécially his
ideas of popular cultural identity, school autonorapd ‘life
enlightenment’ can still be detected in the conterapy Danish
education system (Dahler-Larsen 2006, 59-69; Wmileasen 2004,
153-168; Winther-Jensen 2007).

Grundtvig’s ideas also provided a basis for theerbb 1855
School Act which gave parents the rights to esthbprivate ‘free
schools’ and employ teachers. The free schoolsdvewutntually turn
out to be a popular alternative to the public seEtdkeskole. During
the latter decades between ten and twenty per afepupils have
attended such schools. Danish state authorities Having the 20
century supported the free schools with grant Ewebund 70 per
cent per pupil compared to the Folkeskole. The $éa@®ols must live
up to the general preamble of the Danish School Attotherwise
enjoy large degrees of autonomy, for example todeyn their own
admission procedures. The schools have been basearious ideas,
mainly those of Grundtvig and congenial schoolepreneur Christen
Kold, complemented by schools based on for exar@gl#holic and
anthroposophical ideas. In addition, the Danishditien for free
schools came to provide opportunities for a mordtioulturally
based school system, cf. Parekh (2000), espeegiailyn schools based
on Islamic ideas were established from the lat®©§ §Winther-Jensen
2004, 153-168).

During the mid-1960s, labor migration to Denmarkswiiggered
off due to the mixture of economic growth and ardasing birth rate.
When 19,000 guest workers from primarily Turkey,ggslavia and
Pakistan had arrived, the Danish state blocked fiother labor
immigration in 1973. Yet, from the mid-1980s imnagon continued
to increase due to re-unifications of immigrant feea and a
multiplication of refugees mainly from Sri Lankaah, Iraq, Lebanon
and Somalia. Like in the English context, the ethminority groups
have primarily settled in larger urban areas inmark. Accordingly,
the share of the population in Denmark with a fgmecitizenship
increased from circa two per cent in 1985 to fiee pent in 2000. At
that point, 4.8 per cent of the population living Denmark had
origins in a non-Western country and 7.1 per cdrthe population
was either immigrant or descendant (H.K. Rasmu2888; see also
appendix D).
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The analysis will highlight that identity politiae the Danish
school policy like in the English context have bedraped by the
terminology used to denote ethnic minority pupils $chools.
However, where ‘racial groups’ was dominant in kEmgl, the
dominant categories in Denmark have been more édcusn
‘language’. Thus, in Denmark ethnic minority puphave mainly
been ascribed the identities of “pupils speakinfgraign language”
(In Danish: “fremmedsprogede elever”) and from 19®8ingual
children” (“tosprogede bgrn”). The first crude &ats showed that
by 1975 there were about 2,500 pupils with foreigizenship in the
age from six to sixteen years. In 1980, the numizes 16,400 pupils,
about two per cent of all pupils, with a compositieflecting that of
the guest workers (UVM 1981, 29-45. In this studyM is adopted
as abbreviation for Undervisningsministeriet, than3h Ministry of
Education). Subsequently, the share of ethnic ntynopupils
increased steadily until 2005 where it stabilizesliad the current ten
per cent, that is, about 72,000 pupils. Descendemtstitute about
seven per cent and immigrants three per cent (H&r2b09; see also
appendix E).
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CHAPTER 2. CURRICULUM

This chapter argues that the adoption of neolibetabs in both
England and Denmark has been accompanied by agstesing of
monocultural identity politics, or more preciselgn emphasis on
‘centric’  knowledge systems (cf. Gundara 2009) he tschool
curriculum. Accordingly, the scope for multicultiisan has been
diminished. This chapter justifies this main argamen the basis of
legislative provisions, parliamentary readings seskarch findings.

In addition, the chapter explores the distinctixpressions of the
amalgam of neoliberalism and monoculturalism inttixe contexts. In
that respect, it will be shown that the main exgi@s of
monoculturalism in England was the diminished scdpe the
widespread local practices of multicultural and-aatist education.

In the case of Denmark, the chapter will argue that prime
expressions of the shift towards monoculturalismnceon the
strengthening of Danish language learning and tlffectere
undermining of mother tongue tuition for the vasajonity of the
pupils with origins outside the EU/EEA. Finally,ettchapter will
argue that blaming in England mainly addressed ptadessionals
engaged in multicultural and anti-racist educattbat is, teachers and
employees of the local education authorities, winledDenmark the
users of the school system with ethnic minoritykogound have been
the primary target for blaming.

England

The analysis of the English context will focus e provisions of the
Education Reform Act 1988 (hereafter ERA) and thefqund
changes they entailed in the governance as welthascultural
orientation of the school curriculum. As it will [hown, these two
aspects are closely intertwined. In the followiigyill be argued that
these changes should be understood as expressioeslieral and
monocultural ideas.

The ERA introduced a National Curriculum and anamgive
framework for the control of standards. In additiothe ERA
strengthened school choice as the guiding prin@pteerning access
to schools, a point to be discussed in the nexptehalt should be
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stressed that there was a long run-up to the ERAndny ways the
ERA had been anticipated since the mid-1970s. Tdmur Party and
the Conservative Party as well as agenda-settiggnisations such as
Her Majesty’s Inspectors had for more than a deds interested
in re-gaining control over the curriculum and thdismantle the
principle of decentralization enshrined in the Eation Act 1944,
However, the particular degree of centralizatitwe, orientation of the
curriculum and the attitudes towards the need émsensus between
various actors remained utterly contested (Ball 019939-140;
Callaghan 1976; Cox & Boyson 1977, 8; Kirk 1989.22).

The ERA has proved to have a profound impact onligng
compulsory education due to the statutory charamtenany of its
provisions. Indeed, it might be argued that the H&gely introduced
the framework currently in place. In the followirggctions, the
provisions of the ERA will be discussed in detail.

Neoliberal curriculum regulation

The curriculum provisions of the ERA were basedttun neoliberal
principles that state authorities should be diyeehgaged in the
definition of a centralized curriculum and the cohtof standards.
Thus, the ERA abolished the principle of decertedion enshrined in
the Education Act 1944 and gave the Education $mgrethe
authority to define a National Curriculum with teioundation
subjects, divided into three 'core subjects’ angesgother foundation
subjects’ (See appendix F). The National Curriculapplied for all
types of state-maintained schools (DES 1988, se@&)o Thus, only
the private “independent schools” were exemptedftbhe National
Curriculum.

In addition, the ERA involved the further developrheof
systems of accountability with its clarification mésponsibilities for
the Education Secretary, LEAs, governing bodieshaat! teachers to
secure that the “balanced and broadly” based cuune satisfied the
following requirements (DES 1988, section 1):

(a) promotes the spiritual, moral, cultural, merdad
physical development of pupils at the school and of
society; and (b) prepares such pupils for the
opportunities, responsibilities and experiencesdilt
life.

34



The interlocking character of the curriculum ance tbontrol of
standards was reflected in the provision that taéddal Curriculum
was to be defined by three elements (DES 19880se2}:

* Attainment targets: “the knowledge, skills and
understanding which pupils of different abilitiesida
maturities are expected to have by the end of &agh
stage”.

* Programmes of study: “the matters, skills and Bses
which are required to be taught to pupils of difar
abilities and maturities during each key stage”.

» Assessment arrangements: “the arrangements fasasge
pupils at or near the end of each key stage fopthpose
of ascertaining what they have achieved in relatmthe
attainment targets for that stage”.

Concerning assessment, it was as a rule compulsogl pupils at
state-maintained schools (DES 1988, section 117%eyTwere
instituted in 1991 with tests in English, Math édence at key stage
1, 2 and 3. The assessment arrangements for kgy 4timtegrated the
General Certificate of Secondary Education (heeea®BCSE). The
GCSE had been introduced in 1986, merging the pusviGeneral
Certificate of Education and the Certificate of @wtary Education
(the latter established in 1965 for the less acacidiy able) into a
single examination system and sorting mechanism post-
compulsory education (Wolf 2002, 206-216).

The three elements of attainment targets, programohestudy
and assessment arrangements were all to be cgmraficribed. The
Education Secretary was given the duty to estaliish National
Curriculum by Statutory Orders and “to revise tt@tirriculum
whenever he considers it necessary or expediedt t80”. The duty
involved the specification in relation to each bé tten foundation
subjects of attainment targets, programmes of samy assessment
arrangements, “as he considers appropriate fordigect”. On the
other hand, the ERA affirmed that the Statutory éesdmust not
specify time periods for the teaching in varioudjeats and their
programmes of study at any stage (DES 1988, sedjion

The latter provision should be understood in tlghtliof the
critical responses to the consultative papger-ramework for the
School Curriculumissued by the Department for Education and
Science (DES) in 1980. The paper proposed the mpé&sa of
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curriculum contents as well as the proportion @& timetable to be
spent on English, Math, Science, Modern Foreignguage and
Religious Education. However, due to the amountrifcisms the
proposals were never implemented and the allocatidme periods
for the various subjects still remains to the diion of the local level
(Chitty 2004: 122-124).

Yet, by 1990 schools were struggling to cover thericulum
with its statutory programmes of study. This hamuerdespite
Education Secretary Kenneth Baker's claim that tNational
Curriculum would leave room for schools to supplabhtbe statutory
curriculum contents with other contents at theinawption (House of
Commons 1987, 773-775. The transcripts from thelingg in the
House of Commonsare structured according to ’'columns’.
Accordingly, the references in this study to theosel reading of the
Education Reform Bill (House of Commons 1987) referthese
columns).

These were the main provisions of the ERA concerriime
governance of the curriculum. The following secsiawill explore the
ideas underpinning these provisions, including méasons why the
National Curriculum would prove to be overloadedvad as more
monocultural in its orientation.

The contention between neoliberal and neoconservaé ideas

This section argues that the curriculum provisiohshe ERA were
underpinned by an amalgam of neoliberalism and maltural ideas.
Thus, on the one hand, the market form in educatias claimed to
be a lever for individual responsibility, equality opportunity and a
much desired dismantling of ‘producer capture’. Ba other hand,
these ideas were merged with the agenda of theonseovative wing
of the Conservative Party which entailed a brotatusory curriculum
within a monocultural framework.

These neoliberal and neoconservative ideas retagitithe
earlier mentioned argument put forward by Harvep0& and
Giddens (1998) and its expressions in the particdlald of
compulsory education. In the following, the inflaenof neoliberal
ideas on the ERA will first be shown, before moviog to the
neoconservative rationales which would eventualigdme decisive
for the character of the National Curriculum.

In his presentation of the bill, Education Secret@aker
unfolded the neoliberal ideas underpinning the ERA summarized

36



the bill's 169 pages in three words: “standardsedom and choice”
(House of Commons 1987, 781).

Baker also launched the major theme of “produceptura’.
Baker declared that the National Curriculum woulghtdbute to
remedy the main problem of the school system, narttgt the
education system had become “producer-dominated’d an
unresponsive “to the demands for change” (Houseomhimons 1987,
771).

In the same manner, the Conservative MPs NormarbifTeb
(House of Commons 1987, 810), James Pawsey (HduSeromons
1987, 829) and Robert Key celebrated that the mdoken driven by
the National Curriculum and the control of standansbuld diminish
the influence of teachers and LEAs over the culuiuand expose
schools to market competition. In addition, thegirled that the
market form would promote national competitiveness well as
individual responsibility and freedom. Key suggdstéhat the
provisions of the ERA would develop a “new parth@?% in
education which would “spread power to the rim loé wheel ...,
rather than have it stuck in the spokes” (Hous€ofmmons 1987,
847-848).

In this way, Key recapitulated the characteristafsthe bi-
dimensional pattern of educational control, thatwkere the role of
local authorities is diminished, while schools @t free’ to compete
for pupils and the state takes on new powers irrglgalation of the
curriculum and the control of standards.

MP Michael Heseltine recapitulated the links bemvgriblic
sector education, English society and the rigoimrapetition of the
modern world. Heseltine suggested that the edustiestablishment
had to align and give up its sector-specific tiadg since the “more
generalised, the more cosy and the less accourdalgteare over, in
education as in many other aspects of British perdmce.”Against
this background, Heseltine suggested that the giong would equip
children to the standards of “a less comfortablerlaiowhere
individual responsibility would be more importahaih ever:

... at every stage, therefore, from childhood tolthdod and
in every part of the education process, individwéglshave to
carry a greater responsibility for their own penfiance.

Accordingly, Heseltine referred to ‘equality’ irsiheoliberal sense; as
equal opportunities to perform in an allegedly coiblind
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marketplace. In such a “much franker and more détmg
environment”, Heseltine argued that “those forgotthildren of
whom nothing is expected and who achieve little"uldogain the
most (House of Commons 1987, 820-821).

In this way, the core ideas of neoliberalism weneoked by the
Education Secretary and Conservative MPs in tlegititnation of the
ERA and the NC. However, the contentions betweenngoliberal
and the neoconservative wing of the ConservativeyPand its
supporters would eventually result with the agenda the
neoconservative wing being mostly reflected in thericulum. A
useful starting point for this discussion is therfonain purposes for
the forthcoming National Curriculum outlined by tB¥S in 1987
(DCSF 2009b, 26):

* promote continuity, coherence in the curriculunsdfools

» establish an entitlement for all pupils, irrespezif social
background, culture, race, gender, and differenites
ability

* raise standards by making expectations to the wvafrk
schools explicit to pupils, parents, teachers, gumes,
employers and the public

* promote public understanding and confidence invtbek
of schools

Together, these rationales constituted yet anatixpression of the
interlocking character of curriculum and the cohtfostandards in the
ERA. The definition of common curriculum contentabted the
control of standards which fed into systems of aotability,
‘upwards’ towards the state level and ‘downwardgwards
consumers. Within the market form all pupils woblgl individually
responsible to perform according to their abilitigsile the influence
of the LEAs and schools over the curriculum wouwddiminished.
However, the degree of state intervention in theicuum and
the perception of its role in compulsory educatisare disputed
between the neoliberal and neoconservative wingseoConservative
Party. Together, these wings shaped the amalgammafl and
economic doctrines known as the ‘New Right’ ideglog the case of
the National Curriculum, the tensions were assediatith the
balance between the four purposes outlined aboveooe precisely;
how broad and specified the National Curriculumwtidoe in order
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to serve its purpose as a driver in the creatiomafket competition
between schools.

In the House of Commons, MP Tebbit pinpointed thainm
divide in the ‘New Right’' ideology when he advis&aker not to
“overdo” the curriculum. Tebbit thereby expressede tmore
neoliberal attitude, suggesting that there was fdoaf Commons
1987, 810):

a narrow path between the danger of the ndtiona
curriculum becoming set in concrete (...) and bengrjust a
matter of fudge and therefore totally ineffective.

It should be emphasized that the neoliberal andoreservative wings
in practice overlapped and actually should be wtded as a
continuum where key actors of the New Right sucR@ase Minister
Margaret Thatcher (1979-1990), Education Secrekith Joseph
(1981-1986) and his successor Kenneth Baker (1988)1adopted
various positions. Sometimes their ideas mergadesimes there was
considerable tension. However, both wings were repggonents of
the market form and the idea of the National Cufdm (Ball 1990,
23-34; Lawton 1994, 94-95; Whitty & Menter 1989;532).

Being worried about 'big government’, the neolibevang relied
on the idea of the 'hidden hand of the market’attordance with
Friedman’s ideas, they proposed that anything raambitious than a
strictly limited core curriculum was incompatiblathvthe provision
of greater choice and diversity. Thus, the curtioukhould square the
circle between providing a basis for the productiérperfect market
information’ and be responsive to local consumenaieds.

As an influential neoliberal ideologue of the Canséive Party
as well as mentor of Margaret Thatcher (who alss warticularly
inspired by the writings of FA Hayek), Keith Josegiring his time
as Education Secretary struggled to bring togethese ideas in a
coherent framework. Since he held the view thatketamechanisms
should determine the curriculum, Joseph advocatkdt tthe
curriculum should be discretionary to schools ideorto facilitate fair
competition and equality of opportunity for all.

However, at the same time Joseph saw the LEAs,ofctzmd
parts of the DES as unresponsive to market-drivarriatilum
development due to their egalitarian and bureaicadgology. Joseph
eventually settled for an assessment-led curricuasma lever for
standards and quality, rather than a content-lestdan prescribed
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curriculum contents. The introduction of the GC8&EL986 should be
understood in this perspective as well as the &sffor the mid-1980s
to get the LEAs and schools to review the curriouland make
information available to parents about local cuduen policies (Ball
1990, 56-58, 139, 157; Chitty 1989, 213-214; Chz@p4, 124-127;
DES 1985, 3-5; DES 1986, section 17-18, 20; Lavit@®4, 51-61).

With Kenneth Baker as Education Secretary the ambronoved
from “influence” to “intervention”. While Baker wasa more
pragmatic politician than Joseph, he was also moented towards
the neoconservative wing. This meant that Bakeroesadl that a
broad, specified and statutory national curricullbased on a
monocultural framework and an expansive programfressessment
was not incompatible with the principles of a fraarket (Ball 1990,
146-156; Chitty 1989, 199; Chitty 2004, 124-131;iuyh1989, 111).

For the neoconservative wing, the state was ahaaysnd, not a
means to some other end. Therefore, while the merali wing saw
the establishment of the market form as an endtselfj the
neoconservative wing saw the market form as a levstrengthen the
authority of the state. This resulted in differguarceptions of the
curriculum. Where the neoliberal wing saw a ceizea curriculum
as an opportunity to standardize performance @itand facilitate
school accountability and consumer choice, the oeservative wing
saw the curriculum as a lever to mobilize natiort#ntities and
ensure social control.

In addition, the neoconservative wing took a cleanocultural
position. They argued that English national idgnivias in crisis due
to a breakdown in cultural transmission, furthebgdthe decline of
the Empire, the arrival of immigrants and the inédign within the
European Communities.

Against this background, the neoconservatives arghat the
education system should be employed as a terraircutiural
engineering. Through education, a particular notd@dna common
national identity based on English and Christiaditions should be
furthered and ethnic minority groups assimilatetb ithe national
stock to ensure a common political loyalty. On tteer hand, any
notion of multiculturalism was dismissed as ‘mistpd relativism’. In
this way, the neoconservative wing employed theugsdace of
nationalism since the future of the nation shoull $aved by
embracing a pastoral 'Little Englandism' and myheut the benign
and civilizing world domination of the British Ermipi
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This neoconservative ideology shaped the curricywavisions
of the ERA and the subsequent formulation of thetiddal
Curriculum. Accordingly, the ERA resulted in a titamhal, subject-
based curriculum entrenching a range of subjectela similar to
that of the 1904 Secondary School Regulations.hEumore, the
statutory programmes of study were based on mohoall
knowledge focusing on English language and liteeqtlistory and
Christianity (Aldrich 2002, 231; Ali 1991, 202; Bdl990, 23-34, 52-
54; Ball 2008, 80; Chitty 1989, 213-214; Gundar®®070; Jones
1989, 87-93; Lawton 1994, 51-61; Power & Whitty 798-7; Troyna
& Hatcher 1991, 287-292; Whitty 1989, 111-112).

The following sections will explore the particularays this
amalgam of neoliberal and monocultural ideas wewentually have
narrowing effects on the scope for multiculturalism the school
curriculum. Importantly, these effects should bersegainst the
background of the emerging multiculturalism in Hslgl education
from the 1970s.

Multiculturalism and the blaming of local education authorities
The desire reflected in the ERA to align ‘the edioceal
establishment’ of LEAs and schools should be undedsin the light
of the tensions between the Conservative governarahts number of
LEAs primarily controlled by Labour that were engddn attempts to
practice multiculturalism. In this perspective, tBRA marked the
point where central government definitively abaretbithe principle
of non-intervention in such local curriculum devmitent. The
blaming of allegedly ‘radical’ LEAs during the 198Cand the
abolition of the Inner London Education Authorityitvthe ERA
showcased the Conservative government’s desirbgio schools and
LEAs to a monocultural curriculum.

Multiculturalism in education emerged during the7@s, in the
wake of the focus on child-centred ‘progressivedcteng methods
and their questioning of curricular knowledge (Tm®sbn 2008, 62-
68). Until then, the curriculum had largely beensdwh on a
monocultural consensus among schools, LEAs and stathorities.
While ethnic minority pupils from the 1950s werenply expected to
assimilate without any support, state authoritiestie mid-1960s
began more actively to support the assimilation imimigrants.
Especially “Section 11 funding” (Home Office 1966ection 11)
introduced in 1966 proved in the following decatieshe important
for ethnic minority pupils. The analysis will eveatly return to this
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point. Section 11 funding supported schools and £ EAth grants in
relation to supplementary English language teacfongimmigrants
from the Commonwealth” in special centres and riégeschools in
order to facilitate the pupils’ eventual assimdatiin mainstream
classes (Figueroa 2004a, 999-1002; Kirp 1979, 4@bnlihson 1987,
24-26; Verma & Darby 2002, 16-19).

At this point, debates about immigration and Bhitigvith a
focus on English) national identity took place. Shiebate was
polarized. On the one hand, Labour Home Secretagy Jenkins in
1966 suggested that integration in English socéiyuld not involve
the assimilation of immigrants and their nationbhmacteristics and
culture. Rather, Jenkins anticipated the shift fassimilation towards
multiculturalism that became evident in the follogidecades when
he advocated equal opportunity accompanied by ralltliversity in
an atmosphere of mutual tolerance (Joppke 1999, 225

On the other hand, Conservative MP Enoch Powekimecboth
popular and controversial during the late 19604 Wit calls for the
repatriation of immigrants from the ex-coloniesréstore the fabled
purity of ’little England’ and reduce the risks faplent racial clashes
(Nairn 1981, 256-266).

From the 1970s, education became the main siteffafiab
multiculturalism as part of a broader shift in pab$ector policy.
Crucially, this shift was to a large degree drivmnthe local level.
Thus, the DES merely invoked the principle of déxization in the
Education Act 1944 despite continuous calls fortranntervention
from official committees and research reports (Erga 2004a, 1008;
Joppke 1999, 235).

The first step towards multiculturalism in educaticoncerned
language. Encouraged by demands from the ethnicorityn
communities, the focus shifted from assimilatiomotlyh English
language teaching towards mother tongue tuiticenmumber of urban
LEAs. The European Economic Community DirectivedBB/EEC of
1977 provided a major impetus in that respect (Tmsoh 1987, 18-
21, 103-115). The directive assisted the movementigrant workers
and their families and proposed that the EEC merstses should
“take appropriate measures” for the tuition in thajority language of
the host country as well as the mother tongue arntlire of the
country of origin for those children “who are degents of any
worker who is a national of another Member Staldie purpose of
these provisions was to facilitate initial receptiand “their possible
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reintegration” into the Member State of origin (Qoil of the
European Communities 1977).

However, as Brook (1980, 239-50) observes, the gghra
“Member States shall, in accordance with theiraratl circumstances
and legal systems, take appropriate measuresgraoyided the EEC
member states with opportunities for going theirnoways. In
England, the DES thus again invoked the decengidlizharacter of
the English school system and did not officiallypgart mother
tongue tuition in state-maintained schools. Rathiee, DES gave
support to the already existing mother tongue daitindertaken by
the ethnic minority groups themselves. Against baskground, only
a few LEAs and schools established mother tongiieriuas part of
the school curriculum (Tomlinson 1987, 103-115hc8ithen, English
state authorities have not committed themselvesoffer mother
tongue tuition to ethnic minority pupils (Eurydiz809, 26-29).

Subsequent moves on the local level towards miltiticlism
entailed ‘multicultural’ and ‘anti-racist’ educatioThe emergence of
multicultural education in the beginning of the @87followed by
anti-racist education about a decade later indic#tat schools and
LEAs believed that the presence of ethnic mingpityils in English
schools should lead to more general curriculum gbafTomlinson
1987, 90-102). In the English context, the appreacinvolved
curriculum development focusing on ‘race equality counter
ethnocentric prejudices and majoritarian biasesdncation. Both of
them formed part of a broader development wheral lagthorities in
their social and labor market policies operatedceraequality
initiatives’ based on affirmative action, ‘race’saskrs and anti-racist
training for staff (Joppke 1999, 236-245).

Multicultural and anti-racist education had a profd impact on
school provisions for ethnic minority pupils, esipdlg in the major
urban centres. Most of all, multicultural and anaftist education was
a movement led by teachers and advisors employdteihEAS. This
was reflected in the vast production of teachingemals. A key
principle was ‘curriculum permeation’ which meahat multicultural
and anti-racist education would not appear likeuljext on the
timetable but would rather be treated as a cross$eailar dimension.
By the beginning of the 1980s, twenty-five LEAs hathployed
multicultural education advisors and over 90 pertt @d schools with
large shares of ethnic minority pupils reported #asubjects came
under review. By the end of the decade, 80 outl&f LEAs had
adopted multicultural or anti-racist curriculum joas. The Inner
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London Education Authority (ILEA) was a pioneerthe field, along
with the LEAs of the Greater London Boroughs of iHgey and
Brent, Bradford, Berkshire and Manchester (Davie89] 128-130;
Figueroa 2004a, 1010; Tomlinson 1987, 89-102; Tmswln 2008, 85-
95).

In practice, multicultural education often involvétht children
learned about the history, food, clothes and musicdifferent
countries. A narrow approach entailed that ethniwonity pupils were
withdrawn from mainstream subjects in order torattelasses about
‘ethnically relevant’ topics, for example ‘blackudies’ and Caribbean
culture. The alternative broad approach meant sbah ‘ethnically
relevant’ topics were integrated in the mainstreamiculum and that
all pupils would study them (Blair & Cole 2000, 89).

From the late 1970s, anti-racism emerged as a nmadieal
alternative to multicultural education. Anti-racismas primarily
informed by the politics of the left and was predéd upon the
assumption of a unity of interest between those ware supposed to
be the victims of a ubiquitous racism. Hence, ‘klasecame the
dominant fighting term meant to unite all ethnicnonity groups on
the basis of their presumed common experience ofsma and
determination to oppose it. During the 1980s, sbtdck’ solidarity
was to a large degree underpinned by common crassests. This
explains why anti-racism was primarily (albeit solely) endorsed in
Labour-controlled local authorities (Ali 1991, 2@803).

Anti-racists criticized multicultural education fereating ‘race’
as a cultural phenomenon. Multicultural educatioasvelaimed to
result in an ethnic bazaar rather than criticaktplering the wider
political culture, recapitulated in the accusatidmsthe ‘tokenism’ of
the 3 Ss: Saris, Samosas and Steel bands. Thembticultural
education affirmed the boundaries between the Beaish’ and the
‘immigrants’ and came to provide opportunities fohite’ people to
project a positive image about ‘black’ people withoactually
confronting the supremacy of ‘white’ people (Troyt@92, 74-75).

Against this background, anti-racist education $bug establish
a connection between institutional racism and iaéties of race,
class and gender. Thus, the focus shifted fronm@gewvareness about
the cultural artefacts and traditions of distinetiethnic minority
groups towards discussing the existing oppresdidoiack’ people of
which the White British majority was mainly to belth accountable
(Mullard 1984, 37-38).
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In response to the alleged shortcomings of mutiical
education, a number of LEAs developed policies Wwhitad anti-
racism as their primary goal. However, the distorct between
multiculturalism, with its criticisms of ethnoceistm, and anti-racist
education, with its implicit class politics, wastei blurred in local
education policy and in practice (Ali 1991, 201-p0Bherefore, the
extensive academic discussion about the compéibilimulticultural
and anti-racist education was not discernible & riajority of LEA
policy documents from the 1980s. In these documitigtsnain issues
remained broad, encompassing multiculturalism, adogistice and
‘race equality’ (Troyna 1992, 64).

During the 1980s, the Conservative government damacus on
the charge that multicultural and anti-racist edocarepresented
everything which made ‘producer capture’ detrimemdatraditional
British culture, with its mixture of progressivdild-centred teaching
methods, left-of-centre egalitarianism and groufedentiated rights.
Hence, the Conservative government and its supgods well as
parts of the media continuously stirred up a ‘magpahic’ where
multicultural and anti-racist education were blaméat being
ideologically unsound, culpable and incompatiblehwéstablished
British traditions and values (Davies 1999, 128:1BQueroa 2004a,
1012; Grosvenor 1997, 85; Hardy & Vielerporter 199@3; Jones
2003, 126-128; Tomlinson 2008, 85-95).

In many ways, this blaming epitomized the more garn@aming
of politically motivated teachers, LEAs and commes$ive schools
which for example was launched in the agenda-geBiack Papers.
This series of pamphlets issued in 1969-77 was writieprominent
members of the ‘New Right’ and advocated the kegliberal and
neoconservative ideas which would later becomelypegtilized by
the Conservative government 1979-1997 (see for pbar@ox &
Boyson 1977, 8; Sexton 1977, 86).

The blaming of teachers and LEAs rather than ethmimority
groups making claims for the recognition of theiultgral
backgrounds in education should be understood mitheé context of
the Conservative government’'s more respectful aogulst line
towards ethnic minority groups from the mid-198@&er changes to
immigration laws during the 1980s, there was liglectoral need to
appease the white racist vote as they had donleeimate 1970s, for
example when Thatcher expressed her anxiety congerthat
England would become “rather swamped by people witfifferent
culture.” Rather, the Conservative government ratzegl that there
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was much to be gained in urban marginal constitiesrfcom courting
ethnic minority groups and Thatcher herself on thght of the
general election in 1987 declared that the nexgetawould be the
inner cities. Against this background, the govemimehose to put
emphasis on the neoliberal strand in its ‘New Rigt¢ology and
attacked the parasitic and socialist ‘anti-entegGulture’ promoted
by Labour and its offsprings such as multicultedlication and anti-
racism (Ali 1991, 195-211; Corner & Harvey 1991;111).

Accordingly, the Conservative government blamed duab
controlled local authorities for communist tendescand economic
wastefulness. Since the local councils were legitaly elected
Thatcher first chose the indirect avenue of indigttheir economic
wastefulness. In June 1984, the government puldighdist of 18
local authorities required to reduce the rates fidocal residents
(known as the so-called ‘rate-capping’). Sixteen tbém were
controlled by Labour, including a number of thosesinengaged in
anti-racism: ILEA, Brent, Camden, The Greater Lamd@ouncil,
Hackney, Haringey, Lambeth and Islington (Joppk891236-245;
Thatcher 1993, 591-613). These demands reducedefiseurces of
LEAs and schools to support multiculturalism in eation (Grinter
1994, 162-166).

Especially the ILEA had long been a favourite targé the
Conservative government (Ali 1991, 205) and the ERAlished it all
at once by 1 April 1990 and replaced it with LEAs @ach inner
London council (DES 1988, section 162-163). Thesevipions
should be seen in the light of that the ILEA sitloe publication of its
policy on ‘multiethnic education’ in 1977 had been leading
proponent of multiculturalism. This policy proposeaulticultural
education and mother tongue tuition as part of ¢oericulum
(Figueroa 2004a, 1008). In addition, the ILEA intgd the 1977
EEC Directive in its official language policy andiggested that
mother tongue tuition should be developed for thmggils for whom
English is not the mother tongue (Brook 1980, 243jus, the ILEA
became a pioneer among those few LEAs who choséfdp mother
tongue tuition in some form (Tomlinson 1987, 114ix years later,
the ILEA endorsed anti-racism witA Policy for Equality: Race
(Joppke 1999, 242). As the largest LEA in the coynthe ILEA
during the 1980s retained its key role in setting explicit and
deliberate multicultural and anti-racist agenda education. The
efforts were backed by the ILEA Research and SiaisBranch
which exceptionally evaluated the examination tssof all ethnic
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groups in the authority within the contemporarygugm of ‘school
effectiveness’ (Tomlinson 2008, 86-88).

The attacks on the ILEA throughout the second rendif the
Education Reform Bill by Conservative MPs recapitetl the
blaming of LEAs engaged in multicultural and amttist education.
The blaming had been anticipated by Thatcher'©dhtction of the
forthcoming Education Reform Bill at the Conservati Party
Conference in 1987. Here, she declared that theorbppties of
children in the inner cities were “snatched awanfrthem by hard-
left education authorities and extremist teachavhd taught them
anti-racist mathematics, “whatever that may be’nflinson 2008, 94-
95).

However, rather than the explicit dismissal of niculturalism in
education, the Education Secretary and the ConsevisiPs James
Pawsey in the House of Commons accused the ILEA |dar
standards, economic excesses and failure in prepafildren for
later life. Thus, the bill was meant to indicatattbthe government
finally took on their responsibilities to the natiafter a period when
some education authorities with the ILEA as thenpriexample had
proved incapable in living up to their duties (Heusf Commons
1987, 780, 829).

According to the bill, the ILEA was not to be alsbled all at
once. Instead, the bill proposed that the InnerdoonBoroughs would
be allowed to apply to opt out from the ILEA fromp@l 1990.
However, in the final ERA the ILEA was to be toyatlismantled. In
that respect, the MPs Heseltine and Boyson wererrpapponents for
the swift abolishment of the ILEA (House of Commdii87, 823,
842). Boyson had since the mid-1970s been critigizhe ILEA for
economic wastefulness and "militant teachers” (Boy4975, 118-
119).

Another chief opponent of the ILEA, MP John Bowisal|l 1990,
55-56) recapitulated the blaming of the ILEA wittetclaim that the
(House of Commons 1987, 839):

. abolition of ILEA would be to the general bahebf
mankind - particularly mankind in inner London)(ILEA is
a heavy-spending authority and a heavily undereatg
authority. It is bottom of the league and bottonth# class.

In this way, the ERA with its direct intervention focal curriculum
development and the particular blaming and abalitid the ILEA
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anticipated that the forthcoming NC would rectifyet ‘misguided
relativism’ of multicultural and anti-racist eduicat.

The monocultural curriculum

This section argues that the ERA circumscribed llazariculum

practices with the National Curriculum based on cmutturalism.

Thus, the main expression of the narrowing effetthe ERA on the
scope for multiculturalism was that the National n@uwlum

subsequently crowded out multicultural and antistaeducation due
to curriculum overload and a stronger focus onssseent.

The ERA established the governmental body of théioNal
Curriculum Council (NCC). The NCC was meant to gaut the duty
of the Secretary of State to specify the attainmemgets and
programmes of study of the NC (DES 1988, section tdthe wake
of the ERA, the NCC developed the idea that a brarad balanced
curriculum should also include three forms of crossicular
elements mostly to be taught through foundatiorjemb, including
six ‘skills’, five ‘themes’ and two ‘dimensions’ €& appendix F).
However, the status of these elements remaineduepaq non-
statutory in the following years, not least the éision concerning
the preparation of pupils to live in a multicultusociety (Figueroa
1999, 290-291; Hughes 1997, 191; Pumfrey 199424 B3,

The NCC gave the task of specifying the attainntergets and
programmes of study to subject working groups dpegabetween
1988 and 1991. Their reports were subsequentlyslated into
Statutory Orders meant to provide the basis fochieq in all state-
maintained schools. These subject working groupeevpait under
pressure by Thatcher, Baker and the Education Begr&enneth
Clarke (1990-92). Especially the English and Higtgroups were
censored in their work. Clarke for example perdgnalit the bits he
did not like in the History report (Arnot 1989, 28: Ball 1990, 185-
198; Hughes 1997, 187-188; Tomlinson 2005, 61-64mlihson
2008, 95).

As a result, the English and History reports turmmed to be
based on monocultural ‘centric’ knowledge systerhgctyv made them
largely incompatible to curriculum approaches likelticultural and
anti-racist education (Troyna & Hatcher 1991, 28232 In addition,
the Statutory Order of English was based on an @wghtric
perspective and took English as the self-evidemimnion relation to
mother tongue. Thereby, the multilingual identitidsethnic minority
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pupils within England were denied, apart for tho$éVelsh, Gaelic
and Scottish origin (Verma et al. 2000).

Furthermore, the monolingual language policy becarmressed
with the provisions that the teaching of ethnic onity languages was
limited to secondary education under the umbrdilsl@dernForeign
Languages (Anderson 2008).

The emphasis on monoculturalism also became exquess
relation to Religious Education. The ERA reliedtba Education Act
1944 with its provisions that Religious Educatidrowsld “reflect the
fact that the religious traditions in Great Brita#me in the main
Christian whilst taking account of the teaching gmectices of the
other principal religions represented in Great dnit (DES 1988,
section 8).

In the House of Commons, Baker clarified the baskgd of
defining Religious Education as the only subjectriog part of the
‘Basic Curriculum’ (see appendix F). Unlike the folation subjects
of the National Curriculum which were to be decideg secular
bodies on a national level, the content of Religi&gducation would
be defined locally among schools, LEAs and the des in Local
Standing Advisory Committees on Religious Educatiddaker
declared that this construction of the subjectngfiteened its status
compared to the Education Act 1944 and was in @ecme with the
preferences of the church organizations (House ahi@ons 1987,
774).

In that respect, the ERA provisions were heaviljusnced by
the Bishop of London and Baroness Caroline Cox.ember of the
neoconservative Hillgate Group (Tomlinson 2008,.98)us, with
more statutory sections on Religious Education @neddaily act of
collective worship than any previous act, the ERverggthened the
position of religion in all state-maintained sclwaln this way, the
ERA effectively put Christianity at the centre athsol education
since its superior position in the curriculum asllvas collective
worship was not to be disputed (Gundara 2000, Zigtdaves 1993,
vii-viii).

Therefore, the claims that the National Curriculambodied a
supposedly universal culture opposed to any pdatities of 'race’ or
‘class’ disguised that the curriculum was to be edason a
monocultural framework (Figueroa 1999, 291-293; Kih993, 13;
Troyna & Hatcher 1991, 287-292).

In addition, the Conservative government's hogtiliowards
multiculturalism became expressed in two ways a $age of
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curriculum formulation in relation to the cross4gaular multicultural
dimension nominally included in the Whole Curriqulsee appendix
F).

First, the non-statutory guidance about the mutucal
dimension produced by a working group establishethb NCC was
never published (Grinter 1994, 162-166; Tomlins@&93). Second,
the treatment of the multicultural dimension in tB&&tutory Orders
for the ten foundation subjects in the Nationalr@uium was flawed.
The working groups were asked by the NCC to prodaicgection
about the multicultural dimension but some of thesfused, for
example the Science and Math groups which argustdhthlticultural
education caused confusion among pupils (Arnot 1988).
Furthermore, in the translation from reports intaé&s the sections
about multiculturalism produced by the remainingrkirmgy groups
were abridged into bland uncontroversial statemé@isnter 1994,
162-166).

Due to the absence of substantial guidance, the N@Cred to
the less controversial cross-curricular theme eitship when people
made inquiries about multicultural education. Hoemr\ike the other
non-statutory cross-curricular elements citizengldpcation was also
sidelined in school practices at this point (Chi#04, 179-183;
Figueroa 2004b, 232-234; King 1993, 12).

The background was that the ERAs amalgam of nealisen,
monoculturalism and subject working groups eageprtimote their
field resulted in an overloaded yet fragmentediculum. In addition,
the expansive assessment framework put presswehmol practices.
Therefore, living up to the statutory requiremenitshe subject-based
NC took precedence over the non-statutory crossecilar elements
in practice (Ball 1990, 190-193; Wolf 2002, 221-223

Altogether, the ERA hence effectively crowded outltraultural
and anti-racist education and the general scope ldting the
curriculum reflect the cultural diversity in Endlissociety was
diminished. In this respect, the reduced influerafe LEAs in
curriculum policy was an important factor since tlglvisers
employed by the LEAs had previously played a kele rim the
development of multicultural education and antisat During the
two years following the ERA the shares of LEAs mi@ig to have
policies about multicultural and anti-racist edimatdropped from
two-thirds of LEAs to less than a sixth. A numbédrnaulticultural
advisers in LEAs lost their jobs while the remainhmad to align to the
monocultural framework. Therefore, each school khoake up the
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issue on its own initiative without any guidanceonfr central
authorities. This was not likely due to the curlicn overload and the
competitive pressures to perform within the montgal framework
(Chitty 2004, 127-131; Davies 1999, 130; Figuerd209, 293;
Figueroa 2004a, 1013-1015; Grinter 1994, 162-16fipke 1999,
245; King 1993, 7; Kirk 1989, 37; Tomlinson 2008&, 9415; Verma
1994, 8; Verma & Darby 2002, 19-22; Whitty et 8994).

In the same period, the narrowing effects of theAEsh the
scope for multiculturalism in education were suppmated by the
revision of the Section 11 funding arrangementse Tévision took
place around 1990 and resulted in a re-focusedtatien towards
English language learning and bound the fundingesyaip with the
curricular demands laid down by the ERA (Tomlins2008, 114).
This development should be understood against dle&goound that
the scope of funded activities widened during th@70k, in
accordance with the emergence of multiculturalisithe local level.
Thus, from its original narrow focus on supplement&nglish
language learning to newly arrived children frora @ommonwealth,
Section 11 funding was also in practice used tgsupnarrow and
broad forms of multicultural and anti-racist edumatin mainstream
classes as well as minority language learning. Heweuntil the end
of the 1980s, state authorities had little overvieinthe forms of
activities Section 11 funding actually supported tbe local level
(Blair & Arnot 1993, 266-267; Figueroa 2004a, 100815; Verma et
al. 2000).

In the end of 1988, a Home Office report conclutteat a more
clearly defined framework was required to ensurat tBection 11
funding was “effectively” used. Furthermore, thefini@on of the
target group was found to be outdated since nonfGmmavealth
ethnic minorities with similar needs were not folijancluded in the
provisions. Subsequently, the Home Office in 19%d | down
“effectiveness” criteria with measurable targetsemted towards
English language learning and the NC along with alehs for
strengthened evaluation on the local level (JWi088, 109; Pumfrey
1994b, 261-265).

Furthermore, in November 1992 the Home Office anced
drastic reductions in Section 11 funding from 199éde appendix §&
At the same point, it was reiterated that the sohe of the funding
system was to support English language learningHose children
with another mother tongue than English. Accordinglwas stressed
that Section 11 grants was not considered apptepfia initiatives

51



aimed at the “maintenance of religious, artistidfwral and linguistic
traditions among ethnic minority communities” (Pueyf 1994b,
264). In this way, the revised Section 11 fundingamgements
effectively rendered curriculum projects meant tateed the
‘traditional English curriculum’ outside the scopé state funding
(Blair & Arnot 1993, 266-267; Verma et al. 2000).

Thus, while the 1993 Local Government Act (Home i€aff
1993) realized the recommendations of the Homec®ffeport from
1988 and formally expanded the target group forti®ec1 funding
to include all ethnic minority pupils, the scopeleérning activities
had already been aligned to the monocultural aifvgh these
arrangements, Section 11 funding continued to opeuatil New
Labour replaced it with the “Ethnic Minority Achiement Grant” in
1998.

Therefore, the period around the ERA and its praonoof the
market form also constituted the point where statghorities
effectively undermined the development of a moreltioultural
curriculum carried out by schools and LEAs. Togettiee overloaded
monocultural curriculum, the alignment of Sectiod Tfunded
activities, the assessment arrangements and thasiéep of schools
to market forces effectively crowded out multicudtuand anti-racist
education. Hence, the scope for multiculturalismthe curriculum
was diminished. This showcased that the equalitppdortunity to
perform within the market form was merged with thenocultural
idea of equality as uniformity; while pupils werglividually granted
the freedom to perform at the level of their shahegnan nature,
equality was reduced at the cultural level. In otherds: pupils were
set free to perform within a monocultural framework

In that respect, it was crucial that multicultusaili and anti-
racism became part of the left-right political gigie. The Cold War
had still not come to its conclusion and the Covestre government
successfully stirred up a ‘moral panic’ where thddeAs most
engaged in multiculturalism were blamed for comrstméndencies
and being ‘looney lefties’. The fact that the Camative government
at the same time quite successfully courted theiethinority groups
reflects that the Conservatives were skilful in @ymng the ‘New
Right’ amalgam of neoliberalism and monoculturalism

In that respect, the Conservative government tabMa@atage of
the problem inherent in anti-racism, namely thddbahat a shared
experience of oppression in England coupled witle tecent
experience of colonialism was sufficient to overeothe numerous
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differences among ‘black’ communities. Actuallyetlzampaigning
against anti-racism began from within the ethnic noniy

communities as they became affected by the isstietass, gender
and other pressures that had previously been nulrerdinated their
common experience of marginality in English socidtythat respect,
the later renowned sociologist Tarig Modood in 1888argued that
the left was blind to its own brand of assimilatidhat is, “become
‘black’ and fight racism”, and that many opted the Conservative
form of assimilation with its emphasis on entemprand individual
responsibility in an allegedly colour-blind socie8ymptomatically, a
number of local councils by 1989 had dropped thegesf the term
‘black’ and the Commision for Racial Equality chadgits ethnic
monitoring categories, with Asian no longer beinglided as a
subdivision in the ‘black’ category. Instead, ImijiaBangladeshi,
Pakistani and Chinese became ‘colourless’ categotieshould be
mentioned that on the other hand, anti-racism redpisome
Conservative local councils to adopt ‘race awarghdgining.

Official government information in the late 1980sacabegan to look
like the material from Labour-controlled local amotities from the
early 1980s with photos reflecting the cultural edsity of English
society (Ali 1991, 195-211).

However, the adoption of such practices do notr dhat the
curriculum established with the ERA was basicallynocultural and
that the curriculum to this day remains an expogssif cultural
majoritarianism. The revisions of the Education sAct 1996, 2002
and 2006 provide very little evidence of substdntraulticultural
developments in the curriculum (See appendix Hafooverview over
main revisions in the English school curriculum 82806).

In this way, the mid-1990s marked the point fromchtboth the
Conservative Party and Labour sustained a consehatishe school
curriculum should be slimmed down to emphasize ‘basics’ of
English literacy and numeracy and the core subgcEnglish, Math
and Science (Figueroa 2004a, 1015; Julios 2009,1333 Tomlinson
2005, 83).

Denmark

This analytic section will justify the argument ththe adoption of
neoliberal ideas in the regulation of the Danistriculum has been
accompanied by monocultural identity politics, wikle strengthening
of Danish language learning and the effective umid@ng of mother
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tongue tuition as the main expressions. Furthermbl@ming has
mainly targeted ethnic minority parents while contation with the

educational establishment has been rather subttuéttke justification

of these arguments, the following sections willcdss the provisions
of five acts passed in the period 2002-2006 (Sexragix J for an
overview) and the ideas underpinning them, namaedy 300 (2003),

313 and 572 (both passed in 2006), 412 (2002) @ard2004).

Neoliberal curriculum regulation

Like in the English context, there has been a lomgrup to the

adoption of the market form in Danish educationyesponding with

the gradual transition from a centralized hierarcinodel towards
‘aim- and frame-regulation’ in the Danish publiccke from the

1970s. In education, the transition especially becaxpressed from
the 1990s with the introduction of freer schoolickaand "taximeter
regulation”, that is, where funding to institutioftdlows the students
(Finansministeriet 1996; Jensen 2007) (See appehdixr three

models illustrating the shift towards aim-and-framegulation).

However, this section will show that the marketnfiowvas decisively
consolidated in the period 2003-2006.

This section focuses on the provisions of acts 303, and 572
and shows that they reflect the neoliberal priregplthat state
authorities should be directly engaged in the d#dim of a centralized
curriculum and the control of standards. In thigywthe regulation of
the Danish school curriculum became further embeddesystems of
accountability modelled according to the bi-dimensil pattern of
educational control, that is, ensuring accountgbdf system output
‘upwards’ towards state authorities, and ‘downwarolwards parents.
Unlike the English context, the regulation of tledigol curriculum in
Denmark has involved the state authorities’ stayutlocation of
time periods for various curriculum contents. Oa tther hand, the
syllabuses still largely remain to the discretidniazal councils and
schools albeit the introduction of ‘canons’ is engd this long-
standing principle in the Danish Folkeskole.

Act 300 of 2003 involved a centralization of thelkeskole
curriculum. The Minister of Education was given fhewers to lay
down final as well as intermediate “Common Natio@ajectives” (In
Danish: “Feelles Nationale Mal”) for all subjectsdlass 0-10. These
objectives replaced the previoustatutory final and guiding
intermediate objectives (UVM 2003a, section 10 ssation 2).
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Hence, Act 300 drew on the provisions of the 198B08| Act
and the curriculum project “Clear Objectives” (“kKéaMal”) initiated
in 2001 towards the end of the previous centregdefternment. The
1993 School Act was in itself an expression of $hét towards the
market form since it gave the Minister of Educattbe authority to
define statutory final objectives within the “ceaitlkknowledge and
skills areas” (“centrale kundskabs- og feerdighedsoier”) of various
subjects (UVM 1993, section 10).

In this way, the 1993 Act entailed a centralizatioh the
curriculum compared to the School Act of 1975 whicity laid down
a single statutory ‘central knowledge area’, nantllt of the subject
Christian Studies (“Kristendomskundskab”) which wasbhe centred
on the Evangelical Lutheran Christianity of the 3&nNational
Evangelical Lutheran Church. Otherwise, the 197% defined the
general preamble, a statutory range of fifteenestibjto be taught, the
general purpose of each subject and the classsl@vebhich to teach
them. Thus, the definition of curriculum contentthim the subject
range was to the discretion of the individual s¢hduch should draw
up their own syllabus (UVM 1975, section 1, 4, 6, $ee appendix K
for an overview of the centralization of the Folkale curriculum
1975-2006).

Concerning the intermediate objectives, Act 300wd@n the
curriculum project “Clear Objectives” which complented the final
objectives introduced with the 1993 School Act withuiding
intermediate objectives on certain class levelsthwhe phrase
“Expectations for what the pupils in general isealtb and know
within the area” (In Danish: "Forventninger til, v eleverne
almindeligvis kan og ved inden for omradet”. UVMMQ section 1).
Thus, Act 300 converted these “expectations” int@atusory
intermediate objectives (see appendix K).

Act 313 of 2006 supplemented the “Common National
Objectives” introduced with Act 300 with two mairlements to
strengthen the control of standards: “National Fedtiring the course
of compulsory education and an elaboration of tiheady existing
final exams in class 9. First, the “National Testgjuld include six
subjects, starting with Danish in class 2, and lmndatory for all
pupils. The National Tests were not to be covereddt 880 of 2005
(UVM 2005d) concerning the obligation of schoolspablish final
exam results, aims, pedagogical orientation orr thebsites. The bill
stated that this reservation was linked with theeptial deepening of
school segregation. The analysis of access to &cho®enmark will
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return to this important point. Second, the presipwptional final
exams in class 9 were converted into sem@andatoryexams. All
pupils should be assessed in seven final examsttéirexams in
Danish and Math, and oral exams in Danish, Englend
Physics/Chemistry. The remaining two exams shoeldlécided by
lot. In that respect, History, Social Studies ari€lian Studies were
included in the range of possible exam subjectdikbithe National
Tests, the average results from these final exdrogld be published
on school websites (Jensen 2009, 249-264).

Finally, Act 572 involved a range of further acctability
"tools” for the control of standards modelled ackog to the bi-
dimensional pattern of educational control, engurischool
accountability ‘upwards’ towards the state autlesit and
‘downwards’ towards parents. These provisions fioeee made
further inroads into the autonomy of schools armhll@ouncils. The
systems of accountability were expanded with foanegle the
Minister's annual preparation of a “National Penfiance Profile”
(“national preestationsprofil”), showing the natibraverage results
from the final exams and the National Tests. Wiiile profile must
not be published for the public, the profile wowddrve to provide
feedback to the local councils and school headsitathe results of
their particular schools, thereby enabling the camnspn between the
local schools and the national results.

In addition, local councils were given the dutypepare and
publish an annual “Quality Report” (“Kvalitetsrapp® with various
categories of information determined by the Ministé Education
concerning standards and evaluation. In that réspee Minister of
Education was given new powers to make demandseoldcal
councils to produce action plans, in the case arppuality in a
school. Finally, written pupil plans outlining persl test results and
the intended follow-up were introduced to make sth@and teachers
more accountable towards parents and vice verss&de2009, 273-
281).

The period 2003-2006 thus saw a centralizationhef Danish
Folkeskole curriculum which is reminiscent of tikroduction of the
National Curriculum with the 1988 Education Refofet in England.
However, there are important differences in ternfiscarriculum
governance.

The previous section showed that the three cutnmudélements’
of attainment targets, assessment arrangements edls as the
programmes of study were all made statutory in &mdjin 1988.
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In Denmark, the “Common National Objectives” (tfguivalent
of the English attainment targets) and the assed¥sanengements in
Denmark are also statutory. However, the “syllab(isi’ Danish:
“leeseplan”. The English equivalent would be thegpammes of
study) and the nearly identical “teaching  manual”
(“Undervisningsbeskrivelse”, that is, a descriptafrthe development
in the tuition towards the intermediate and finajestives in each
subject. In 2009, the syllabus and the teachingualawere merged
into a single document) are still largely to thecdetion of the school
level.

Still, the syllabus is embedded in simultaneoustysk-and-tight
chains of accountability since Act 300 in greatadetlarified the
obligations of school heads, school committeesthadocal councils
in laying down the syllabus (UVM 2003a, section 4Qbsection 3;
section 44, subsection 8, point. 1; section 45sacion 3).

In this way, the curriculum in Denmark appear lesstralized
(see appendix K for an overview) than in Englandténms of
legislation albeit the introduction of ‘canons’ ssooping out local
autonomy in these matters, a point to be discussedeitail later in this
chapter.

On the other hand, curriculum regulation in Denmarknore
time-led since Act 300 constrained the local autoynan defining the
time distribution between subjects. The Minister Efucation was
given the powers to determine a minimum annual remal lessons
in relation to stages (class 1-3, 4-6, 7-9) andstels of subjects
(humanities, science and practical-aesthetic). dditeon, Act 300
gave the Minister the powers to define a minimurmber of hours
for Danish and Math in the first stage (UVM 2008action 16). Act
572 in 2006 furthered the central time regulatidmew the Minister
was given similar powers in relation to History time intermediate
stage (UVM 2006d, section 16).

These were the main provisions concerning currioulu
regulation in the period 2003-2006. In the follogisection, it will be
argued that these changes which are in accordaitheFnwedman’s
neoliberal principles were indeed underpinned Dbystinltive
neoliberal ideas.

Consensus for neoliberalism

This section argues that there during the 2000s bdeen broad
political consensus in the Danish context for tharket form in
compulsory education. However, it will be pointaat that there has
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been some contention between the major politicetiggaconcerning
the degree of centralization, eventually resultingthe increasing
centralization of the curriculum and the control stndards. In
addition, it will be argued that the involved dismtlang of ‘producer
capture’ has been draped in the rhetorics of ‘ageconvergence’.

The fundamental consensus about neoliberalismdigated by
that fact that the acts 300, 313 and 572 wereuplparted by a large
majority of the two parties constituting the caalit government in
power since 2001Venstre (the Liberal Party) andKonservative
Folkeparti (“Conservative People’s Party”; hereafter CPP)e th
government’s steady support parpansk Folkeparti (“Danish
People’s Party”; hereafter DPP) as well as theelsirgpposition party
Socialdemokraterne Indeed, except Act 412 (2002), the bills
discussed in the analysis were all passed by dinige Imajority (See
appendix L for an overview of the support for thesel other recent
school bills).

However, there have been some tensions betweetheoone
hand, the CPP and the DPP, and, on the other Hamdljberal Party
concerning the degree of centralization in relatiorthe curriculum
and the control of standards. This was showcasedngluhe
preparation of Bill 130, leading to Act 300, where tCPP and DPP
demanded statutory syllabuses for all subjectsutiitout compulsory
education. However, they withdrew this demand wladin other
political parties and the Danish Union of Teachmposed it. Instead,
the two parties demanded the statutory objectivieisiwbecame part
of Act 300 as Common National Objectives (Olsen 200
Subsequently, when the agreement had been sdtied;PP called
for further state engagement in the control of déads. However, at
this point, in the autumn of 2002, Liberal MinisterEducation Ulla
Tarnaes (2001-2005) suggested that there were ms phaintroduce
statutory tests in relation to the new statutorjerimediate aims
(Djgrup 2002).

The provisions of Act 313 and 572 clearly indictitat by 2006
the demands of the CPP to strengthen the contretawfdards were
met. By the mid-2000s, the term “culture of evaluat (In Danish:
“evalueringskultur”) had become epidemic as themmrationale for
the imposition of systems of accountability in ealimn governance
(Danish Government 2005; Hjort 2006a; Jensen 2209, 265).

While the term was only made epidemic after thelipation of
the OECD Peer Review about th@uality and Equity of Schooling
Outcomes in Denmatkn June 2004 with its main recommendation
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that the Danish school system should create aui@lbf evaluation’
to raise standards and promote equity (OECD 20048), Tegrnses
two months earlier had anticipated the conclusifrthe Peer Review
when she expressed that the Folkeskole neededvédogea ‘culture
of evaluation’ and that the government thereforeuldvointroduce
National Tests (Dahler-Larsen 2006, 7-18).

While there thus has been some contention conagthandegree
of curriculum centralization among the supportimgjtcal parties, the
readings and bills associated with the acts 308 ahd 572
showcased the broad commitment to neoliberal ideasducation.
Here, the parties with various emphasis presertedapplication of
neoliberal ideas as levers for national competi@gs (Jensen 2009,
179-184, 265), individual responsibility and coldulind equality of
opportunity (Folketinget 2003, 1, 59, 65; Folkeghg2006a, 22;
Folketinget 2006b, 34, 61; Folketinget 2006c, Snsén 2009, 179,
188, 249-250. The transcripts of readings in thaigka parliament
Folketinget available on its official website amganized according to
number of speech. In the analysis of the Danisliesdnthe citations
hence refer to the particular number of the spaethe reading).

Accordingly, the provisions were also claimed tp@ut the
equality of opportunity for ethnic minority pupi(olketinget 2003,
38; Folketinget 2006a, 48; Folketinget 2006d, 30). 3Hence, this
study is in line with Jens Rasmussen’s (2008) agnirthat there has
been a broad political consensus for the stratéggomountability” in
Danish education policy during the 2000s. Howevershould be
added that the range of seemingly ‘pragmatic’ reties put forward
for ‘accountability’ on a more general level all ammate from
neoliberal ideas, in line with Beck’s (2005) argumheoncerning the
major political parties acting as ‘estranged twisguggling in the
same direction.

The main neoliberal arguments for the market famneducation
were recapitulated by Tina Nedergaard, the Lib&ailty (later to
become Minister of Education in 2010). Nedergaaodipted the
control of standards with the future individual gessibility of pupils
in the labour market and in everyday life, the praion of schools
becoming “small, closed systems”, and the needpasénts, who
should be able to hold someone responsible forthieat child is given
appropriate challenges in schools, “regardlessietbrigin, social
background, parent income, parents’ education &tais, Nedergaard
argued that the provisions would ensure that teachmarents and
local councils would take on their particular resgibilities. Thereby,
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all pupils would acquire the knowledge and skiltsgaring them for
further education, also those pupils who had preshpbeen failed by
the education system (Folketinget 2006c, 1, 8, 10).

In this way, Nedergaard pinpointed the neolibedebs that the
control of standards on the basis of an allegedhequivocal
curriculum will disperse power from the insular edtional
establishment to parents and facilitate the fampetition which will
nurture individual responsibility and promote edyadf opportunity.

However, whereas the previous section showed that t
confrontation with the ‘educational establishmeit’ the English
context was very explicit, it has been rather segddin the Danish
context during the 2000s. The influential MinistérEducation Bertel
Haarder (1982-1993, 2005-2010) and Prime MinistgyhFRasmussen
have earlier launched fierce attacks on the ulbgsiteducational
establishment for their socialist indoctrinatiofgvish mentality and
complacency (see for example Fogh Rasmussen 199};4Haarder
1980a, 155-156; Haarder 1980b, 3-5; Harder 1973, & such
accusations have largely been absent during therdukiberal-CPP
government.

Fogh Rasmussen stood for one of the few examplédaaiing
teachers in his inaugural speech of FolketingeR®@3 where he
accused teachers for permissiveness, sloppy tepofethods and low
standards (Fogh Rasmussen 2003). However, thisegyrgproved
short-lived since the attacks were generally pgeckiunfair by the
Danish electorate (Olsen & Redington 2003).

Instead, the reduced role of teachers and locatailsuimplied
with the promotion of the bi-dimensional pattern eflucational
control has been draped in the rhetorics of ‘irgec®nvergence’.
Thus, the “culture of evaluation” has been suggkeste serve the
common good and the interests of all involved actéwccordingly,
the diminished autonomy of teachers and local citgif@as mainly
been legitimated by presenting the policy tooldelpful for teachers
in their daily work (for example Jensen 2009, 1B8lketinget 2003,
38; Folketinget 2006a, 48) or praising the teachingfession for its
role in improving school standards and safeguarkeygvalues of the
Danish school system while meeting new demands ¢f@ample
Folketinget 2006a, 9; Folketinget 2006c, 1, 17, 82, 76). Only
rarely has the more confrontational strategy bedopted where
teachers were told to focus on their freedom ofhioetand otherwise
align to the political realities where the vastitichl majority supports
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the market form and the implied dismantling of ‘gwcer capture’
(Folketinget 2006c¢, 32, 76).

Strengthened monolingualism

This section argues that the strengthening of beri ideas in
curriculum regulation has been accompanied by mahaoal identity
politics and the blaming of bilingual parents fdreir lack of
assimilation. More particularly, it will be arguetthat the main
expression in the Danish context of the narrowiffigots of the
market form on the scope for multiculturalism ine ticurriculum
concerned the undermining of mother tongue tuisiopplemented by
attempts to advance linguistic assimilation.

In this way, ‘language’ has remained the main aategof
contention in the identity politics exercised byri3 state authorities
during the 2000s. This is in line with the longretang tradition in
Denmark where policy-makers, researchers and teadimve put
emphasis on various forms of language learningelation to ethnic
minority pupils. On the other hand, terms such adtioultural
education and anti-racist education have had nuf&gignt impact in
Denmark (Kampmann 2006), albeit some teachers awiseas in
urban areas since the 1980s have been engagedeiopieg such
forms of education (Kristjansdéttir 2006a, 199-286rgensen 1990,
38-50).

The focus on language has been reflected in thatifids
ascribed ethnic minority pupils. After a periodb&wilderment during
the 1970s where various labels were used, inclufiimgexample
“foreign children” (In Danish: “udenlandske bgrreind “children of
guest workers” (“geestearbejderes bgrn”), “pupilsafng a foreign
language” (“fremmedsprogede elever”) became theirkm term to
denote ethnic minority pupils in Danish official ri@nology
(Kristjansdottir 2006a, 144). Act 413 in 1996 reygld that term with
“bilingual” pupils or children (UVM 1996, sectiomad subsection 2).
This group thus became defined in the Danish Schobls follows
(see appendix T, number 1, for quotation in Danish)

Bilingual children are children who speak anotheostimer
tongue than Danish, and who do not learn Danish sy
come into contact with the surrounding society, ghgough
the school’s teaching.
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Symptomatically, the replacement of terms in 199%s veontested
even though the bill suggested that it was mertghnical” and did
not imply any change to the main aim of Danish leagge learning
(Jensen 2009, 118). However, the CPP who advotiageassimilation
of ethnic minority pupils and hence the unequivastatus of Danish
as the primary language in Danish society suggeiadthe terms
“bilingual pupils” and “Danish as a second languageere

“misleading and confusing” and “unacceptable”. Thgonale given
by the CPP was that the problems related to “ppigsking a foreign
language” were associated with their very lack bilitg to speak
Danish and thus to speak two languages (Uddanunelsaiget 1996).

Against this background, it is remarkable that tpesticular
section, including the definition of bilingual plgihas recently been
repealed from the School Act with uniform parliar@aeg support and
instead become integrated within the legislatidateel to pre-school
daycare centres. While the repeal was passed inntme of
‘deregulation’ (Kiser 2010, 13; Socialministerietl®), the remaining
part of this section will justify the argument th#te recently
established absence of any group definition relatedcultural
diversity in the Danish School Act spells out timebition to eradicate
what is considered lingual mongrelization amongnbilal pupils
before they start schooling at age six.

Before the monolingual identity politics embodiad Act 412
(2002) and 477 (2004) will be discussed in moraitleghe previous
provisions for ethnic minority pupils will be explxd in order to
justify the argument that the entrenchment of tharket form in
Danish compulsory education has been accompanied kshift
towards monolingual identity politics.

In the period from the late 1960s to the 2000s Elarstate
authorities largely exercised monocultural identiglitics towards
ethnic minority pupils, with an emphasis on “danétion” through
Danish language learning, socialization and theetsal of ethnic
minority pupils between schools (KristjansdoéttiroB@; Jargensen &
Hetmar 1991, 29).

Thus, Undervisningsministeriet (the Danish Ministrgf
Education, hereafter UVM) invoked the alleged mtm on bottom-up
development to legitimate the lack of central attio develop the
curriculum in any multicultural direction despite umerous
recommendations from official committees and colsnas well as
national and international research. On the loeakl| curriculum
development involving bilingual tuition and multltwral education
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were initiated by a few local councils and schdodsn the 1980s in
the major urban areas. However, Danish state dtidsorhave
managed to contain and suppress the disseminafi@xperiences
from such bottom-up development as well as thosenatmg from
large scale projects initiated by themselves dutirgglate 1980s and
1990s when the experiences were not deemed corepatith the
monocultural framework (Gimbel 1991, 183-184; Jasgan 1990, 37-
44; Jgrgensen & Hetmar 1991, 25-29; Kristjansd@b6a, 147, 247-
262, 380-382).

Yet, mother tongue tuition for ethnic minority plgpiwas
established by state authorities in 1976 as andisgxpression of
multiculturalism. The School Act 1975 gave the Mter of Education
powers to lay down specific regulations for tuitimnmother tongue
(UVM 1975, section 4, subsection 6) and the follugviyear it was
made statutory for local councils to offer mothendgue tuition for
“pupils speaking a foreign language that live innBerk or will
reside here in at least six months”. The provisiaigsdown that these
pupils should be offered three to five lessons \Wwe#ktheir mother
tongue throughout class 1-9, in case there werlvéwmripils speaking
a similar mother tongue. However, mother tongugomiwas given a
segregated status since it was not to be taugbara®f the tuition in
mainstream classes (Kristjansdottir 2006b).

Symptomatically, these provisions were introducéda gooint
where Socialdemokraternelominated the general educational debate
in Denmark. The party’s at that time egalitariareakbgy was
reflected in the two major policy documents of gegiod, the School
Act 1975 and the major policy progralth 90 which questioned the
monocultural identity politics of the Folkeskolegi@ral Council of
Education 1978, 11, 110-115; Haas 2003, 65-70; hMémiensen
2007, 25-33).

It should be stressed that while the provisionsceamng mother
tongue tuition were not profoundly changed befor@0Z2 the
recognition of lingual minorities in Danish societsas never backed
by further official support in the form of guidanoe encouragement
of curriculum development. Rather, mother tongu&otu remained
utterly contested by policy-makers, not least t®/shbsequent centre-
right government 1982-1993 with Bertel Haarderhaf Liberal Party
as Minister of Education (Kristjansdéttir 2006a,226Thus, UVM
publications from the 1980s recommended local cibaitw strengthen
Danish language learning to the detriment of motbiegue tuition. In
addition, the continuous lack of official guidan@nd support
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contributed to the very low status of mother tongugon in practice
where it mostly has remained totally segregatednfrmainstream
school activities. Characteristically, official ciaulum guidance for
mother tongue tuition remained absent until a fesntins before the
Liberal-CPP government took power in 2001 (Krissidditir 2006b;
Thomsen 2004).

During the 1990s, Danish state authorities begare mctively to
promote curriculum development for ethnic minoptypils in relation
to Danish language learning. This agenda corresggbnalith the
emergence of Danish national identity as a prontitgpic in media
debates, prompted by the integration of the EE@)igration and the
apparent failure of the Danish welfare society iaeting the needs
and demands of the ‘new Danes’. The centre-lefeguwent (1993-
2001) with Poul Nyrup Rasmussen of the Social Deatscas Prime
Minister reacted by attempts to strengthen ‘Dawiglture’, assuming
that the mobilization of national identity would pawer the Danish
people and make them more tolerant towards ethimonty groups
in Danish society (Winther-Jensen 2001, 179-183pnFthe mid-
1990s, DPP put the major political parties underspure with their
explicit assertion of nationalism and restrictivititades towards
immigration and cultural diversity in Danish sogiein response,
Prime Minister Nyrup Rasmussen in 1997 declared Denmark
never would become a multicultural society (Largéfl).

Against this background, curriculum policy duridget1990s put
increasingly emphasis on the early acquisition ahiBh language
(Appendix M provides an overview of the efforts Dhnish state
authorities to strengthen monolingualism). The ®thict of 1993
introduced supplementary “specially arranged tnitio Danish” “in
requisite extent” (“i forngdent omfang”) in class91lfor “pupils
speaking a foreign language” in the mainstream seksof the
Folkeskole (UVM 1993, section 5, subsection 7).

Before 1993, only those “pupils speaking a fordmuage” in
the “reception classes” (“modtagelsesklasser”) fawly arrived
immigrant pupils were considered in the curriculurhe UVM laid
down in 1984 that the pupils with “inadequate kredge of Danish
language” (“utilstraekkeligt kendskab til dansk”) fadlow the tuition
in mainstream classes could be referred to suctefxteon classes”
(UVM 1984).

After 1993, provisions in 1996 and 1998 signalleat the efforts
in Danish education policy to encourage Danish Uagg learning
were increasingly focused on the early acquisitionugh pre-school
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language stimulation “with a view to that the chéid acquire
Danish.” These provisions were added to the sectioncerning
special needs education in the Danish School AetMUL996, section
4a; section 5, subsection 7; UVM 1998, section 4a).

On the other hand, the tuition in “Danish as a sddanguage”
(which replaced the term “specially arranged tuitio Danish” in
1996) for ethnic minority pupils in the mainstreariasses of the
Folkeskole have remained contested since it wabksted in 1993.
While many education professionals engaged in dfiten of ethnic
minority pupils saw “Danish as a second languageama opportunity
to recognize the multicultural identities of ethminority pupils, state
authorities and policy-makers have perceived “Daras a second
language” as a means to further assimilation. hoskpractices, the
actual status of Danish as a second language lemssoerounded by
widespread confusion and haphazard implementatioa @ the
opaque relation between the group classified amgoial pupils
(associated with “language at home”) in the Schatland the needs-
based entitlement for Danish as a second langudgfné¢d by “in
requisite extent”YDanmarks Evalueringsinstitut 2007; Kristjansdottir
& Timm 2007, 107-122; Saarup et al. 2004).

Against this background, the aims of the currerietal-CPP
government have corresponded with the historic epegice for
monocultural identity politics in the Danish cortexlowever, the
government has strengthened the cultural majaxitégsin, not least
due to the government's general dependency on tR@ Bs its
supporting party. At the same time, it should bessted that there has
been a broad consensus for monoculturalism, ag thas been for
neoliberalism, among the four largest parties imiBtaparliament, the
Liberal Party, CPP, DPP arffiocialdemokraterneOnly Act 412 in
2002 concerning mother tongue tuition was more exiatl since the
Social Demaocrats did not support it (see append)x b the
following, Act 412 (UVM 2002a) and 477 (UVM 2004)ilivbe
discussed to justify this argument with a focughmn‘re-privatization’
of mother tongue tuition and the blaming of thoseepts not living
up to the demands for assimilation.

Act 412 (UVM 2002a) laid down that the governmeritherew
the obligation of local councils to provide mothengue tuition to
bilingual pupils. The provisions involved an elemehEurocentrism,
mainly on the grounds of the European Council Divec77/486/EEC
mentioned earlier. Thus, children with origins inetEU or the
European Economic Area (EEA) and those affiliatéth whe Danish
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national community, that is, the Faroe Islands @neenland, retained
their rights to mother tongue tuition. The Bill pted out that the
emphasis was now solely put on Danish languageiter with
advanced efforts from three instead of four yedrage in order to
raise standards in the Folkeskole, in terms ofestibknowledge as
well as social competences. In addition, the proms were meant to
lead to a more goal-oriented cooperation with parand strengthen
their active role in supporting their children’sn¢miage acquisition.
Finally, the bill suggested that the provisions ldoset local councils
freer to follow their priorities in their integrati efforts. However, at
the same time the block grant to local councils wehiced, on the
basis of estimations of savings and costs conagfie abolishment
of mother tongue tuition and the strengthened duti® provide
language stimulation (Jensen 2009, 173-177).

In this way, the Liberal-Conservative government pressure
on local councils to align to the monocultural itignpolitics. The
“tax stop” which was introduced by the government 2001
contributed to this pressure since it involved thaes, rates and dues
on state, regional and local level were not allowedincrease
(Regeringen 2001).

During the readings of Act 412, the supporting iparadvocated
the aims of monoculturalism. Minister of Educatidha Tgrnaes and
Gitte Lillelund Bech, both of the Liberal Party, i@&a Christensen,
CPP, and Louise Frevert of the DPP with variousleasjs explained
that it should be clarified towards ethnic minoniiypils and parents
that they were demanded to take more responsibftity their
performance in education and the labour markets Wauld help to
keep the wheels spinning in Danish society and taminnational
competitiveness. The main idea was that commuitati education
and the labor market best takes place on the tefrifse Danes and
their cultural norms, and the earlier this couldd&aized the better. In
that respect, mother tongue tuition was deemedtegunoductive and
therefore it was time to ‘find new ways’ and foarsDanish language
learning (Folketinget 2002a, 1, 6, 23, 55, 56, 10b/; Folketinget
2002b, 30).

At the same time, Tgrnaes, Bech and Christensenedseat the
provisions did not represent a showdown with nialgilalism as such
and that families were allowed to maintain theitwal identity in the
domestic sphere without government interventiorikgiinget 2002a,
23, 56, 105, 117).
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Actually, Bech insisted that the provisions did resttail the
abolishment of mother tongue tuition since localramls could find
the necessary resources and even expand motheettuitjon if they
only tried hard enough, despite the tax stop amdréduced block
grants (Folketinget 2002a, 35).

Still, the effects of Act 412 were immediately feis local
councils began to abolish mother tongue tuitionpigpils with origins
in non-EU/EEA countries (Kristjansdottir & Timm 200143-146). In
2008, about 7,500 pupils with EU/EEA origins wetidl granted the
right to mother tongue tuition nationwide while thvisions for the
remaining 62,000 bilingual children from non-EU/EE8untries were
to the discretion of the local councils. A surveyering 79 of the 98
Danish municipalities reported that 4,631 of 58,08dh-EU/EEA
bilingual pupils in 2008 were offered mother tonguiion organized
and paid by the public sector. For those child®@iessons a week
remained the norm. However, nearly half of the llacauncils did not
offer mother tongue tuition at all and the majoritlythe remaining
councils did not offer mother tongue tuition forildren from non-
EU/EEA countries while EU/EEA children were offerfde tuition.
Thus, only five local councils with a small numizérbilingual pupils
offered mother tongue tuition for all bilingual pigpthroughout class
1-9. The vast majority (about 4,254 pupils) of #hdslingual pupils
stil being offered mother tongue tuition lived ifiourteen
municipalities (mainly Copenhagen and Aarhus, the tlargest
municipalities in Denmark) where tuition was merelpvided until
class 3 or 5. Alternatively, seven local councifei@d mother tongue
tuition to all bilingual pupils on unequal termsi@@ children from
non-EU/EEA countries should pay annual fees varyiog 40-700
Euros. Against this background, Act 412 has applgreontributed to
the establishment of new private sector alternatpr@viding mother
tongue tuition. In 2008, such private initiativegséed in at least 27
municipalities. However, the quality and quantifytioose initiatives
still remain an uninvestigated research area in Dh@ish context
(Timm 2008a, 4-12, 36; Timm 2008b, 3-7).

In this way, Danish state authorities have largaigceeded in
‘re-privatizing’ mother tongue tuition. The remaigi part of this
section will argue that corresponding with the emagement to
dismantle tuition in minority languages paid by fhablic sector, the
monocultural identity politics have become exprdsseith a
strengthened emphasis on early Danish language is#t@mu
Accordingly, cultural differences are construed dsficits and
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bilingual parents and pupils are encouraged to takéheir personal
responsibilities and assimilate. On the other hapdrents not
preparing their children sufficiently for the momdtaral school
system are blamed. Thus, the problems of ‘integmatstemming
from the disparity between the institutional franoekv and the
cultural diversity represented by its users arenarily attributed to
the deprivation of those deemed deviant, as alstqmbout by Horst
& Gitz-Johansen (2010, 147) and Kristjansdaottir & (2007, 52-
53).

Blaming was especially evident with Act 477 of 20@4hich
made language stimulation mandatory for bilinguhildten from
three years of age if they were assessed to nedd ihis way, it
constituted another step in a development whichdmhg pointed in
one direction since the mid-1990s (See appendixTHg provisions
meant that parents lost their previous rights jectehe assessment of
‘need’ and the ‘offer’ of Danish language stimubati The provisions
hence effectively made a number of bilingual pupsisbject to
compulsory school attendance from three years @{dyM 2004).

The emphasis on individual responsibility and tlesogiated
blaming were hence followed up by paternalism talsahose ethnic
minority parents who did not take on their respbitises to have
their children prepared for the monocultural edwratsystem from
the age of three years. Altogether, the provisahmsvcased the token
character of the numerous claims put forward duthey reading of
Act 412 that parents would be free to develop tbkildren’s cultural
identity according to their preferences in the dstisesphere without
government intervention.

In Folketinget, Bech of the Liberal Party pointedt dhat the
purpose of the provisions served to ensure thaigoibl pupils would
“not be behind on points” compared with majorityildien at school
start and ultimately to prepare the children foe tabour market
(Folketinget 2004, 1; see appendix T, number 2pf@inal quotation
in Danish):

Education and good knowledge of Danish are cruciala
successful integration. At the same time the pdagilfor
education depend on whether you speak Danish. Wtitho
Danish no education and no integration. (...) By aduag
compulsory education to the age of three yeardilorgual
children who according to an expert evaluationestmated
to be in need of language stimulation, we wantrisuee that
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all bilingual children can start school without damage
problems, which is a prerequisite of benefitingrirechooling
and subsequently to have wider access to educatiche
labour market.

In this way, the monocultural logic of the Danisthgol system and
labour market implied new demands to Danish languammpetences
filtering down to three years of age. Bech added the measure of
paternalism involved in imposing particular reqments to bilingual
children for compulsory education from three ye#rage represented
an individual approach, that is, where individuaisuld receive the
offers which exactly matched them (Folketinget 2004). Thereby,
Bech recapitulated the effects of the neoliberadl amonocultural
amalgam on individual freedom in Danish compulseducation;
those not able to perform within the monoculturaniework are
blamed for their irresponsibility and made subjectnew demands
which will constrain their freedom.

During the reading, the dominant theme in the btanaf ethnic
minority parents concerned the upbringing of clefdand supporting
them in ways which would be in their interest, tisatsupporting their
linguistic assimilation and preparing them for theonocultural
Danish education system. In this way, the speebiiegbe MPs from
the Liberal Party, CPP, DPP and the Social Demsalhtexpressed
that the children in question ultimately were ‘athildren’, in the
sense of feeding the monocultural Danish knowleztgmomy, rather
than the children of their parents. In this waygpdal preferences and
self-determination became subordinated the natiomakrests of a
single common language and Danish cultural valdedkétinget
2004, 10, 39, 58, 69).

Frevert of the DPP most explicitly spelled out implications of
the monocultural logic when she declared that therg no opposition
between language stimulation being both a “goocerbffand a
“mandatory part of tuition”. Hence, Frevert disngidsit as a
“delusion” that the provisions should represent tiee of force
towards “our children” (Folketinget 2004, 61, 63).

Accordingly, the self-evident need for assimilatipustified a
measure of paternalism where Danish authoritiesder to safeguard
‘our children’ made clear towards those deemedspoesible what
‘integration’ actually implied. In that respect, @edeclared that the
government found it “wrong” when parents rejectéw toffer of
language stimulation and thereby “isolated” théitidren. Therefore,
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sanctions were justified if parents rejected thseessment of their
child and language stimulation. First, the gen@ralcedures of the
Folkeskoleapplied where the local council would try to explaiy all

means and persuade parents that language stinmiediold be in the
interest of their child (Folketinget 2004, 4, 1Fventually, other
sanctions could apply, for example withdrawal ofifare benefits.
Indeed, Minister of Education Tgrnees suggestedthiatejection of
language stimulation could ultimately lead to tloeial authorities’
forcible removal of the child. However, this sudgms was

subsequently opposed by the Ministry of Social #éfa
(Uddannelsesudvalget 2004).

This section has focused on the curriculum proasiconcerning
ethnic minority pupils in the Danish Folkeskole.was argued that
‘language’ has remained a main category of cordanin identity
politics of state authorities towards ethnic mitbwpupils during the
2000s. In that respect, it was shown that monohhglentity politics
have been strengthened and advanced along withintdreasing
marketization of Danish compulsory education diseds in the
previous sections. Furthermore, the group of etlhmigority parents
found not to align sufficiently to the monoculturphradigm was
identified as a particular target group for blaminfgainst this
background, the next section will shift the focostlhhe mainstream
Folkeskole curriculum and show that its developmdating the
2000s has followed a similar pattern.

The monocultural curriculum

This section will argue that besides the strengdtiten of

monolingualism neoliberalism has been accompanigdabmore
general emphasis on ‘centric’ knowledge systemghémainstream
curriculum of the Folkeskole.

In that respect, the Janus-face of nationalismbessn reflected
in the Danish school curriculum since monocultuational identities
have been mobilized in order to strengthen conipetiess in the
global market place. Symptomatically, the curricalahanges of Act
300 and 572 and the revision of the preamble inOrish School
Act were included in the Danish government’s magolicy program
of “Strategi for Danmark i den globale gkonomi” {t&egy for
Denmark in the Global Economy”; Regeringen 2006,1&® In this
way, the equality of opportunity for individuals perform ‘freely’ in
the marketplace has been increasingly demarcatechdnocultural
standards based on traditional views of Danishdagg and culture.
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In the following, the monocultural ideas underpimithe
curriculum changes related to the subjects Dankdistory and
Christian Studies will be discussed. First, it dddae pointed out that
the powers given to the Minister of Education wiitle acts 300 and
572 in relation to time allocation have been esgicused to raise the
number of lessons in Danish and History and thusdgsert their
relative status in the curriculum. It should be tiw@red that the local
councils have received state grants to implemanstrengthening of
Danish and History (Jensen 2009, 183-184, 269; &®®ndix N
which provides an overview of the development i@ talative status
of the humanities and natural sciences in the B&iide curriculum
during the period 1993-2006). This observation dramw Bernstein’'s
(1975) argument that the relative status of culuitu contents is
defined by the number of time units given overtt(Bernstein 1975,
79-81).

In addition, the emphasis on ‘centric’ knowledgesteyns in
Danish and History has been strengthened with ntv@duction of
national canons as statutory curriculum contents. rAentioned
earlier, these canons circumscribe the long-stanidical autonomy in
laying down the school syllabus.

The national canons emanate from the project “Dekisia
Cultural Canon” which entailed that the Danish Miny of Culture in
2005 appointed eight expert groups to determine dbetent of
altogether nine canons concerning for examplealitee, history,
music, films, architecture and children’s cultut€ulfurministeriet
2011). From 2005, the 15 canonized Danish authodsveorks were
included in the statutory final objectives of Ddmisind in 2009 the
term “canon of Danish literature” was introduced tire statutory
curriculum provisions. The same year, the “Histagnon of the
Folkeskole” was included as prescriptive contenttlie History
curriculum as one of four central knowledge andiskireas (UVM
2005c, 2009).

Symptomatically, the Conservative Minister of CudtuBrian
Mikkelsen employed the Janus-face of nationalisthignpresentation
of the canon in 2006 when he declared that the rcasfoculture
reflected the grand history of a “vibrant cultugveloping through
millennia and that the main purpose of the canors W& raise
awareness about the values of Danish culturaladgeriand its role in a
globalized future (Mikkelsen 2006a, 2006b).

The Danish government and its supporting parthefQPP have
also employed Christian Studies in the mobilizatioh national
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identity and the preparation of Danish society tfeg global market
place. While the time allocation for Christian Saslhas been stable
during the 2000s (see appendix N), its inclusion tie final
examinations of compulsory education was celebrdigdCarina
Christensen, CPP, as an expression of the rais¢assbf Christian
Studies, and along with History, “the importancettuése particular
subjects in a globalized world” (Folketinget 20082). At the same
occasion, Martin Henriksen of the DPP asserted“thatnext natural
step” would be to make tuition in Christian Studasnpulsory for
everybody (Folketinget 2006a, 17).

This ambition has hitherto not been realized. Havect 360
in 2004 sought to reduce the number of bilingugbilsuexempted
from Christian Studies through strengthened mainigpiof absence
and exemptions from the subject and the clarificatdf school
accountability. Thus, the Act clarified that schoalere responsible
for informing skeptical parents about the “non-deiwational and
informative” (In Danish: “ikke-forkyndende og
kundskabsmeddelende”) character of Christian S$uainel its purpose
of serving as an orientation about Danish cultdemgen 2009, 198).

Such claims for secularism appear somewhat tokémeitight of
the mandate given to an officially appointed conteeitin the follow-
up to the ‘globalization strategy’ (Regeringen 200Bhe committee
was meant to propose recommendations for "a mongogeful
effort” of the “culture-supporting subject” Chriati Studies in the
light of its raised status as an exam subject. Timaindate involved
the task to clarify that the Bible should remaimfy in the centre of
the subject and that the denotation of the subjest hence not to be
disputed. Accordingly, other religions to be trelhie the subject
remain “foreign” (UVM 2006c¢, 19-20).

Even more remarkably, the Liberal Minister of Ediaa Bertel
Haarder in 2006 asserted the trinity of Christigrihe Folkeskole and
Danish democracy in an official UVM publication atbaitizenship
education. Here, Haarder maintained the partiaulamocultural view
that the denotation of Christian Studies and ientdc’ knowledge
system reflect that religion is compatible with ademacy. Effectively,
he thus argued for a non-secular public schookaysis cornerstone
in the liberal Danish democracy (UVM 2006e, 25-26).

The ideas maintained by Haarder were also disdermibAct
572's revision of section 1 in the Danish Schoot,Abe so-called
preamble of the Folkeskole (In Danish: “Folkeskslen
formalsparagraf’). As Minister of Education for meothan fifteen
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years (1982-1993, 2005-2010) Haarder has indeed beerucial

figure in recent Danish education policy. As sueh llas been an
influential proponent of neoliberalism and monogtdtism. In terms
of the latter, Haarder has continuously drawn omGrandtvigian

nationalromanticism, arguing that cultures can dghlywe when they
are framed by nation-states (Haarder 1997, 153)addition, he
already in 1990 called for the mobilization of Deiminational identity
through “cultural rearmament”. According to Haardesultural

rearmament entails that schools must bring thelptpome’ to their

national community in order to strengthen the caltiand spiritual
community of the Danish people after the ‘uncidliz school’

established by the centre-left educational estaiet had
effectively displaced pupils from their culturalmemunity due to its
emphasis on cooperation, instant democracy anda trjkdaarder
1990b, 102-110).

On the other hand, Haarder has advocated the pedllib
principle of free consumer choice as the geneit tim foster growth
and societal development, suggesting that the ggbaper and the
bank note together constitute the most appropmeeans to influence
the economical and political market (Haarder 199D40; Haarder
1990b, 59-65). In many ways, this mixture of moritgal and
neoliberal ideas put forward by Haarder epitomizee guiding
principles of Danish school policy since the 1983sen though
Haarder has not been in charge throughout thecerio

Haarder was deeply engaged in the formulation ¢f boe 1993
(UVM 1990b, 730-731) and the 2006 preamble of tbikéskole. The
2006 revision remains the clearest expression ofiamalturalism
becoming emphasized in the mainstream Folkeskoleicalum.
Indeed, the revision showcased the monoculturalvall as the
neoliberal ideas underpinning Danish compulsorycatian of the
2000s. In the following, this revision will be disgsed (see appendix
O and P where the preambles of the 1975, 1993 @@ 3chool Acts
are presented in English and Danish, respectively).

In the 2006 preamble, the strengthening of nediisan was
reflected in the imperatives of the three subsastmf what the school
“in cooperation with the parents must give”,”"must/dlop” and “must
prepare”. Thus, in the first subsection concermimg acquisition of
knowledge and skills, the development has gone fiportunity to
acquire” in 1975 and “further acquisition” in 1998 the less
ambiguous contractual transmission of what school2006 “must
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give” in cooperation with parents, regardless imdimal differences
and location within the nation-state.

In that respect, the bill pointed out that the s@n was meant to
clarify that the main purpose of compulsory edwrativas to “give”
pupils knowledge and skills and prepare them fothir education
and labour market participation (Jensen 2009, 266)this way,
school practices became embedded in systems ofiatadility where
the preset and allegedly more unambiguous “CommatioNal
Objectives” and the “National Tests” provide thesibafor the
expected transmission of knowledge and skills ihosts that will
feed the Danish knowledge economy, as also propasedHjort
(2006b, 234-236).

The strengthened emphasis on monoculturalism became
expressed in the first subsection of the 2006 pbémmvhich entailed
the emphasis that the knowledge and skills pupilseeted to be
“given” in schools must be defined by the discriation between
making pupils “familiar with Danish culture and tue/” and give
them “understanding for other countries and cuffu@ensen 2009,
266).

In this respect, the 2006 preamble built on the31pBamble
which introduced the term ‘culture’ in the thirdbsction, with the
phrase “The school must make the pupils familiahvidanish culture
and contribute to their understanding for othetwek” (In Danish:
“Folkeskolen skal gagre eleverne fortrolige med @atksltur og
bidrage til deres forstaelse for andre kulturer foy menneskets
samspil med naturen”). In retrospect, Haarder ofesein 2002 (at
this point he was Minister of Refugees, Immigraatsl Integration)
that the discrimination in the 1993 preamble waamhé¢o clarify that
the curriculum should be centred round Danish caltliterature and
the Bible. He added that this sort of discriminatiwas natural since
“the Danes” were to be in charge in Denmark. At shene time, he
dismissed any notion of cultural equality and relig equality as
nonsense (Larsen 2011). This argument was in aacoedwith his
call in 1990 for cultural rearmament.

While the preamble thus has reflected monocultasgirations
since 1993, the ideas became explicitly linked Wit curriculum in
the 2006 preamble due to the removal of the phas®erning
“culture” from the third to the first subsectioncéording to the bill,
this removal implied a change from being associagth the
“school’s task in developing the pupils’ understagdand feeling of
responsibility for other people as an active pgrdiot in a democratic
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society” to the “school’s task in relation to thepgds’ acquisition of
knowledge and skills” (Jensen 2009, 271-272).

Against this background, the 2006 preamble is amrtov
expression of the school curriculum becoming defiri®y strong
boundaries between ‘Danish’ and ‘other’ culturertk@rmore, the
addition of the terms “history” and “countries” tthe existing
collocations *“Danish culture” and *“other culturesdsserts a
congruence between nation and culture since “ilturecomes
associated with a territorial particularity assestawith “countries”
and their “history” (See appendix O and P). Thisresponds with
Haarder’'s (1997) view of nations being the natwaad exclusive
platform for cultural development.

The 2006 preamble of the Folkeskole thus refldutsdoupling
between neoliberalism and monocultural identityitipal in Danish
school policy. Accordingly, it also epitomizes ttrenchancy of the
Janus-face of nationalism since the Folkeskolenipleyed in the
projection of a retrospective Danish national idgran to the future.
In that respect, the systems of accountabilityraeant to ensure the
contractual transmission of knowledge which will ede the
competitiveness of the Danish unit in the global gephatically
inter-national knowledge economy as well as tormalgl actors,
including teachers, local authorities, parents gngils to the
monocultural framework.

During the readings of Act 572 in Folketinget, thédeas were
put forward by for example Haarder and Martin Hesen of DPP
who both explicitly asserted the need for a revipesamble which
clarified that the transmission of monocultural Whedge and skills
should be at the centre of school activities ared dboperation with
parents (Folketinget 2006c, 32, 78). In particuldfenriksen
recapitulated the features of the two-headed Jngsef nationalism
and actually seemed to have been inspired by Hasrdetion of
cultural rearmament introduced 26 years earlielk@mget 2006d,
57; see appendix T, number 3, for quotation in Blai

School policy-making of earlier times has left maygung
people in an empty hole without skills and withkobwledge
of themselves, their own culture and history. Tisisow to be
rectified. It has been a wish of the Danish PegpRarty in a
long time, and now, we take the step. We give tigdskole
hope, and | will venture to assert that we lookviand.
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In this way, the 2006 revision of the preamblelw Danish School
Act encapsulates the analysis of the Danish Fotkeskurriculum.
The previous sections have shown that there has ledroad
consensus among national policy-makers for nedlbeurriculum
regulation and monoculturalism. Within the monootdt paradigm,
‘language’ has remained at the centre of identitijtips and bilingual
parents have been subject to blaming and patemalise to their
‘cultural deficits’ and alleged irresponsibility itiving up to the
demands for swift assimilation to the monocultudahnish education
system.

Against this background, it is symptomatic thatttimg turbo on
integration’ and ‘turbo-Danish’ by the end of thecdde have become
generic catchphrases in Danish policy-making (Bulig2010;
Folketinget 2010, 2, 77; Jonshgj 2009; Olsen et 2008;
Skolestyrelsen 2010) while the (mono-)cultural armeat has come to
encompass a ‘canon of democracy’ (Udvalget til bemlelse af en
demokratikanon og Undervisningsministeriet 2008).

A final point should be made about the implicati@ighe shift
to a bi-dimensional pattern of educational contwithin a
monocultural framework. While ‘interest-convergenas argued to
be the main characteristic of the political debatncerning ‘the
educational establishment’ and the diminishing rofe the local
councils and teachers in curriculum policies, tfieots of the reforms
in Denmark remind of those in England around 190lation to the
role of local advisers particularly engaged in ehminority pupils
and issues related to cultural diversity.

Among the members of FOKUTO (“Folkeskolens konstden
for tosprogede bgrn og unge”, the national "Asdamiaof Municipal
Consultants for Bilingual Children and Youth”) whepresents the
educational advisers employed in Danish local cisinwith a
particular focus on the education of bilingual peigihe future is
currently seen as opaque and causes concern (Becsammunication
per email with FOKUTO chairwoman Lene Vagtholm, Magth
2010). During the last few vyears, the restructuringd the
monocultural agenda set by the UVM and the MinisifyRefugees,
Immigrants and Integration have at once circumscritheir freedom
of operation due to massive cuts in the local btglgad altered their
role towards the administration of evaluation dadand up with the
"Common National Objectives”, along with a strerggied focus on
cooperation between parents and schools and therda of bilingual
pupils between schools (Vagtholm 2010).
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In various local councils, these changes have tegbuh firings
of the local advisers, with the abolishment in 20dfOthe entire
“Office for Integration and Diversity” ("Kontoretof Integration og
Mangfoldighed”) in Copenhagen and the dismissal itsf six
educational advisers as the most obvious exampiginger &
Pedersen 2010). While the analysis about accesschools in
Denmark will return to the particular issue of disgal, the arguments
of the analysis above indicate that the changesreeqred among the
local education advisers are connected with pressur align to the
monocultural framework. In that respect, the newhb systems of
accountability and the monocultural identity pabtiwork in unison.
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CHAPTER 3. ACCESS TO SCHOOLS

This chapter focuses on the regulation of accesshools in English
and Danish compulsory education. It will be argtleat an amalgam
of neoliberalism and monocultural identity politibas underpinned
this regulation in both contexts.

However, like in the case of the curriculum, thirmadgam has
become expressed in different ways in relatiorctmel access due to
the history of the two education systems, includthg previous
policies concerning ethnic minority pupils.

Thus, English and Danish state authorities havesntakwo
various routes, indeed representing the alterratigatlined by
Friedman: laissez-faire and enforced integratigough intervention.
In England, state authorities relied on a laiss@zf market form
without any intervention. This approach provedrigolve a bias of
cultural majoritarianism. In Denmark, the graduaileashing of
market forces has been more cautiously conductddiramolved the
persistent encouragement of local councils to eefamtegration, that
is, assimilation, through the dispersal of ethninarity pupils. These
arguments will be justified in the following secat®by the analysis of
policy documents supplemented with the discussibnresearch
findings.

England: Laissez-faire

The period from the Education Reform Act 1988 (ER&X)d the
following five years involved the establishment af national
programme of parental choice of schools. Howevershiould be
stressed that the notion of ‘parental prefereneess introduced in
national legislation eight years earlier with théuEation Act 1980.
Furthermore, about a quarter of Local EducationhArities (LEAS)
already by the late 1970s operated with parentaiceh Yet, the
provisions of the ERA entailed that all state-maim¢éd schools
became choice schools and not least paved theawdlye publication
of league tables with raw-score outcome figures swhool
performance. This ‘market information’ was publidhrom 1992,
based on key stage 2, 3 and 4 test results. Inwthis the ERA
managed to shape parental behaviour into a consdinggtion since
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the number of families selecting schools other tithe local
catchment school increased substantially duringl®®0s as did the
number of parents using their rights to appealregjahe decisions of
schools assigned to their children (Gorard et@032 3-6).

The Conservative government encouraged this cotigretior
customers and attractive school places with varimgasures, for
example thd?arents Chartewhich was distributed to all parents from
1991. This charter informed about school choice the state-
maintained sector and free school places in inddgranschools. In
addition, the Office for Standards in Education q@fl) was
established in 1992 as a ‘modernized’ version of WNm@jesty’s
Inspectors. Ofsted quickly came to provide incesdifor competition
with their agenda setting and school inspectiorontspwhich were
made available to the public. Finally, the 1993 &ation Act
introduced the notion of ‘failing schools’ wherewloperforming
schools would be subject to ‘special measures’ easpns and
ultimately closure (Tomlinsson 2005, 54-80).

In many ways, the ERA established the foundation th@se
measures and thus shaped the access to schoois thith English
market form in compulsory education. The provisiohthe ERA (see
appendix Q) will be discussed in the following s&as$, highlighting
the rationales for choice, school diversity aneéstbn before turning
to the argument concerning the bias of culturalomigrianism in the
English laissez-faire market form.

School choice, diversity and selection

This section argues that the Conservative goverhragiwocated
neoliberal ideas in the regulation of access toasish It will be shown
that choice and school diversity were perceivetidanstrumental in
dismantling the ‘producer capture’ by LEAs and sibhp empower
parents, raise standards and promote equality @ortymity. In

addition, the section will argue that a strengthgrof selection were
part of the Conservative reform agenda. In this,wag Conservative
Party attempted to roll back the shift towards setective
comprehensive schools encouraged by Labour frori966s.

When the Conservative government came to power9ir91
access to schools had become increasingly nontiseletue to the
use of catchment areas in the allocation of pupiisrelation to
secondary schools, catchment areas had to a latget eeplaced the
previous use of 11+ examination results in thecalion of pupils.
Thus, 51 per cent of LEAs in 1977 relied on catchihageas while a

79



mere three per cent used 11+ examination resuliseirallocation of
pupils. Besides catchment areas and examinatiantseshe use of
‘feeder’ or matched primary schools (19 per centj parental choice
(27 per cent) had remained fairly constant throwughthhe 1970s
(Gorard et al. 2003, 4-6).

The increasing use of catchment areas was linkéd tive shift
towards non-selective comprehensive schools cagtefim pupils
across the ability range. In 1981, 83 per centemfosdary school
students went to comprehensive schools, a draimatiease from the
late 1960s where such schools catered for 8.5 @etr af students.
This ‘comprehensivization’ had been encouragedhkeyltabour Party
from the mid-1960s. At this point, Labour promptédEAs to
reorganize the more selective tripartite schookesyscomposed of
grammar schools, technical schools and modern $halwng
comprehensive lines. On the other hand, the CoaBegv Party
persistently sought to impede the ‘comprehensiangtfor example
when Margaret Thatcher was Education Secretatligrbeginning of
the 1970s (Ball 2008, 68-70).

However, a degree of school diversity and selectbmpupils
continued to prevail by 1980 due to the reminisesnaf the tripartite
system and the existence of voluntary-aided schddie latter were
largely affiliated with the Church of England oretRRoman Catholic
Church. Such ‘church schools’ were subsidized anggr from the
state and the church organizations and often mmaédaselective
admissions policies. In addition, the private inglegent schools
catered for eight per cent of secondary studetmsllf, Circular 83:
Choice of schooldssued in 1946 actually remained the legislative
basis for the regulation of access to secondaryadstuntil 1980. This
circular reflected the tripartite system entrenchgdthe Education
Act 1944 and gave the heads of secondary schamlgaiver to refuse
admission on the basis of 11+ examination resuldsiaterviews with
parents (Gorard et al. 2003, 4-6).

In relation to ethnic minority pupils and their ass to schools,
the tripartite system effectively sustained a biaé cultural
majoritarianism. This bias was strengthened bytthditional class
division of English society and hence the interiseetity of working
class and non-White background. It should be sce¢bat various
groups of ethnic minority pupils have coped diffehg within the
system. Especially Black Caribbean children havatinaously been
in the bottom of the ’'race’ hierarchy while thogenh India, East
Africa and East Asia have performed better, in maages actually
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outperforming White pupils (Ball 2008, 72; Tomlim@008, 176-
177).

Furthermore, state authorities from the late 19@@smmended
LEAs to disperse non-English speaking children. Bdably, this
encouragement corresponded with the moves towantprehensive
schools. The desirable quota of non-English spgghinpils was set at
a maximum of 30 percent in order to facilitate tteeisimilation and to
protect the character of ‘normal’ schools. Howewdigpersal never
became a widespread practice before it was evéyntuded illegal in
1975. Thus, the two LEAs with the largest numbeetbinic minority
pupils, the ILEA and Birmingham, never adopted pinactice. Still,
eleven LEAs dispersed ethnic minority children by97Q.
Characteristically, some of them dispersed alliethrinority children
even though less than a third of them actuallyivecesupplementary
English language teaching (Tomlinson 1987, 16-i8nlihson 2008,
26-31).

Against this background, the Conservative goverrimngth the
Education Act 1980 and the ERA increased schooicehaliversity
and selection to counter what they considered pipar@nt ‘failure’ of
the comprehensive era. Like in the case of théaunm, the key role
of LEAs in the administration of funding and adnmuss should
therefore be undermined. In that respect, the @iigderosion of LEAS
and the creation of schools outside LEA control wesant to foster
competition between schools controlled by LEAs anti-governing
schools. Funding advantages for the self-goversicigools, giving
schools more control over their admissions policied the extension
of parental preferences were all means to tha(Eayglor et al. 2005).

Actually, Education Secretary Keith Joseph (198)-86
considered the feasibility of a national vouchenesoe in line with
Friedman’s proposals and initiated a minor pildtesoe in Kent (a
feasible location since Kent was one of the few EBAhich had
refused to reorganize along comprehensive linesyveer, Joseph
came to the conclusion by the mid-1980s that it ldiolbe too
expensive and unworkable in practice to roll backe t
comprehensivization with vouchers (Ball 1990, 63-6hitty 1989,
180-185).

Instead, the ERA facilitated school choice betwessif-
governing schools within the state-maintained geato order to
circumscribe the previous key role of LEAs. In thatpect, the
provisions concerning the “Local Management of St$io
constituted an important basis for the unleashingarket forces. In
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accordance with the bi-dimensional pattern of etiowsal control,
Local Management of Schools entailed the delegaifdoudgets and
staff matters to school governors. Furthermore,eritiges for
competition between schools were created with fupdschemes
where school funding followed the number of studefRES 1988,
section 33-51).

More directly in relation to school access, the E€¥vanded the
provisions of the Education Act 1980. The 1980 éstablished that
LEAs should make arrangements for enabling thenparka child in
the area of the authority to “express a preferaagéo the school at
which he wishes education to be provided for hiddchThe LEAS
and the governors of voluntary-aided schools haddility to comply
with such parental preferences, subject to the ideration of
“efficient education or the efficient use of restes” or when the
particular admission arrangements to the schoo¢Wwased wholly or
partly on selection by reference to ability or amte, for example in
the case of voluntary aided schools (DES 1980ime6).

Eight years later, the ERA abolished the considaratbof
"efficient education or the efficient use of restes” and instead
strengthened the importance of the “standard numbfepupils in
schools. Thus, admission could not be rejectedl dwind standard
number had been reached, subject to the considleratiadmissions
arrangements and selection. Hence, voluntary agtdebols could
reject to comply with parental preferences in tlses they were
incompatible "for preserving the character of tohao!” (DES 1988,
section 26-30; see appendix Q).

Furthermore, the ERA paved the way for the Greenwic
Judgement in 1989 which implied that parents coekpress
preferences for schools in other LEAs and thuscéffely widened
competition. The judgement entailed that state-taaied schools
must not give priority to children for the sole sea that they live
within the local authority (Select Committee on Ealion and Skills
2004).

The ERA also encouraged school diversity with tlaetipular
school types of the City Technology Colleges (CT@sfl Grant-
Maintained schools. However, the enterprise-orgen@ICs have
never had much of an impact in terms of school rditxe since the
ambitions to attract sponsors from the private ®weegtere never
realized despite generous funding from the Consiges/government.
Thus, during the 1990s and 2000s, there nevereekistore than
fiteen CTCs nationwide and they now gradually seentdisappear
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(Ball 1990, 113-119; DCSF 2009a, table 2; DES 13&R®tion 105;
Gorard et al. 2003, 7-9; Taylor et al. 2005). Ualithe CTCs, the
Grant-Maintained schools would eventually provduaftial in the
organization of schools. The ERA gave state-maiethischools the
opportunity to opt out of LEA control after a pat&nballot. Instead,
they would become directly funded by the governmasitGrant-
Maintained schools. These schools were allowedtherepreserve or
apply for the change of their “character” and themmissions
arrangements (DES 1988, section 58, 62, 83, 104).

Finally, the ERA enhanced the provisions of theQLE8ucation
Act concerning the availability of market infornati enabling parents
to exercise informed choices. The 1980 Act laid ddhat the LEAS
should publish admissions arrangements and otli@mation about
schools (DES 1980: section 7-8). The ERA added s$khbols and
LEAs should publish information concerning “eduoatl
achievements of pupils at the school” (DES 1988tise 22). These
provisions provided the basis for the publicatioh pgrformance
league tables which was initiated a few years latet immediately
became media events (Wolf 2002).

The second reading of the Education Reform Bithim House of
Commons clearly reflected that the provisions comog parental
preferences and school diversity was underpinnedjiberal ideas,
as also laid down by Friedman. Choice and divensitye embraced
during by the reading by the Education Secretargric¢h Baker as
well as a number of Conservative MPs, for exampbenin Tebbit,
Michael Heseltine, Rhodes Boyson and Angela Rumifidlolise of
Commons 1987, 812, 820, 842, 855).

Thus, Baker (House of Commons 1987, 772) pointedtioat
Grant-Maintained schools, CTCs and Local Managernér8chools
had the purpose to “maximise parental choice” aad gchools more
freedom:

If we are to implement the principle of the 1944t Abat
children should be educated in accordance withwikbes of
their parents we must give consumers of educatioandral
part in decision making. That means freeing schaold
colleges to deliver the standards that parentsesmgoloyers
want. It means encouraging the consumer to expedt a
demand that all educational bodies do the bespgaisible. In

a word, it means choice.
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Accordingly, Baker (House of Commons 1987, 771-7&@porated
that the LEAs should “face competition in the pmson of free
education, so standards will rise in all schoo®iaracteristically, the
Inner London Education Authority was yet again kdamfor the
introduction of “unnecessary barriers” to marketés since the LEA
allocated pupils evenly between popular and legsilao schools.

Importantly, the ERA signaled that the Conservatjggernment
encouraged school diversity and choice not mem@ldismantle the
role of LEAs but also to challenge the private jmeledent schools
(Fitz et al. 1989, 232-233).

Thus, DES Minister of State Rumbold (House of Comsno
1987, 859) asserted that she wanted school diyeasitl parental
choice “on the basis of sound information and withibe intervention
of authorities ... to be offered within our maimkd sector of
education.” The ERA hence marked a step away filwen'dreeping’
privatization represented by the Assisted Placdgei@e (Fitz et al.
1989, 231-233).

Assisted Places was introduced with the 1980 Educ#ct and
served “the purpose of enabling pupils who miglhteowise not be
able to do so to benefit from education at indepenhdchools”. The
Education Secretary would then reimburse the inodget schools
participating in the scheme for the charges invblveadmitting able
children from poor families in their secondary eatimn programmes
(DES 1980, section 17). With the scheme, the Coatiee
government in the following years encouraged gromtkthe private
sector through massive economic support. In 19889 pupils were
holding assisted places in 226 English independehbols. At this
point, some £70 million had been spent by the guwent on the
scheme. Ultimately, the Assisted Places Schemeabakshed when
New Labour took power in 1997 (Fitz et al. 19891 -233).

An important characteristic of the programme ofosttdiversity
undertaken by the Conservative government was dtlavols were
given some degree of autonomy in organising thaéiniasions. This
meant in practice that the regulation of accessduools became
determined by the principle set out by Stuart Sexi®77, 87) in the
Black Paperof 1977:

It will be seen that the interplay of 'choice ohsol’ by the
parent on the one hand, and 'choice of child’ by sbhool on
the other, with the elimination of bureaucratic edifon
between them, will result over a period of timeairilexible
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response by the schools to the needs of the chilanel the
preference of their parents. The parents will baihg with
their feet’ and schools will have to respond, oréhao pupils.

In many ways, this rich statement epitomizes th@agh diversity and
selection agenda of the Conservative governmenkt¢gS8ewould
indeed later become adviser to the Education Se@st Mark
Carlisle (1979-1981) and Keith Joseph) where coitipet and
selection were meant to apply for schools as welioa parents and
pupils. Characteristically, Sexton’'s statement iegplthe features of
the bi-dimensional pattern of educational contnotl @&nvisions the
neoliberal market democracy proposed by Friedmathoue-blind,
performance-based and individualized albeit farbiged. Against
this background and the fact that the ERA provedhape parental
behavior into a consumer direction, the title clmoger Sexton’s
article (‘Evolution by Choice’) appears perfecthypaopriate.

Accordingly, the ERA in principle widened the opfmities for
pupils to get access to a range of schools. Howelier ERA also
strengthened the element of selection. Hence,ffbgsundertaken in
the vast majority of LEAs to become fully compresieer and non-
selective were rolled back (Taylor et al. 2005597 -

In that respect, especially the Grant-Maintaineldosts had an
impact (they were re-labeled ‘foundation schools’Neew Labour in
1998). While Margaret Thatcher’s declared aim #gibschools would
opt out of LEA control was not fulfilled, over 1,000f the 3,500
secondary schools in England had become grant-aiaéut by 1997.
Thus, many of the voluntary church schools becaraatgnaintained
and nearly all grammar schools, at this point albowt per cent of all
secondary schools in England also opted out of ldBAtrol. These
schools mostly retained their selective admissfigies as a means
to ‘preserve their character’. Often, their adnassi policies would
include interviews with parents where the less rdes customers
were screened out. In addition, Grant-Maintaindwbets and CTCs,
along with the specialist schools introduced in teginning of the
1990s (which became ubiquituous during the New Labo
government), were allowed in 1992 to select betweamand twenty
per cent of their intakes on the basis of aptitodeability in their
chosen specialism (Ball 2008, 117-126; Gorard e2@0D3, 9; Taylor
et al. 2005, 47-59; Tomlinson 2005, 58-60).
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Laissez-faire with a bias of cultural majoritarianism

The market form in England furthered by the ERA wihsis

characterized by parental preferences, school gltyerand a
strengthening of selection. This section will ardgbat this particular
market form was based on laissez-faire since tiwergment did not
intervene in the developing ‘local economies of ipuprth’, that is,

apart from the meritocratic Assisted Places Schddmvever, this
laissez-faire market form turned out to have a bahscultural

majoritarianism which showcased the token charaxtére claims for
colour-blind equality of opportunities.

The reliance on laissez-faire was pronounced duhegsecond
reading of the bill by a range of Conservative MBswell as Baker.
MP Alan Amos (House of Commons 1987, 815) pointatitbat the
ERAs promotion of the market form was based orbtiief that:

... peace and prosperity can best be achievedghrawolicy
of equality of opportunity in an endeavour to buitd
meritocracy, a society in which everyone has achahce to
make of their lives what they will, regardless diavor what
they are.

Against this background, Tebbit and Rumbold insidieat parental
choice should be introduced without reservationscemfront the
widespread “arrogant paternalism” among LEAs arfibsts. While
some parents were bound to “choose badly or irresply” all
parents should as a rule be trusted to be perfeapigble of exercising
choice in a responsible manner (House of Commo83%,1®812, 854).

In this way, the Conservative MPs conjured up aweblind
market place reminiscent of that envisioned by &ex1977), devoid
of any implications related to attributes of cudtiuor class identity. In
this supposedly just and atomized environment maaef family
units, everybody was supposed to enjoy equalitypmbortunity to
perform freely according to ones potential to tleenmon good for
society. On the other hand, the emphasis on ing@lidesponsibility
and putting trust in parents implied that thoseepts not living up to
the demands for responsible consumer behaviour assgned the
responsibility for their failure. CharacteristicallAmos, Tebbit and
Rumbold thus did not address the potential effeCtie market form
on school segregation of ethnic minority pupils.

On the contrary, Baker addressed such effects.ethddis
Minister of State for Education, Lady Hooper, hadtldred earlier the
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same year that increased racial segregation mighihé price to pay
for choice policies (Tomlinson 2008, 82). HowevBgker merely
insisted that the existing segregation did notifyusteither the denial
of choice to parents nor intervention in the manidetce (House of
Commons 1987, 777):

No school, whether grant maintained, financialledated or
local education authority maintained, is allowed delect
children on the basis of colour. To do so wouldilkgal.
There are about one dozen schools in the UnitedydGm
where 100 per cent, of the children are drawn frethmic
minority communities, and there are a further 250ere
about 75 per cent, of children are drawn from ethni
minorities. That has arisen because of the settiepatterns
of immigrants coming to our country. Many school$hw/’5
per cent, ethnic minority children provide excelleducation
and many white parents are perfectly content tal dbmir
children there. | believe that they will continwedo so.

Thus, the market form characterized by choice,rdityeand selection
was meant to be based on laissez-faire. Howeves, @pproach
subsequently proved to entail a bias of culturglonitarianism in the
competition among parents and pupils for schookgda cf. the
international research evidence about school chaiestioned in
Chapter One. Against this background, this studyues that the
adoption of neoliberal principles in the regulatmfraccess to schools
has had implications which might be understood gzessions of
monocultural identity politics. In other words: theged reliance on
a ‘colour-blind’ market form should be understoodthin the
monocultural framework of the Conservative governime

The functioning of the monocultural identity patgiin relation
to school access can be understood as two movemgsther
constituting the amalgam of a strong state and ea feconomy
identified by Gamble (1994) as features of ThattheéNew Right’
ideology. This amalgam actually recapitulates Hgs/¢2005) and
Giddens’ (1998) argument concerning the neoliberahd
neoconservative ideology of the Conservative gawemt and its
particular expressions in the regulation of actesthools.

In chapter 2 it was argued that the state becamwaggr in
England as it was rolled forward in the establishmef a
monocultural curriculum (with the same being theecan Denmark).
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In this chapter, it has been argued that the Cuoasee government
rolled back the state and not least the LEAs ireotd foster a ‘free
economy’ in the form of a laissez-faire market drivby the interplay
between self-governing schools and parental preteie

When these two movements are seen together, therawtal of
government in the regulation of access to schoddbtnbe seen as an
expression for the deliberate employment of markethanisms to
further assimilation of ethnic minorities. As sutche Conservative
government’s school choice policies constitute mtran a mere
return to  pre-comprehensivization and the de-chpdg
assimilationist policies of the 1950s and 1960g¢h&a the particular
strong state/free economy market form implied thgnenent of all
actors for the common project of monoculturalism.

Accordingly, Gamble (1994, 35-43, 244-245) on aengeneral
level argues that the ‘free economy’ of the marfketn should serve
as a prop for a strong state and not the other nmagd. The state-
maintained market form would thus be instrumenmtapeeding up the
pace of change and making the whole of society roongpetitive and
enterprising within a monocultural framework. Inhet words, the
Conservative government perceived the market fosha aneans to
resurrect individual responsibility as well as astidictive British
national identity, as pointed out by Parekh (2@367).

Thus, with its entitlement to a broad National @uwium and the
rights to express parental preferences withinsséai-faire market, the
ERA merged universalism with a narrow conceptiothef individual
as a consumer, seemingly divorced from attributeslass, ‘race’,
religion and language (Hardy & Vieler-Porter 19904; Tomlinson
1997, 64).

Against this background, the detrimental effectshaf ERA on
ethnic minority pupils might be understood as asged with an
‘absent presence’ of ‘race’ (Apple 1999). In otheords, the
monocultural identity politics underpinning the iketr place remained
tacit and the detrimental effects did not accroenfparticular policies
associated with this group. Rather, the bias dfuicall majoritarianism
was the result of the very emphasis on universaiisththe absence of
reference to ethnic minority issues in the ERA aubsequent
legislation under the Conservative government.

Apple (1999: 10-12) claims that the absent preseictace’
makes it more powerful compared to a situation whece’ is openly
discussed. Its very implicitness means that it iamain more fully
implicated in the ‘common-sense’ goals and concefnthe market
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place. Thus, Apple argues that colour-blind pofidiend to reproduce
the status quo.

In the aftermath of the ERA, Apple’s argument wasftmed
by the bias of cultural majoritarianism in the axé0 schools, fed by
the continuing fears of white majority parents &vé their children
admitted in schools with large shares of minoritypits and the
resulting ‘undesirability’ of ethnic minority parenand pupils. Since
the 1960s ‘white flight’ from schools in variouschtions in England
had drawn considerable media attention. The Coateev
government’s reliance on laissez-faire and acceptaof potential
effects of school choice on ethnic minority segtiegamight hence be
understood as means to show responsiveness towaitds majority
parents eager to avoid schools with large sharesthofic minority
pupils (Tomlinson 2008, 90, 113). The ERA providedrents
legitimate means and a wider scope for such ‘rigcimformed’
school choice (Gewirtz et al. 1995, 184-185).

Obviously, this strategy belies the claims put famv by
neoliberal proponents such as Baker, Amos, TebhitRumbold that
the market form would support equality of opportynRather, the
freedom to choose held out the prospect for whitgemts of
protecting their traditional English family lifedm being swamped by
alien cultures, or in other words, a freedom toos®osegregation. The
Conservative government shared this intrepidityaials segregation
with influential pressure groups like the Parertfiliance for Choice
in Education who supported white flight in Dewshuryest
Yorkshire, as well as Asian parents in the samentevanting to
establish an Islamic secondary school for girls (AB1, 195-211).

In addition, the intersectionality of working classid ethnic
minority background continued to render ethnic miyo pupils
particularly undesirable to schools. Thus, ethniiearity parents were
in general less likely to get their children intoheols with higher
examination performance. Rather, they became dsptionately
admitted in underfunded schools. In that respéd, greferences of
middle-class ethnic minority parents mirrored tho$evhite parents
since they also tended to prefer selective scheitls predominantly
white pupils. Oversubscribed schools thus begamsihg desirable
parents and pupils and discouraging or excludiegutidesirable ones
via overt and covert strategies. The schools wathtrol of their own
admissions policies could overtly select studenthkilewv covert
selection took place through interviews with pasemind pupils.
During the 1990s, the market form therefore locahhanced the
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segregation of the predominantly white middle cléssn ethnic
minority groups (Tomlinson 1997, 73; Tomlinson 2098-124).

Against this background, five particular expressiafi the bias
of cultural majoritarianism in the English marketrh of compulsory
education should be mentioned.

First, the notion of ‘schools requiring special s@&s’, that is,
‘failing schools’, introduced with the 1993 EducetiAct proved in
the following years to primarily affect schools Wwiarge numbers of
ethnic minority pupils. Symptomatically, Hackney dws Boys
school, with 80 per cent ethnic minority pupils,chme the only
failing school to be actually closed down (Tomlins2908, 102-104).

Second, the Greenwich Judgement in 1989 providedaisis for
critical situations in urban areas where some ohildvere crowded
out from the schools in their LEA of residence daethe widened
competition across LEAs. Ethnic minority groups &ethus
disproportionately involved in such situations.Haling some pupils
had to be taught temporarily in a library as a Itesand in Tower
Hamlets within the Inner London Education Authowtyer 500 pupils
mainly with Bangladeshi origins had no school placee they were
denied a place at any school in the borough. Asrafopnd
manifestation of the new emphasis on individual nsaamer
responsibility’ in terms of school access, a subeat court trial
established that the ILEA could not be held resjmasfor the
situation (Gorard et al. 2003, 19; Tomlinson 20083).

Third, the Assisted Places Scheme, the sole dffarttervene in
the laissez-faire marketplace, only supported dtditn number of
ethnic minority pupils, primarily Asian pupils of iddle class
background. This was due to the suburban locatidgheoindependent
schools participating in the scheme (Fitz et1@i89, 231; Tomlinson
1997, 70-72; Tomlinson 2008, 83).

Fourth, the cultural majoritarianism of the markatm became
expressed in the ways it encouraged schools toidyeff pupils who
disrupted the smooth running of the school. In tregpect, two
strategies became increasingly popular during ©@04: referral to
special needs education and straight exclusiomupilg Both affected
ethnic minority groups disproportionately, in paular African-
Caribbean pupils, in accordance with the patterimggdvack to the
1950s. During the 1990s ethnic minority pupils wimes four times
overrepresented in the category of 'educationallgnermal’ and as
‘emotionally and behaviourally disturbed'. Concegniexclusions,
African-Caribbean pupils in 1992 represented two gent of the
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school population but over eigth per cent of schedatlusions on a
national level. The figures peaked in 1996 with46Z, African-

Caribbean pupils of both sexes remained disprapmately

overrepresented, up to fifteen times locally (Tosdin 1997, 69-70;
Tomlinson 2008, 112-116).

Finally, the fifth expression of the bias of culilr
majoritarianism in the access to schools concetthedcontinuous
refusals by the Conservative government to alldanig faith-based
schools within the maintained sector. From the fo@igg of the 1980s
Muslim organizations in various local authoritiefgr example
Bradford, requested for schools to be classifiedv@sntary-aided
Islamic schools on the same basis as the churaokchased on the
Christian and Jewish faiths. The official rationajesen for the
refusals of those requests was that such schoaoks suggested to be
divisive in terms of both ‘race’ and religion. Thehould be seen
within the context of Islam and Muslim identity loeaing
increasingly contentious issues in England from XB80s, not least
fed by the controversy surrounding Salman Rushdidéis Satanic
Versesin the period December 1988-May 19&%;luding Ayatollah
Khomeini's death sentence on Rushdie and the pbblining of the
book in Bolton, Bradford and London. Against thisackground,
Education Secretary Baker contributed to stir up tmoral panic’
towards the Muslim community when he declared thatlamentalist
groups would not be allowed to take over schoolpp{gnanesi &
Maitland 1989; Tomlinson 2008, 74, 95-97, 117-118).

Asad (1993, 239-241, 266-268) argues that suchiosacmost
of all constituted symptoms of the crisis of Blitigdentity, worn-
down by the decline of the British Empire, the gregion within the
European Union and ethnic minority groups makinggleclaims as
citizens and tax-payers within the nation-stateusThAsad reminds
that the protest activities organized by variousshfo communities
were generally non-violent and hence perfectly lled@ainst this
background, the reactions seem out of proportiiil, the Rushdie
affair contributed to promote a new discourse oitidiness, national
identity, ‘social cohesion’ and the need for askition. It was thus
characteristic that when Labour MP Roy Hattersleyha height of
the Rushdie affair advocated the principle of neulturalism within
the rule of law his statement was widely denounasda craven
appeasement of dangerous forces.

In the light of these implications of the ‘absemegence’ of
‘race’ for school access, the findings of Gorardhket(2003) add an
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interesting perspective of the effects of the ERM the Conservative
government’s agenda of choice, diversity and selectThey point

out that the local regulation of access to schimoBngland post-1988
to a large extent depended on ttatus antein terms of school
diversity and the particular admission policie®peration.

However, where school diversity increased, so tod d
segregation. Areas with high levels of selectiveJumtary-aided,
grant-maintained or independent schools retaingidlaand relatively
stable level of segregation compared with areasirtbted by LEA-
controlled comprehensive schools which especiallyuiban areas
tended to have lower levels of segregation, in seoficlass, ethnicity
and language. The relatively muted impact of madketen choice
policies can be explained through the way in whighLEAS in some
cases retained their key role as managers of tbal ladmissions
system. For example, LEAs continued to use catchraeras as the
basis for school allocation although the use wamindshed
considerably due to the provisions of the ERA. Thubile 61 per
cent of LEAs in 1985 operated catchment area systamd 39 per
cent used a system of parental preference, the eofbLEAS still
using catchment areas was 41 per cent in 1996 (Getal. 2003, 20,
122-123, 187-191).

Against this background, it might be argued thah& agenda of
the Conservative government had been more fullyzeshlocally the
detrimental effects of the laissez-faire market &hnic minority
pupils and their access to schools would have begse. Altogether,
the analysis of the regulation of school acceshénEnglish context
shows that while neoliberal ideas of laissez-failere adopted the
state authorities remained in the driving seahagguardians ensuring
a bias of cultural majoritarianism.

Denmark: Intervention

This section will argue that the adoption of theke&form in Danish
compulsory education during the 2000s has involvedte cautious
choice policies due to fears of school segregatioathnic minority
pupils. In addition, Danish state authorities hagentinuously
encouraged local councils to use various ‘toolsiriervene in the
local economies of pupil worth. It will be shownaththese efforts,
mainly focused on dispersal of ethnic minority geipare meant to
further the assimilation of ethnic minority pupils.
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Cautious school choice within the Folkeskole

During the 2000s, there has been political consenencerning freer
school choice and the Folkeskole as the dominaowiger of
compulsory education within the market form. Thssain important
point since access to the mainstream classes dfdlkeskole is as a
principle based on non-selection. In addition, ptrehave retained
their right to have their child admitted to the @chin their local
catchment area. At least, that was the conditidil Ant 594 in 2005
expanded the group of bilingual pupils excludedrirthose general
provisions, a point to be discussed in the nexiaec

As mentioned earlier, the neoliberal agenda of ewmapimg
citizens as consumers in relation to welfare sewsibas been a
general priority in the modernization of the Dangslblic sector since
the 1970s. Accordingly, school choice was introduge 1990. In
2005, school choice was strengthened with Act 338M 2005a)
which made it statutory for local councils to offeee school choice
within and across local municipalities throughoubmpulsory
education.

Thereby, it replaced the option given to local aolsnin 1990
with Act 435 (UVM 1990a) to introduce school choa@ong more or
all public sector schoolsvithin the municipality. In addition, the
previous rights of school heads to reject consuroarthe basis of a
“pedagogical assessment” (In Danish: “paedagogisklaring”) were
abolished in 2005. While parents thus became emmaveas
consumers, admission was still subject to schophcity. In that
respect, the local councils preserved their authaa lay down the
capacity of schools and classes, along with theradiveschool
structure, including catchment areas and numbesabiools (see
appendix R).

In addition, there has been taken a number of attegrs during
the 2000s to unleash market forces in compulsomycattbn. For
example, the previous section on Denmark pointedtioat major
steps towards the commodification of the curriculeok place in the
period 2003-2006. Furthermore, schools must pubiigbrmation
about for example final exam results, objectiveglabuses and
pedagogical profile on their websites (UVM 2002byNM 2005d).
Liberal Minister of Education Bertel Haarder (208310) pointed out
that these provisions were meant to support panenigentifying
good schools (Haarder 2005a).

During the 2000s, a broad political consensus bppated that
school choice should be applied as a policy tookttengthen the

93



Folkeskole as the main provider in compulsory etlana The
Folkeskole has thus been upheld as the foundatiothe Danish
education system meant to promote growth, commdoesaand
mutual tolerance to meet the challenges associatdgth
internationalization of economy, culture and comioation
(Regeringen 2006, 12-13; Regeringen 2007, 8, 34,Fosketinget
2003, 38; Folketinget 2006a, 7; Jensen 2009, 169). At the same
time, the four major parties, that is, the Liberdtarty,
SocialdemokraterneCPP and DPP, have all asserted the need for
school choice while declaring that parents shoalthar choose the
Folkeskole than the semi-private free schools (Sggendix L for
parliamentary support for the school choice poii@&1990, 2005 and
2008).

Act 335 of 2005 was thus based on the neoliberah ithat
parents should be given free choice to empower theraxercise
influence on schools and thereby their own life ditons. In this
way, freedom to choose was suggested to furthenparengagement
in schools, raise standards and encourage schodie€dome more
attractive (Folketinget 2005a, 1, 7, 9, 11; Jer@®0, 217). Haarder
recapitulated the key ideas in his elaboration ba beneficial
democratic effects of choice and the transmissibpawer in the
alleged zero-sum game between local councils andenfsa
(Folketinget 2005a, 18; see appendix T, numbem# gfiotation in
Danish):

The bill is part of the gradual democratizationtleé public
sector which has been taking place for some yedtsfimeer
choice in more and more areas. The headline ismFro
politicians’ rule to people’s rule. The more aré¢las citizens
themselves can dispose of the large share of tineeskic
product which is administered by the Treasury, Ile¢ter.
(...) if there were some local councils which now elos
influence over things, then the influence is indesdden over
by parents. The amount of influence is constarihis world,
and everything what the local councils might losethus
given to parents.

Yet, the marketization of Danish compulsory edwratias remained
somewhat cautious. Seen in the context of the bomadensus for
school choice and neoliberalism in general, thisctance appears
curious. For example, the Danish Competition Authiaguggests that
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the claimed benefits of choice policies (that igaldy improvement,
efficiency, innovation, customer satisfaction andvetsity in
provision) are only fully realized when consumecsually exercise
their choice rights. In that respect, Danish paé¢wtve apparently not
(yet) adopted consumer behaviour. Thus, in 2005 ekercise of
school choice by parents in Denmark was estimaiduetamong the
lowest in Europe (Konkurrencestyrelsen 2005) evesugh 75 per
cent of local councils at this point offered scholbice to parents. In
crude numbers, about nine per cent of pupils (5,400ils) were
annually admitted in another school than the lazdthment school
while about one per cent of pupils (800 pupils) evezjected, mostly
because of limited school capacity (UVM 2007a, 3).

Hence, while Hjort (2008, 130-135) is right in piiiig out that
the Danish welfare system is currently being tramséd from its
established basis in universalism and social satydaowards an
emphasis on competition, consumer rights and despathis study
argues that marketization of compulsory educatisnstill rather
cautious due to fears of school segregation ofiettmmority pupils.
In that respect, five reservations should be pdiotg.

First, Act 335 of 2005 entailed the reservatiort tha effects of
school choice were to be evaluated due to feasglmfol segregation.
Against this background, the provisions should &ésed in 2007-
2008 (Folketinget 20054, 1, 7, 11, 18; Jensen 280B218). In 2008,
this subsequent bill found school choice “to be kiray according to
the intentions”, that is, not deepening segregatiinthis occasion,
the Liberal Party, the CPP afdcialdemokraterneeiterated the need
for cautiousness (Haarder 2008, point 2; FolketirZ8, 2, 4, 10).
The resulting Act 476 (UVM 2008a) merely postporied planned
revision of Act 335 with three years due to thersperiod to identify
any substantial effects (Haarder 2008).

Second, the provisions of Act 335 were directhkdid with Bill
135 (the basis for Act 594) which one month lateuld propose the
expansion of the group of bilingual pupils excludemm the general
school choice regulations (Jensen 2009, 217-21&efioget 2005a,
18).

Third, the local councils have retained their attigdo lay down
the capacity of schools and classes, in sharp asinith the English
context where the control with “standard numbers’schools was
meant to facilitate school choice. 31 of 98 loaalmcils thus reduced
the capacity of schools in the wake of Act 335 (U\28D7a, 15) and
Danish state authorities have actually encouragedl lauthorities to
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regulate the capacity of schools to further de-agafion (UVM
2008b).

The fourth reservation concerns the earlier mertioreluctance
in disseminating the results of the National Testsl the national
performance profile as market information to pasenifThese
reservations drew on the OECD (2004, 71) Peer Rewidich
warned against the negative sideeffects of leagbéeg on school
segregation (Jensen 2009, 250, 276).

Finally, the consensus for the Folkeskole as the m@vider in
compulsory education and the associated lack af@daiversification
is also associated with fears of school segregafitwis, the semi-
private free schools have not been further emplajgthg the 2000s
as a means to challenge the dominant role of thikefkole.
According to Friedman’s neoliberal ideas, this ottise seems like an
obvious opportunity to encourage a school indusiith a variety of
providers. First, the free schools already enjogréasing popular
support. Thus, in the 1970s the free schools ddteresix per cent of
pupils, in the 1990s twelve per cent (Rangvid 2@)7and in the late
2000s sixteen percent of pupils (Hornbek 2009).086éc the free
schools were indeed promoted as a state-suppditrdadive to the
Folkeskole during the 1990s where the state grewellper pupil
compared to the Folkeskole increased from 67 toctlreent 75 per
cent (Jgrgensen 2009, 2; Rigsrevisionen 2000, 39-45

However, the support for free schools has durirg2®00s been
reluctant due to fears of school segregation. icegatly Islam and
Muslim identity have been employed to stir up a ahopanic
concerning political subversion and religious fumgatalism in free
schools. The strengthening of monocultural idenpibjitics has thus
especially targeted the free schools with soméaiitn to the Islamic
religious community, the ‘Muslim free schools’. 6n1978, 30 of
such schools have been established with grant sugpom the
Danish state like other free schools. The Muslieefschools have
become popular among ethnic minority parents. Byntid-2000s, 22
Muslim free schools with altogether 3600 pupils raped (See also
appendix B.

In this way, the liberal Danish tradition for fregchools
established in the mid-f'ecentury has come to provide a basis for a
more multiculturally based school system. Free slshenjoy long-
standing rights to deviate from the curriculum loé t~olkeskole, for
example with tuition in minority languages (for exale Arabic and
Turkish), the use of other denotations than ‘Claist Studies’
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(‘kristendomskundskab’) for religious education andnfessional
instruction as part of the curriculum. It should p@nted out that in
addition to the Muslim free schools, a smaller nembf schools
affiliated with the German, English and Japanesennconities
residing in Denmark have also been established.weder, the
Ministry of Education (UVM) during the 1990s undire previous
centre-left government (1993-2001) strengthened ntlomitoring of
free schools in general and Muslim free schools particular,
corresponding with the general rise in the granellgo the free
schools. At this point, a series of special inspesteventually lead to
the withdrawal of grants from five Muslim free sa® During the
2000s, the pressure on free schools has increased further
demands to put emphasis on Danish language andreuh their
curriculum and management as well as in the exteorgrol of their
standards by parents and local authorities (Ih&20grgensen 1990,
37).

The readings concerning mother tongue tuition aamuage
stimulation (Folketinget 2002a; Folketinget 2004jscdssed in
Chapter Two also reflect these monocultural idgmgdlitics since the
rights of free schools to expand and deviate frbm rmonocultural
curriculum of the Folkeskole were questioned durihg readings.
Across the political spectrum, these rights werggssted to feed
segregation and Islamic political subversion. Egdlgc Eyvind
Vesselbo of the Liberal Party has coupled the tieterof minority
languages in Muslim free schools with the role lofsie schools as
nesting boxes for Islamic fundamentalism (Folkeditr2002a, 60, 66).

Thus, the cautious marketization of Danish compylso
education should be understood in the light of dbesensus among
all political parties that the Folkeskole is instrental in maintaining
'social cohesion’ in Danish society and keep cdntiothe school
segregation of ethnic minority children. In theldaling section, the
monocultural identity politics implied in these qmities will be
discussed in a more detailed manner.

Monoculturalism through dispersal

This section argues that the Danish state autésriti line with the

general fears for school segregation have coupledautious choice
policies in compulsory education with the insistentouragement of
local councils to disperse ethnic minority pupiétveeen schools. Two
main expressions of monocultural identity politicdl be discussed in
that respect. First, the aims of assimilation assed with the
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strengthened discrimination of bilingual pupils @he basis of
language assessment, and second, the paternaiistionscription of
the parents’ ‘consumer rights’ to exercise schbalice and vote with
their feet.

In 2005, Act 594 (see appendix R) expanded the pyrou
bilingual pupils excluded from the general regaas concerning
access to schools. While earlier provisions (UVM4,9UVM 1996)
merely made it possible for local councils to refaupils with
“inadequate knowledge of Danish language” to “réicepclasses” (In
Danish: "modtagelsesklasser”), Act 594 (UVM 2005mction 5,
subsection 8) made it legal for local councils tspdrse also those
pupils who on the basis of an assessment of “layguaeeds”
(“sproglige behov”) are found to “have a not unimtpat need for
language support” (“har et ikke uveesentligt belansprogstatte”).

In other words, local councils were given the pawer disperse
also those pupils who could participate in the mmméam classes of
the Folkeskole when they were given additional suapjm Danish as
second language a few hours a week. Before 20@h, gupils and
their parents enjoyed the rights laid down in te@eayal regulations.
Accordingly, they were ensured the right to be dtidiin a class
according to their age level in the local catchmsaitool as well as
the rights laid down by Act 435 in 1990 to exercssdool choice if
the local council had adopted this practice.

The bill and readings associated with Act 594 mfthat the new
provisions were underpinned by monoculturalism.pBrsal of ethnic
minority pupils was thus meant to further theirimdstion through
socialization with Danish majority children. Thell biecapitulated
these basic ideas with its suggestion that thenexté “Danish
impact” from native Danish speakers and bilingugifs on the same
level was “assumed to be evident” for bilingual isipDanish
language acquisition. On the other hand, thereamask of bilingual
pupils in housing areas with large shares of imamgg and refugees
not learning Danish language and the “unwrittenmsoand rules” of
Danish society in their local schools. Dispersalviaus meant to
prepare the pupils in question for further educat@md the labour
market. In this way, dispersal with its promotidrsbared values and
mutual understanding would serve the common goodsamfiety.
Against this background, the provisions gave theallocouncils
powers to disperse more bilingual pupils. To supthe local exercise
of lingual discrimination, the UVM also took initige to develop
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language screening materials (Jensen 2009, 237-244). Such
materials were eventually published in 2007 (UVM.20

The bill thus suggested that dispersal will seitve ¢quality of
bilingual pupils in the long term, subject to thessimilation. Cf.
Parekh (2000), this rationale is based on the mdheeal notion of
‘equality as uniformity’ since the provisions of tAB94 entail that
bilingual pupils are only granted equal accessctwsls as long as
they live up to the demands for Danish languagepsieances. Hence,
Act 594 represented a strengthening of monoculfimaln terms of
the denial of equality at the cultural level. Uléitaly, the provisions
reflect that the notion of equality within the mandtural paradigm of
Danish compulsory education has become an idealbgievice to
mould mankind in a certain direction.

In that respect, the aim of assimilation is appdyegiven
preference over contemporary education researchtalamguage
acquisition in multicultural societies (Holmen & kb 2005).
Accordingly, Act 594 sharpened the profile of thubjgct Danish as a
second language as primarily a tool for the disicrétion of bilingual
pupils, rather than for their development of corepees in schools.
Thereby, the already marginal position (cf. Chaptero) of the
subject in the Folkeskole curriculum was furthef&distjansdaottir
2006¢, 96-97).

In Folketinget, Louise Frevert of the DPP spelledt dhe
monocultural identity politics of Act 594. Frevezkplained that the
provisions formed part of broader efforts to enstmat cultural
diversity is a transitional phenomenon in the Dardentext, through
pre-school language stimulation, free choice andspaisal
(Folketinget 2005b, 9). Accordingly, Frevert assdrtthat “the
primary language” should be Danish for all childréme sooner the
better since "[Ijt must be in the interest of sogi@mot to begin
dragging it out in any way” (In Danish: "Det ma \edrsamfundets
interesse ikke at begynde at traekke det i langdéagogen som helst
made”) (Folketinget 2005b, 13).

Remarkably, Frevert at the same occasion (FolketiB§05b, 9)
called for the re-introduction of the term “pup#peaking a foreign
language” as the official denotation for ethnic amity pupils in order
to “bring people to their senses”. With this atteénmtp knead
‘common-sense’ perception, Frevert advocated thernmeto more
traditional ideas of what could be considered apr@miate mother
tongue within a monocultural framework. As suchevert’'s statement
constitutes yet another expression of ‘languagehdehe main
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category of contention in Danish identity politi¢s.this perspective,
it was symptomatic for the debate that Frevert gegelaobjections re-
echoing those of the CPP when the term “bilinguapils” was
originally introduced in 1996 (Uddannelsesudvalt296).

It should be stressed that Act 594 in many ways iwdise with
Danish school policy where ‘language’ has contiralpubeen
employed to legitimate dispersal on the basis ahroon-sense
conceptions about Danish language learning througiere
socialization. Thus, the UVM has since 1981 enageda local
councils to disperse ethnic minority pupils (UVM8L9 54). In the
same year it gave local authorities the powerslltate pupils to
other schools than the local catchment area s¢hdelase the pupils’
integration in Danish schools” (Kristjansdéttir a0 152).

Furthermore, Danish state authorities have beelagmtysince
the 1980s (in contrast to curriculum developmenengithe principle
of ‘bottom-up development’ was ritually invoked) irthe
dissemination of dispersal models developed on ldwl level
(Kristjansdottir 2006a, 151, 193, 226). A consiv@at document
issued in 1991 (UVM 1991, appendix) for examplespreed three
models applied in the Greater Copenhagen Area ga lways to
regulate the distribution of pupils speaking a igmdanguage.

In addition, the UVM at the same point (UVM 1991) 9
encouraged school heads to reject “pupils speakindgoreign
language” on the basis of a non-specified “pedabgissessment”
(In Danish: "paedagogisk vurdering”) if it was estited that the needs
of such pupils could not be met in the school, thaif it would serve
the main aim of dispersal and assimilation. Thisogmagement
should be seen in the light of the school choiagvigions of 1990
(UVM 1990a) which widened the scope for such dmoration on the
basis of the school heads’ intuitive common-sessienations.

Against this background, Act 594 should be undex$tas the
radicalization of the Danish state authorities’destanding interest in
the dispersal of ethnic minority children. In adlhit the employment
in Act 594 of “language needs” as the basis fopetlisal reflects the
prominence of the category ‘language’ in the red¢estory of Danish
identity politics. Thus, it was symptomatic in batspects that the
bill (Jensen 2009, 240-242) with the notion of ‘&tijve reasons” (In
Danish: “saglig begrundelse”) justified the disanation on the basis
of language in exactly the same manner as théobiAct 413 of 1996
(Jensen 2009, 114-115) which merely referred toptlqgls meant to
be allocated to reception classes.
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In that respect, both acts apparently drew on, wisnious
implications, the response from the Danish MinisifyJustice to an
enquiry from UVM in 1991. Here, it was suggestedtthvhile
differential treatment on the basis of gender itadsl, nationality, faith
or color was illegal, the normally illegal could beade legal if there
were “objective reasons” for differential treatmefor example in the
case of “lingual barriers” (KristjAnsdottir 200@260-261).

This observation has thus been crucial in the ptmmoof the
dispersal agenda since it was employed in relagdoth Act 413 and
Act 594 (Jensen 2009, 114-115, 240-242) to justffferential
treatment on the basis of language assessmenthendstsociated
circumvention of the Danish obligations to consililegual and ethnic
discrimination as established by the European Gufufuman Rights,
the United Nations International Covenant on Ciaild Political
Rights and the European Convention on Human Rigts594 thus
stretched the rationale since it excluded a laggeup of bilingual
pupils from the general provisions while claimitgt dispersal would
ensure that they could later enjoy human rightedocation and the
labour market.

Against this background, also the consideratiohwhan rights
in the Danish context might be argued to be subatdd the
strengthening of monoculturalism. This argumergupported by the
implied indifference of the provisions of Act 59dwtards the legal
position of bilingual parents. Characteristicaliyaarder trusted the
local councils to administer the transfer reguladiocn accordance with
Denmark’s international obligations (Haarder 200é8&3pite the well-
documented lack of competences on the local lavehat respect
(DRC 2005; Holmen & Horst 2005, 45). Actually, th&/M had as
mentioned earlier in this section themselves fedalit discrimination
in the regulation of school access with their emagement of school
heads to discriminate “pupils speaking a foreigngleage” on the
basis of a non-specified “pedagogical assessmemi 1991, 9).

Subsequently, the otherwise decidedly uncriticabl@ation
report concerning the segregation effects of sclutwlice (UVM
2007a, 59) also pointed out that the opaque gretipition was likely
to result in various interpretations locally and miper the
opportunities for parents to make appeals agaimsdecisions taken
by local councils.

Yet, there has been a broad political consensudi$persal and
the involved paternalism towards bilingual pareds to the fears of
school segregation along with the implied needafesimilation. The
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Minister of Education Haarder thus recapitulatede tlspatial
implications of the monocultural paradigm in a npajer interview
during the period when Act 594 was read in Follgdin
(Uddannelsesudvalget 2005; see appendix T, number fuotation
in Danish):

We have to face that it is not the children of Benes who
are creating this problem. It is the children o thilingual
[parent$ who are the problem, and therefore it is alsoemor
reasonable that they are the ones to move. Apart fnat one
cannot force the Danish children to move.

During the reading of Act 594, the Liberal Pa®pcialdemokraterne
the DPP and CPP (Folketinget 2005b, 1, 3, 7, 9pdilocated that
more bilingual parents should become subject terpatism through
the empowerment of local authorities to take oher parents’ rights
and responsibility to choose schools for their drigih in order to
protect them and assure their future social andcareers in Danish
society. On the other hand, contrasting sharpl #ie general choice
agenda, the link between choice and parent engageimeschools
was passed by in silence or, in the caseSotialdemokraterne
declared as an irrelevant topic.

Haarder pointed out that there were likely to be approaches
to the practice of paternalism. Both implied that tonstruction of
needs undertaken by the local authorities took quiesce over
parental rights, leading tode factosituation similar to that associated
with special needs education. First, the preferablesrt approach of
consensus-oriented dialogue in “the spirit of th@ké&skole”, and
second, the use of overtly enforced integrationthe case of
objections from parents. With regards to the lattesidual group”,
Haarder conjured up the ‘threat’ of Muslim identitystress the need
for de-segregation and paternalism. Haarder thaisoasl a particular
irresponsibility to this group, with their allege@sire for segregation
fed by a strong Muslim identity, limited school kgoound and fear
that their child will become “too Danish” in a sdiovhere “their
children socialize with non-Muslims”. Charactewsilly, Haarder
again invoked the particular need for Danish laggudearning
(Haarder 2005b; see appendix T, number 6, for gootan Danish):

In such cases we have to say that the necessifyanish
acquisition is so vital that it is necessary to gegeryone
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coming, also those, who do not immediately see the
advantages. We have trust in the parents but we aiscs get
the last ones coming.

In the wake of Act 594, the insistent encouragen@nthe local
councils to apply their new ‘tools’ for dispersaashshowcased the
desire of Danish state authorities to exercise rooltwral identity
politics and thereby deprive more bilingual parewitgheir rights to
choose (cf. the last paragraph in Chapter Two coimeg the changes
experienced by the FOKUTO members). This pressar¢he local
authorities is remarkable since it reflects that alathority of the state
and its monocultural framework overrides other fities like the
consideration of human rights, the legal positiérbiingual parents
and language acquisition and learning outcomeseflonic minority
pupils.

This was for example evident in the official resperto the
evaluation report (UVM 2007a) anticipated by Ac638 2005. The
report concluded that there were not yet any stpas freer school
choice contributed to school segregation.

However, the report also suggested, in line witheoistudies of
school choice and white flight in the Danish coht@tegafon 2005a;
Megafon 2005b; Rangvid 2007), that such effectseveitl likely in
the longer term since bilingual pupils generallyled negative value
to the desirability of schools. The report thusuad) that about fifty
per cent of parents regardless their ethnic backgroapplied the
share of bilingual pupils as a key criterium inithexercise of school
choice. This criterium was indeed considered mamgoitant than the
average tests results of schools, especially bynparof Danish
ethnicity.

Still, the report argued that bilingual pupils hagnerally
benefited from Act 335, not least because they pgragiously been
disproportionately affected by the now illegal gree (originally
encouraged by the UVM in 1991) where school heafited pupils
from other catchment areas due to the “consideradiothe class”,
with the tacit consent of local councils. At thengatime, the report
pointed out that “only” twelve out of the 42 logauncils included in
the survey gave it a high priority to influence tHistribution of
bilingual pupils within their territory. More pactilarly, six councils
dispersed pupils according to the provisions of 3@, and only one
of them (the council of Aarhus) was among the teeDanish
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councils with the largest shares of bilingual psigl/VM 2007a, 5-32,
48-58).

In his response to the report, Haarder used ther labnclusions
to put pressure on the local councils. Haarder thitsrated the need
for swift action to further de-segregation, decigrithat he was
“worried that under a third of local councils givasority to distribute
the pupils better” (UVM 2007D).

In the same manner, the subsequent Bill 142 of 20@8ch
merely postponed the revision of Act 335) pointed that “many
local councils play a too unobtrusive role in rigat to many
bilingual” pupils (Haarder 2008). Accordingly, tHéVM in 2008
launched a campaign to encourage local council;ftaence the
distribution of bilingual pupils through dispersaltering catchment
areas and setting various limits for class sizessdéhools, and
voluntary distribution through reserving places lbdmgual pupils on
schools with low shares of bilingual pupils (UVMQOBb).

Altogether, these calls for intervention in thecd economies of
pupil worth’” spell out that Danish state authostiadvocate the
consideration of de-segregation and assimilatiotherathan the
unleashing of market forces. As such, they expthia relatively
cautious school choice policies and the maintenante the
comprehensive Folkeskolgs the dominant provider of compulsory
education. Against this background, it can be recapitulatedt th
neoliberal principles have indeed been adopteddnigh education
policy concerning the regulation of access to sthddowever, these
principles have been deliberately merged with theoaragement of
dispersal and other means of de-segregation t@ skevmain aim of
monoculturalism.
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CHAPTER 4. CONCLUSIONS

This study has explored the ways neoliberalismiess coupled with
identity politics towards ethnic minority pupils irthe two
multicultural societies of England and Denmark. the case of
England, the study focused on the late 1980s aadetrly 1990s
while the period 2002-2008 was highlighted in tlasec of Denmark.
These particular periods were chosen since the enddem was
strengthened in the national compulsory educatimtems at these
points.

The study has focused on two aspects of compuéshigation to
scrutinize the market form, namely the curriculumd aaccess to
schools. These aspects were analysed on the Hasffcal policy
documents, primarily legislation, and parliamentagadings in the
House of Commons and Folketinget. This empiricatemial was
analysed within the theoretical framework of nestddism (primarily
Friedman 2002, Friedman & Friedman 1980), monocalitm and
multiculturalism (primarily Parekh 2000). The lattevo notions were
conceptualized as distinctive alternatives of idgnpolitics (Hall
1996).

In addition, the theoretical framework introducdwacteristics
of neoconservatism (Apple 2000, Giddens 1998, Ha2@05) and
nationalism (Nairn 1981) as particular expressiohsnonocultural
identity politics. In this way, the study has sanited the rationales to
introduce the market form in English and Danish paolsory
education and whether those market forms entailetrengthened
bias of cultural majoritarianism at their inceptidfinally, the study
has also drawn on research findings concerningibealism and
identity politics in the two contexts to add a brgtal and critical
perspective to the analysis as well as to disdesegffects of policies.

The main argument of the study is that the adopifdhe market
form in English and Danish compulsory education Haeen
underpinned by neoliberalism and monocultural i pblitics.

The analysis thus showed the profound trenchancyeofiberal
ideas like Friedman’s in English and Danish edacatbolicy and
their crucial role in the shift towards the marketm. The analysis
argued that Friedman’s proposals concerning stagagement in
defining common curriculum content, ensuring cdntrb standards
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and the empowerment of parents as consumers witho&ce of
schools have re-echoed in the national EnglishZemish education
policies. Indeed, the similarity of the rationaiesoften so profound
that Friedman’s books appear to constitute a cémonontemporary
policy-makers in England and Denmark.

In this way, the study has presented two natiomakes which
support Beck's (2005) more general argument coilrgrrthe
widespread consensus for neoliberal politics orloba) scale. The
study showed that neoliberalism first became cfeastpressed in
English compulsory education, highlighted by theu&ation Reform
Act 1988, with Denmark following during the 2000 his
development indeed suggests a clear case of ‘pbbesowing’ from
the English New Right in Danish education policyking,
confirming the key role of English context in segti a hugely
influential agenda in terms of transforming nealdsm into policy.
However, it should be stressed that there have pemtual moves
over at least a decade in both contexts beforentheket forms
became entrenched. These long run-ups to some tekten the
argument of policy borrowing. Rather, they hintaatross-national
endorsal of general neoliberal ideas and their ecdrgensitive
adaption into policy.

Thus, while there certainly has been a trend ofvedyence
between English and Danish compulsory educationesthe 1970s
due to the neoliberal consensus, the study alseeshthat there are a
number of differences in the adoption of neolibedalas in the two
national contexts due to the institutional framekgoriong-standing
educational traditions and continuous political teotions not least
associated with identity politics.

In terms of identity politics, the study has arguddht the
entrenchment of the market forms in the two naliaratexts has
involved the employment of the school system fornomultural
identity politics. These identity politics have peularly aimed for the
assimilation of ethnic minority pupils into the maiream culture. In
other words, the two particular market forms erdatrengthened bias
in terms of the cultural orientation of the comjus education
systems. The study has thus presented two natesabk of education
systems which reflect Giddens’ (1998) and Harvei2605) more
general argument that neoliberalism often has beenged with
neoconservative ideas.

The study has highlighted the adoption of neolib@taas in
terms of the centralization of curriculum and sdielwice policies as
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well as the expressions of monocultural identitiitigs in the English
and Danish market forms (see appendix S for anvesw). The
particular differences between the two market foharge been shaped
by the distinctive characteristics of the schoobktegns and the
responses to ethnic minority pupils on the naticead local level
before the market form was strengthened. This aeg@iimplies that
the terminologies used to ascribe identities faniet minority pupils
have indicated main categories of contention iati@h to identity
politics.

In relation to the curriculum, the study has idiédi a number of
general similarities in line with the study’s margument. The study
has thus argued that the adoption of the markan foave had
narrowing effects on the scope for multiculturalisnthe English and
Danish school curriculum. In a multicultural persipee, the study
therefore confirms Torrance’s (1997) tentative amgaot concerning
constitutive effects of output-based accountabiliggimes on the
curriculum. More particularly, the study has fouhdt the systems of
accountability modeled according to the bi-dimenalopattern of
educational control (Moutsios 2000) have been apeamed by
monocultural identity politics.

These identity politics have drawn on the two-headienus-face
of nationalism (Hall 1996, Nairn 1981), based oe #rgument that
the most appropriate way to prepare for the futsreo look to the
fabled ‘good old days’ where congruence betweeimnand culture
supposedly ensured unity and social cohesion. Alaogly,
curriculum policy has put emphasis on the transonisef knowledge
according to pre-set standards as a driver to imebiktrospective
national identities and ensure their projectiort@the future. English
and Danish policy-making thus apparently endorse¢ dompulsory
education should prepare for an emphatically intienal
knowledge economy. In other words: the envisionggress model is
based on culturally homogeneous nation-states gaesncompetitive
agents in the global knowledge economy.

Besides this general common characteristic comagrrthe
curriculum, the study has found that the particetgpressions of the
amalgam between neoliberalism and monoculturalismEngland
were closely associated with the introduction in889of the
prescriptive and monocultural National Curriculunthaits statutory
attainment targets, programmes of study and exparsssessment
framework.
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Thereby, the widespread practices of multicultarad anti-racist
education were crowded out. These expressions dicuituralism
had developed on the local level during the 1976d 4980s,
supported by local curriculum policies and carfievard by teachers
and advisers employed in the local education aiitb®responding to
the increasing cultural diversity among the userghe education
system. In addition, it was argued that the diggmiuof the Inner
London Education Authority with the Education RefoAct 1988
should be understood as a showdown with multicaligm since this
authority was among the leading proponents of culttiralism.

In Denmark, the monocultural curriculum has beenmartome-
led. The Minister of Education has been given newgrs in relation
to central time regulation of the school curriculufhese powers have
been used to promote especially the subjects ofsBaand History.
While curriculum legislation in principle still lgas the school
curriculum to the discretion of the local level,noas in Danish
literature and history have been introduced asutstat contents,
thereby scooping out the last remains of the Idageing principle of
decentralization. For ethnic minority pupils, theategory of
‘language’ has remained central in the exercisdalfish identity
politics. During the 2000s the main expressionghef monolingual
identity politics have concerned advanced lingaiagsimilation from
three years of age and the effective underminingnother tongue
tuition for pupils with origins in non-EU/EEA couids.

As neoconservative means to ensure social ordereintbrce
traditional common-sense perceptions and steregiythe study has
showed that blaming has been adopted in English Radish
education policy, with different groups being thiarary targets.

In England, blaming mainly addressed local edunadiathorities
and teachers engaged in multicultural and antstaucation, while
in Denmark ethnic minority parents are blamed foeirt failure to
assimilate.

In that respect, it was crucial that multicultueadd anti-racist
education became entangled in the left-right steugiy England. The
Conservative government could therefore draw on ‘theeat’ of
socialism, a particularly trenchant strategy durihg 1980s, in their
sidelining of multicultural and anti-racist educati On the contrary,
there has been a broad consensus in Denmark attr@gsolitical
spectrum for the amalgam of neoliberalism and moho@l identity
politics. This consensus has rendered ethnic nminaioups in a
vulnerable position and those parents not aligtintpe monocultural
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framework is blamed for ‘cultural deficits’ and e@sponsible self-
segregation justifying paternalistic means to méilam toe the line.
In that respect, especially the Muslim communitg baen subject to
blaming during the last decade with allegations uabpolitical
subversion and religious fundamentalism.

Concerning access to schools, English and Danigtte st
authorities have taken various routes. In Englémelstudy has argued
that state authorities relied on a laissez-fairekataform based on
choice, diversity and selection without any intemi@ns towards
ethnic minority pupils. However, this laissez-fainarket form proved
to involve detrimental effects for ethnic minoripupils due to the
increasing use of selection, referral to speciadseeducation and
school exclusions. These factors all disproportieigaaffected ethnic
minority pupils.

In Denmark, the neoliberal idea of school choicmaims more
controlled due to fears of school segregation lohietminority pupils.
Furthermore, Danish state authorities have encedrdacal councils
to disperse ethnic minority pupils in order to decste their
assimilation. In that respect, the assertion of iflarlanguage in
identity politics has become expressed with newoopipities to
discriminate ethnic minority pupils on the basis Enguage
assessment. Thereby, more ethnic minority parerdgsbacoming
subject to paternalism and deprived their freedochbose.

In relation to school access, the basic charatitsisf the two
national education systems might be understoodeasylrrucial for
the exercise of identity politics. During the 1988sd 1990s the
Conservative government attempted to roll back timefinished
‘comprehensivization’ undertaken by the Labour yY&am the 1960s
with the encouragement of school diversity and cdiele. On the
contrary, the long-standing strong position of loa-selective Danish
comprehensive Folkeskole has been retained.

The relatively fragmented and class-divided Englsthool
system meant that the Conservative government gtaled could rely
on a neoliberal laissez-faire agenda of choicegrdity and selection
to maintain a sense of traditional national idgrgitnong the majority
population since ethnic minority pupils and parentye in general
deemed ‘undesirable’ by schools. In England, tiséoration of social
order thus involved the freedom for the majoritypplation to choose
a pure placé&romthe ‘other’.

Otherwise in Denmark, where the Folkeskole is basedhe
principle of non-selection. Here, state authoritieave adopted
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paternalistic measures to encourage the dispefsaihaic minority

pupils in order to eradicate their ‘cultural def§ci In terms of identity
politics, such paternalism serves to reassure thjerity population

that they are superior to ethnic minority group&réby feeding their
complacent national identities. In Denmark, the oouttural identity

politics have thus promoted a sense of social otbesugh the
encountewith the inferior ‘other’.

Altogether, these conclusions indicate links betwte central
notion of the official terminologies and major fisl of contention in
English and Danish identity politics. The study hlags highlighted
that the adopted terms for the denotation of etmmigority pupils
shape the expressions of identity politics andatbsociated struggles
to knead common-sense perceptions of social rgafityoopmans et
al. 2005).

This is reflected both on a practical policy levancerning
curriculum provisions and the regulation of accesschools as well
as on the more abstract level of ideas and kegmnaliés invoked by
policy-makers. In both England and Denmark, the ocoitural
identity politics of state authorities have thusthwmvarious means
sought to restore social order and purity withie tational territories
to feed the fantasies of fullness among the mgjpopulation.

In England, where ‘race’ has historically been pient in the
denotation of ethnic minority groups from the formamlonies, the
emergence of multicultural and especially antisaceducation
contributed to the Conservative government's dittwaestore order
and purity. With the introduction of an allegedlyiwersal curriculum
and the unleashing of market forces in educatios state authorities
invoked the need for colour-blind policies whenorwdl and post-
colonial racial discrimination in Britain becameemny discussed in
education.

In Denmark, where ‘language’ has remained the noategory
of contention in the identity politics exercised Banish state
authorities, the drives for purity and social ordierring the 2000s
have focused on the eradication of lingual mongatibn among
‘bilingual pupils’ and the assertion of Danish ks self-evident norm
in relation to mother tongue. In this perspectives recent repeal in
2010 of the very definition of ‘bilingual childrenh the Danish
School Act should be understood as the culminasionfar of the
deliberate efforts to impose congruence betweenmand culture on
the people living in Denmark.
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Against the background of these findings, the stidy argued
that the numerous claims in England and Denmark @haolour-
blind’ market form would promote equality of opparity have been
merged with the monocultural idea of equality adfarmity in the
formulation of education policy. In other words:pgHs have been ‘set
free’ and given the responsibility to perform withda monocultural
framework.

While pupils have thus been granted the individua¢dom to
perform at the level of their shared human nategeiality was at the
same time reduced at the cultural level. Hencentit®n of equality
has been adopted in both English and Danish educpblicy as an
ideological device to mould mankind in a certainrediion,
corresponding with Parekh’s (2000) theoretical aergnt about
monoculturalism. In this way, the study has exposiked token
character of the claims that the market forms waugdport colour-
blind equality of opportunity. While neoliberal @& have certainly
had a huge trenchancy in both contexts, the neaaliberomises’ of
equality are belied by their embedding in monogaltérameworks.

In a multicultural perspective, the entrenchmenthe market
form in compulsory education has therefore entailad de-
democratization in both contexts. This argumeim igne with Parekh
(2000), Mahajan (1999) and Gundara (2009) who b#eove that
ethnic minority groups are often disadvantaged stern liberal
democracies.

As such, the findings of the study reflect the siglead retreat
from multiculturalism in European policy-making e@ the mid-
1990s, also evident in for example France, Germang the
Netherlands (Joppke 2004). Orgad (2009) observatstliis retreat
entails a move from voluntary to compulsory cultuaasimilation,
especially evident in the ‘culturalization’, and sasiated
'securitization’ (Huysmans 2000), of immigration darctitizenship
legislation. This study has argued that such aucal wall' has also
been raised in English and Danish education potieffected in the
undermining, sidelining or repeal of the previousves towards
multiculturalism. In that respect, the English eetr in relation to
education policy might be seen as having set aegests to be
followed by for example Danish state authorities.

Therefore, when Orgad (2009) argues that the regubiressure
for assimilation signal a ‘paradox of liberalism’here illiberal
policies are embraced in a number of European matates to
preserve what is presented as a liberal regimesithgar argument
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about English and Danish education policy applié® study has thus
explored the expressions of a ‘paradox of libenailiat work in two
national contexts of compulsory education. The g@xaconcerns that
the same values the English and Danish nationsstidégm to protect
are violated due to the strengthened bias of alltwajoritarianism.
The monocultural education policies are construaedacts of self-
defence, protecting the freedom of Christian, matianguage-
speaking families from any interference which mighallenge their
sense of social order and traditional national tienOn the other
hand, ethnic minority parents and pupils are exgubt¢b assimilate
and align to the monocultural education systems.

In these respects, the study has argued that icetéeof England
this strengthening was largely achieved througtgalilly colour-blind
universal policies and the associated ‘absent poeseof ‘race’. In
Denmark, the overall ‘cultural rearmament’ and padéstic policies
towards bilingual parents and pupils has repredetite illiberal
means with the purpose to 'liberate’ those deemedponsible due to
‘cultural deficits’. While the ‘paradox of liberaln’ thus has found
different expressions in the two contexts, therbé&dea of freedom
as a negative concept, that is, as a freedom frotarférence
(Jacobsen et al. 2004, 33-34), in both cases has translated into
ignorance and self-sufficiency for the majority aadpression for
ethnic minority groups.

Concerning the shaping of these ‘paradoxes of disn’, the
study has also thrown light on the impact of exwenght-wing
parties on school policy in the two contexts. Tliisa particularly
relevant issue to be discussed in the Europearexiomhere the last
few decades have seen the rise of right-wing palitparties with
restrictive policies towards immigration and ethmimority groups as
their common leading issues (lvarsflaten 2008, 17).

In that respect, the English and Danish contexXedirom each
other. Thus, in Denmark the right-wirigansk Folkeparti(“Danish
People’s Party”) established in 1995 has provesussessful that the
party is currently the third largest party in pamnient, winning 14 per
cent of the popular vote in the latest electio2007. On the contrary,
extreme right-wing parties campaigning against igration and
multicultural society have remained marginal in Esfgpolitics. The
most prominent of these parties, the British NatldParty, has during
the 1990s and 2000s gained some influence in higlority areas,
especially at local elections and European ParlidniBBC 2009).
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However, the party has failed to gain any seatbenational House
of Commons (Taylor & Muir 2010).

This study has shown that the significanceDaihsk Folkeparti
in Danish education policy should not be exaggerate line with
Joppke’s (2004, 247-249) general argument abouadheal impact of
the recent rise of right-wing populism in EuropéeTanalysis showed
that Dansk Folkepartihas traded on the long-standing monocultural
ideas and agendas basically set\snstre the Liberal Party, and
Konservative Folkeparti Dansk Folkeparti has thus not added
anything ‘substantial’ to the educational debat¢ focused on the
mobilization of national identity through radicdletorics. Indeed, the
analysis of the Danish context pointed out thatoteefDansk
Folkeparti became influential, the three main parties \@dnstre,
Konservative Folkeparti and Socialdemokraternehad already
responded to the increasing debate about culturatgity and Danish
national identity with dismissal or ridicule of angevelopment
towards multiculturalism. Still, it should be stsed thatDansk
Folkeparti with its votes and radicalized xenophobic rhe®ric
obviously has fueled the retreat from multicultiziad and especially
the ‘moral panic’ surrounding immigration, culturdiversity and in
particular the Muslim minority living in Denmark.

On the other hand, the study has argued that @ey@tabsence
of extreme right-wing parties in the House of Coms)o
multiculturalism was effectively sidelined in Ergili education policy
in the wake of the Education Reform Act 1988. latthespect, the
absence of paternalistic measures towards ethniority groups
might be understood against the background of tmg-tanding
educational traditions for selection and schooledsity. These
traditions meant that the Conservative governmentdcto a higher
extent rely on the more subtle means of market amsms as a
driver for monoculturalism, as pointed out above.

The conclusions of this study thus imply that Fnmead’s
neoliberal ideas are considerably compromised ey thdoption in
English and Danish education policy. However, mattiean using
these findings to argue against the coherenceiedlifian’s contested
ideas, it should be mentioned that English and $amducation
policy does not live up to his liberal aspirations.

Thus, in both contexts the centrally defined commomniculum
cannot be said to merely encompass a ‘minimum cameoatent’ as
proposed by Friedman. Rather, the study has shdvah state
authorities are deeply engaged in defining therergurriculum for
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compulsory education. In addition, the study showhdt state
authorities in both contexts seek to control thgulation of diverse
school types according to their monocultural prariees. This high
level of regulation is not in keeping with Friednwrmeas of a ‘school
industry’ largely determined by consumer demand.

However, the study certainly shows that neolibédaks have
been invoked to establish market forms which emtdilas of cultural
majoritarianism. In this way, the study has hightegd the
shortcomings of Friedman’s key arguments when #dreyemployed
in multicultural settings to protect, entrench and least disguise the
dominance of particular social groupings. Espegisils key ideas
concerning liberal government as a mere ‘instruadépt with the
purpose to serve individual freedom and leave étmécal problem’ to
the individual take on a particularly naive chagadn the light of the
majoritarian bias of the detailedly regulated mafkems of English
and Danish compulsory education.

As a final remark, | would like to suggest that fimelings of this
study should be understood within a broader sdcietmtext.
Education systems remain embedded in broader psttef
stratification and discrimination, not least reflt in the implications
housing policies have for the education systememms$ of school
segregation and the attempts to provide a realoschoice (Gorard et
al. 2003).

Education obviously cannot resolve all challengssoaiated
with a multicultural society. Yet, this study toaks a point of
departure that education systems through the ré&tmgnand
reflection about cultural diversity can contributea more peaceful
co-existence. However, the study concluded that English and
Danish compulsory education systems have takerffereht route
since the national policies with overt and coveeiams seek to impose
cultural uniformity. There is little evidence to ggest that such
compulsory assimilation resolves the challenge®csed with a
multicultural society. Instead, the education systeof England and
Denmark are more likely to be counterproductive dedd the
potential for intercultural conflict and violencehan minority groups
‘under siege’ react to what they see as a maj@itaarrogance
threatening their own culture, or more preciselyeit identities
(Gundara 2009, 1013, 1017; Orgad 2009, 86-87; Ra?€k0, 224-
230).

Against this background, English and Danish congyls
education, with their high levels of discriminatjoblaming and
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persistent construction of 'threats’ are entangheithe conjuring up of
enemies within and without the policed territoryather than
promoting 'integration’. The education systems tmgs employed in
identity politics where the constructions of diBace nourish the
occasional outbreak of violence. Due to the defensind relational
character of identification, such continuous caratof manageable
enemies is an ideal means to feed national ideatifin among the
population and thus the very legitimacy of the oma$tate as a
political entity. Accordingly, the identity politicalso serve to sustain
the legitimacy of national policy-makers, their eadours and
identities. In this perspective, the study has swithat English and
Danish compulsory education policy are based onissmrv of a
neoliberal global '’knowledge economy’ where theitdlal yearning

for a stable identity and a sense of fullness isbyehe cultivation of
national enemies.
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ABSTRACT IN DANISH

Dette studie undersgger sammenhaengen mellem netbbee og
identitetspolitik i den statslige engelske og danskolepolitik. Det
fokuserer pa udviklingen af uddannelsestilbuddeiie etniske
minoritetselever i relation til curriculum og deradgang til skoler i
den periode, hvor markedsformen blev styrket i denationale
offentlige skolesystemer.

For Englands vedkommende drejer det sig om slueémngf
1980erne under den Konservative regering, der esddnagten 1979-
1997. Med hensyn til den danske folkeskole er derligt fokus pa
perioden 2002-2008 under koalitionsregeringen keskd af Venstre
og det Konservative Folkeparti.

Den analytiske ramme udggres hovedsageligt af Milto
Friedmans neoliberale ideer (Friedman 2002, Fried&a-riedman
1980) samt Bhikhu Parekhs skelnen mellem monolalliime og
multikulturalisme (Parekh 2000). Sidstneevnte bliviedden for
analyserammen opfattet som udtryk for forskelliggrnfer for
identitetspolitik. Derudover involveres andre tdistee bidrag om
neoliberalisme (Ball 2008, Harvey 2005, MoutsiosO@0 Mudge
2008), identitetspolitik (Hall 1996), nationalisni®airn 1981) og
neokonservatisme i uddannelsessammenhaeng (Appbd.200

Inden for denne analyseramme diskuteres de sHtslig
skolepolitikker i England og Danmark pa grundlagdaf empiriske
materiale, der bestar af centrale skolereformerdeapageeldende
perioder og debatterne om dem i de nationale parigen Derudover
inddrages  eksisterende  forskning om  neoliberalismag
identitetspolitik i de to kontekster til at undeatde specialets
konklusioner. | overensstemmelse med specialeentiing imod
den kulturelle og ideografiske tradition inden famternational
komparativ uddannelsesforskning (Winther-Jenserdpbar saerlige
kendetegn for de to nationale kontekster, dereteskstemer, nyere
immigrationshistorie og tilgang til etniske minefitelever veeret
inddraget i analysen. Formalet med dette historiskespektiv har
veeret at respektere den enkelte konteksts integgt@pna en dybere
forstaelse af, hvordan markedsformen har udvikigtover tid, og
hvilke ideer den har veeret praeget af. Dette hikterperspektiv har
veeret afgagrende for specialets konklusioner.
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Specialets hovedkonklusion er, at den stigende afraeoliberal
regulering af curriculum og adgang til skoler i ba&ngland og
Danmark er blevet ledsaget af monokulturel idetgjitelitik. Denne
konklusion implicerer, at de seaerlige markeder, sden statslige
skolepolitikker fremmer, er understgttet af ideer assimilation ind i
majoritetskulturen. Herved papeges, at de lige gheller, som
markedsformen haevdes at fremme, traekker pa entifilmgsom
lighed som enshed pa det kulturelle plan. P4 debaggrund
argumenterer specialet for, at oprettelsen af nasfemen i England
og Danmark bidrog til et yderligere demokratisk erskud i relation
til curriculum og adgangen til skoler.

Mens neoliberalisme i bade England og Danmark emrket il
udtryk igennem centraliseringen af curriculum, gd@ntrol af
standarder og mere frit skolevalg, har samspilletellem
neoliberalisme og monokulturalisme vist sig paKelsg made.

I England var det primeere udtryk for monokulturel
identitetspolitik, at 'multikulturelle’ og "anti-reistiske’
curriculumtiltag vidt udbredt pa lokalt niveau iZerne og 1980erne
blev umuliggjort ved indfgrelsen af et nationalt ownokulturelt
curriculum med den banebrydendsducation Reform Act 1988
Denne reform var samtidig afggrende for etablenngsf et
skolemarked kendetegnet ved laissez-faire, seleldyang og @get
skolediversitet. | dette marked kom den statsligenokulturelle
identitetspolitik til udtryk ved manglende intertem i det mere
selektive engelske skolesystem. Pa den baggrurevexid etniske
minoritetselever en uforholdsmaessigt reduceret ragigdl skoler,
henvisning til specialundervisning og skoleeksldusi.

| Danmark har den skeerpede monokulturalisme prinestrisig
ved et gget fokus pa den sproglige assimilation eafiske
minoritetselever. De mest markante udtryk for dedngjning var
ophaevelsen af tosprogede elevers ret til modersmddsvisning i
2002 og den fremrykkede sprogstimulering til 3-ffseen.
Tilsvarende har det generelle skolecurriculum udtiksig i en
monokulturel retning. | den henseende har undeingsministeren
som et seerligt kendetegn for Danmark faet nye bk til at styre
timetallet med hensyn til bl.a. fagene dansk o¢phis. Den statslige
danske monokulturelle identitetspolitik er desu#temmet til udtryk
igennem ny lovgivning, der giver kommunerne mulightor at
fordele tosprogede elever imellem skoler for aimgkynde deres
assimilation, og de gentagne tilskyndelser omgd tisse 'redskaber’
i brug. Saledes har den statslige identitetspolitileguleringen af
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adgang til skoler tilskyndet til paternalisme odeivention overfor
etniske minoritetsgrupper, modsat det engelskeeskatked, som har
veeret baseret pa laissez-faire og selektion.
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APPENDICES

A. Neoliberalism, monoculturalism and multicultusah

Neoliberalism

Monoculturalism

Multiculturalism

Main Individual freedom Monoculturalism Multiculturalism
aim and responsibility
Key idea | The invisible hand of | Assimilation of Cultural diversity is
the market promotes | cultural communities | central to the
growth, individual into mainstream society’s self-
freedom, self- culture. understanding.
dependency and
social mobility. Majoritarian bias and | The cultural demands
traditional views of of constituent
Power should be common-sense communities should
taken from the The Janus-face of be recognized.
‘educational nationalism
establishment’ and
given to consumers | ‘Blaming’
Notion Performance-based | Equality as Equality involves
of colourblind equality | uniformity; equal freedom or
equality | of opportunity equality is denied at | opportunity to be
the cultural level. different
Curri- A minimum of Monolingual and — The culture of ethnic
culum common curriculum | cultural curriculum minority groups
content should be which maintains should be recognized
defined by the strong boundaries preferably integrated
government. between ‘us’ and in the mainstream
‘them’. curriculum.
Control of standards
embedded in systemg
of accountability
Access Parents should be Equality as Equality involves
to given rights to choose uniformity and equal freedom or
schools | every school willing | majoritarian bias opportunity to be

to accept the child.

Market mechanisms
take precedence over
interventions in the
‘local economies of
pupil worth’.

Enforced integration/
paternalism where
market mechanisms

are limited

different

A multiculturally
based school system
accommodating
different kinds of
schools
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B. Population by ethnic group in United Kingdom @20Census)

Total population | Non-White
Numbers* %| population in %

White 51,154 92.1 -
Mixed 677 1.2 14.6
Indian 1,053 1.8 22.7
Pakistani 747 1.3 16.1
Bangladeshi 283 0.5 6.1
Other Asian 248 04 5.8
All Asian or Asian British 2,331| 4.0 50.3
Black Caribbean 566 1.0 122
Black African 485| 0.8 10.5
Any other Black background 9 0|2 21
All Black or Black British 1,149| 2.0 24 .4
Chinese 247| 04 5.3
Other ethnic groups 231| 04 5.0
All minority ethnic population 4,635 7.9 100
All population 58,789| 100

* Numbers in thousands. Numbers rounded to nettressand.

Source: Table modified from National Statisticsq2p
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C. Pupils by ethnic group and first language inl&nd (2009)

Primary Schools Secondary Schools
Pupils* % | Pupils* %
White 2,555 79.2 2,664 81.0
White British 2,410 74.7 2,530 78(0
Irish 11 0.3 12 0.4
Traveller of Irish heritage 0.1 1 0.0
Gypsy/Roma 6 0.2 B 0.1
Any other White Background 12 319 110 3.4
Mixed 133 4.1 106 3.3
White and Black Caribbean 4 1.3 37 1.1
White and Black African 1% 0.b 11 0{3
White and Asian 28 0.9 2P 0|7
Any other mixed background 4 15 37 1.1
Asian 300 9.3 250 7.7
Indian 80 2.5 81 2.5
Pakistani 12§ 3.9 93 29
Bangladeshi 52 1.6 38 1|2
Any other Asian background 4 1.3 38 1.2
Black 158 4.9 139 4.3
Black Caribbean 45 14 45 114
Black African 94 2.9 79 2.4
Any other Black background 1 0(6 15 0.5
Chinese 11 0.3 14 0.4
Any other ethnic group 44 1.4 37 1.1
Classified 3,200 99.3 3,21( 98.6
Unclassified 24 0.7 45 1.4
Minority Ethnic Pupils** 790 24.5 671 20.6
All pupils 3,224 100 3,255 100

* Pupils in thousands. Numbers rounded to neahestsiand.

** The category Minority Ethnic Pupils includes allipils classified as

belonging to an ethnic group other than White Bhiti
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(Appendix Gcontinued

Pupils by first language in English primary andas®tary schools (2009)

Primary Schools

Secondary Schools

Pupils* % Pupils* %
First language other than 491 15.2 363 11.]
English
First language English 2,727 84.6 2,878 88.
Unclassified 6 0.2 14 0.4
All pupils 3,224 100 3,254 10

* Pupils in thousands. Numbers rounded to neahestsiand.

Source: Tables modied from DCSF (2009a, table 453and
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D. Population in Denmark, immigrants and descersdg@09)

Country of origin Persons with| Immigrants Descendants
Danish origin
Danmark 4,987,656
EU member states 122,437 13,179
Great Britain 11,812 1,495
Sweden 10,401 1,181
Germany 18,536 1,103
Other European
countries 105,311 43,463
Africa 31,787 15,727
Somalia 6,039 2,279
North America 8,511 936
USA 5,823 332
South — and
Latin America 9,026 864
Chile 479 34
Asia 124,931 52,00(
Afghanistan 7,600 1,489
Iraq 13,414 3,484
Iran 3,923 366
China 6,749 408
Pakistan 5,435 1,458
Syria 674 94
Turkey 20,539 8,332
Vietnam 3,247 665
Oceania 2,112 151
Stateless 495 227
Unknown 493 135
Total 4,987,656 405,108 126,68
Total population
in Denmark 2009 5,519,441

Source: Table generated on the basis of data ftatisics Denmark.
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E. Number of pupils by language and ethnic groupenmark

“Pupils speaking a foreign language”/"bilingual depin the Folkeskole

Year 1975 1980 1985 199D 1995 2000 2004
Pupils 2,531| 8,093| 11,815| 22,578| 35,951 50,360| 57,523
% <1 1,1 1.80 4.10 6.90 8.90 10
Number of pupils in class 0-9 by origin, 2008/2009

The Folkeskole| Free schools* Special Total

schools **

Danish origin 519,132 112,391 10,625 642,148
Immigrants 16,180 2,424 38( 18,984
Descendants 43,369 7,739 994 52,104
Unknown 956 1,473 149 2,578
Total 579,637 124,027 12,150 715,814

Ten most common countries of origin for ethnic mityo pupils in
compulsory education, 2008/2009

The Folkeskole| Free schools Special Total
* schools **

Turkey 10,028 1,272 236 11,561
Iraq 5,772 712 148 6,632
Lebanon 5,599 976 127 6,702
Somalia 3,813 562 109 4,484
Pakistan 2,952 100 52 3,104
Afghanistan 2,841 370 98 3,309
Bosnia- 2,807 121 37 2,96%
Herzegovina

Yugoslavia 2,469 130 54 2,653
Vietnam 2,096 426 20 2,542
Sri Lanka 1,838 472 30 2,34(

* Free schools include independent residential sish@efterskoler”)
catering for class 8-11.
** Special schools also include day care treatnf&t@gbehandlingstilbud”)

Sources: First table modified from Thomsen (20&&cond and third table
modified from Hornbek (2009, Table 1, Table 5).
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F. The Education Reform Act 1988 and the curriculum

Main curriculum provisions from the Education Re&foAct:

The Basic Curriculum: Religious Education
National Curriculum consisting of ten foundatiohmgcts:
Three core subjects: Mathematics, English and 8eien

Seven other foundation subjects: History, Geograjlghnology,
Music, Art and Physical Education. In the third dodrth key stages
also a Modern Foreign Language.

The National Curriculum was to be taught in altestaaintained schools and
was defined by attainment targets, programmesuofysind assessment
arrangements.

Mandatory assessment after the four key stages:

Key stage 1: Ages 5-7 (Years 1-2)

Key stage 2: Ages 7-11 (Years 3-6)
Key stage 3: Ages 11-14 (Years 7-9)
Key stage 4: Ages 14-16 (Years 10-11)

The Whole Curriculum by 1990:
Basic Curriculum + National Curriculum

+ A range of cross-curricular elements:
Dimensions: equal opportunity and multiculturalism

Skills: communication; numeracy; study; problemsudy personal
and social education; and information technology.

Non-statutory themes: economic and industrial ustdeding; careers
education and guidance; health education, eductdraitizenship;
and environmental education

Sources: DES (1988), Pumfrey (1994a, 19-20)
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G. Section 11 Grants: Expenditure on approved pi®je

Year £ Year £ Year £
1967-68* 1.4| 1978-79 31.1| 1989-90 114.8
1968-69* 1.8| 1979-80 33.1| 1990-91 135.5

1969-70 3.7 1980-81 46.0| 1991-92 113.0
1970-71 4.4 1981-82 52.2| 1992-93 129.7
1971-72 55 1982-83 60.8 1993-94 131.2
1972-73 7.0 1983-84 76.2 1994-95 49.7
1973-74 9.4 1984-85 76.3 1995-96 54
1974-75 10.2| 1985-86 63.4| 1996-97 58.2
1975-76 13.8| 1986-87 102.2| 1997-98 73.4
1976-77 20.4| 1987-88 93.0

1977-78 24.6| 1988-89 88.8

£ in millions.

* Grant was paid at 50 per cent level during 1967-6

Source: National Archives (2010)
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H. The English school curriculum 1988-2006

Subject 1988 1996 2002 2006
Basic curriculum:
Religious Education and BS - - -
collective worship KS 14
National Curriculum:
English CS - - -
KS 1-4
Mathematics CS - - -
KS 1-4
Science CS - - -
KS 1-4
History FS FS - EA
KS1-4 | KS1-3 KS4
Technology FS - - EA
KS 1-4 KS4
Geography FS FS - EA
KS1-4 | KS1-3 KS 4
Information and FS -
communication technology KS 14
Modern foreign language | FS - - EA
KS 3-4 KS 4
Citizenship FS -
KS 3-4

Abbreviations: Key Stage (KS), Basic Subject (BX)re Subject (CS),
Foundation Subject (FS), Entitlement area (EA).

In 2006, Technology was renamed Design and Techgolo
The subjects of Art, Music and Physical Educatiomreot included in the
table.

Sources: DES (1988, section 3); Department for Btioie and Employment

(1996, section 352-354); Department for Educatioa &kills (2002, section
80, 84-85); Department for Education and SkillsO@0section 74)

146



I. Towards aim-and-frame regulation in the Danisbljz sector

These three models illustrate the shift from topsdocentral hierarchic
regulation towards aim-and-frame regulation in fhanish public sector.
Aim-and-frame regulation combines the internal tagion through
incentives and sanctions, with external market leggn through consumer
choice exercized by citizens. Remark the arrowghe external market
regulation of the 1980s.

Source: Finansministeriet (1996).

Before the 1960s

Minister/
Mayor

Administratior

Producer

R

Citizens
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(Appendix Icontinued
1960s and 1970s

Minister/
Mavor

ll Management by aims

Administration

Producer

1 1 1

Citizens

1980s

Minister/
Mayor

ﬂ Management by aims
Administratior
ﬂ Incentives and frames
Producer

T 8 T  cem

market regulation

Citizens
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J. Curriculum provisions of five acts in Denmarl022006

Act 412, 2002. “Mothertongue tuition and languatimslation”

Local councils obliged to offer language stimulatfor bilingual
children from three years of age, instead of tlevipus 4 years,
whether they attend day care or not

The obligation of local councils to offer mothengue tuition to
bilingual children is withdrawn, except for childréom the EU and
EEA (Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway), the Fadstends and
Greenland

Block grants to local councils reduced on the bakistimated
savings and costs related to abolishing motheruengition and
advancing language stimulation

Act 300, 2003. “Better inschooling and strengthgrafithe content in the
instruction of the Folkeskole”

Final and intermediate statutory “Common Nationb|egtives” for
all subjects in class 0-10

The Minister of Education was given powers to dighta
minimum annual number of lessons in relation tgesta(1-3, 4-6, 7-
9) and clusters of subjects (humanities, sciendepaactical-
aesthetic)

Definition of minimum number of Danish (810 houas)d Math
lessons (450) in class 1-3

Curriculum changes: extra lessons in Danish andhhfetlass 1-3;
English given extra lessons and introduced one gadier in class
3; Biology extended to class 9 and added 30 hoars f
Nature/Technics; Physics/Chemistry; History extehtbeclass 9
and given 30 hours extra, taken from Social ScieBoeial Science
introduced one year earlier, in class 8

The increased costs for the extra lessons in Daklath, English
and Physics/Chemistry compensated in block granitscal
councils.

Act 477, 2004. “Mandatory language stimulation tifigual children who
have not yet started schooling”

Parents given the obligation to let their chileatt Danish language
stimulation from three years of age until schoaltsif the child is
assessed to have the need
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(Appendix Xontinued

Act 313, 2006. “Strengthened evaluation and usetbnal tests as
pedagogic tool and compulsory tests etc.”

e “National Tests” referring to the intermediate aim®anish, Math,
English, Physics/Chemistry, Biology and Geography

e Mandatory final exams in class 9, and introducinstéty, Christian
Studies and Social Science as exam subjects

Act 572, 2006. “Clarification of the pre-amble bktFolkeskole, extra
lessons in Danish and History, pupil plans, puliicaof national test results,
clarification of the municipal responsibilities aastablishment of a new
council for evaluation and quality developmenttef Folkeskole”.

* Revision of the preamble of the Danish School Act.

e Curriculum changes: extra lessons for Danish is<k&a3 and
History in class 4-5

e The minimum number of hours for Danish in classihe3eased to
900 hours; definition of 180 hours as the minimwmber of hours
for History in class 4-6

« Publication of “national performance profile”, “ditg reports” and
individual “pupil plans”

Sources: UVM (2002a, 2003a, 2004, 2006a, 2006d)
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K. Curriculum centralization in the Danish Folkekko
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Sources: UVM (1975, section 1, 4, 5, 16), UVM (198&ction 10), UVM

(2001, section 1), UVM (2003a, section 10, subsecs; section 16; section

40, subsection 3; section 44, subsection 8, pgisedtion 45, subsection 3),

UVM (2006d, section 16).
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L. Support for selected school acts in Denmark 12033

Act 435 (1990)."De-bureaucratization, derequlatédn Including
regulations for free school choice”
Passed with 94: Social Democrats (SocDem), ther&ilizarty (LibP),
Conservative People’s Party (CPP), the Progredy Par
(ProgP), Centre Democrats (CD), the Social LibBwaty
(SocLibP), Christian People’s Party (ChristPP),
MP Steenholdt of Greenlandic Party, MP Hugo Holm
Against 18: Socialist People’s Party (SocPP)

Act 509 (1993). School Act
Passed with 94: SocDem, LibP, SocPP, ProgP, CD,ils®cChristPP
Against 25: CPP, 2 MP of LibP.

Act 413 (1996). “Efforts for bilingual children, cegulation etc.”

Passed with 93: SocDem, LibP, CPP, SocPP, ProgPD&ish People’s
Party (DPP)

Against 4: Red-Green Alliance (RGA)

Act 486 (1998) “Reinforced integration of refugemlammigrant children”
Passed with 98: SocDem, LibP, CPP, SocPP, CD, 8B¢land ChristPP
Against 15: DPP, RGA and ProgP

Act 412 ( 2002) “Mother-tongue tuition and languatienulation”
Passed with 59: LibP, DPP and CPP
Against 47: SocDem, SocPP, SocLibP, RGA and CHristP

Act 300 (2003) “Better inschooling and strengtheniri the subject content
in the teaching of the Folkeskole”

Passed with 92: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem

Against 16: SocPP, SocLibP, RGA and ChristPP

Act 477 (2004). “Mandatory language stimulatiorbdingual children who

have not yet started schooling”

Passed with 90: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem

Against 14: SocPP, SocLibP, RGA and Christian Deraits
(ChristDem)

Act 360 (2004). “Geography as exam subject, proeifor pupils’
exemption from Christian Studies [...]"

Passed with 91: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem

Against 14: SocPP, SocLibP, RGA and ChristDem
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(Appendix L continued)

Act 594 (2005). “Strengthened tuition in Danistsasond language,
including extended opportunities for transferrinignigual pupils to other
schools than the catchment area school”

Passed with 90: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem

Against 21: SocPP, SocLibP, RGA

Act 335 (2005). "Freer school choice within andossr municipalities”
Passed with 98: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem
Against 20: SocPP, SocLibP, RGA

Act 313 (2006). “Strengthened evaluation and useatibnal tests as
pedagogic tool and compulsory tests etc.”

Passed with 90: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem

Against 23: 5 members of SocDem, SocPP, SocLildA R

Act 572 (2006) “Clarification of the pre-amble bEtpeople’s school, extra
lessons in Danish and History, pupil plans, publilicaof national test results,
clarification of the municipal responsibilities aastablishment of a new
council for evaluation and quality developmenttsd people’s school”
Passed with 86: LibP, DPP, CPP and SocDem

Against 23: 4 members of SocDem, SocPP, SocLiA R

Act 476 (2008). Revision of Act 335 (2005)
Passed with 91: LibP, DPP, CPP, SocDem, SocLibPNawd Alliance
Against 18: SocPP, RGA

Original names of political parties represente&adtketinget:

The Centre Democrats: Centrum-Demokraterne

Christian People’s Party: Kristeligt Folkepartigffin October 2003:
“Christian Democrats”; “Kristendemokraterne”)

The Conservative People’s Party: Det Konservatiidparti
Danish People’s Party: Dansk Folkeparti

The Liberal Party: Venstre, Danmarks Liberale Parti

New Alliance: Ny Alliance

Progress Party: Fremskridtspartiet

Red-Green Alliance: Enhedslisten

Social Democrats: Socialdemokraterne

Social Liberal Party: Radikale Venstre, Danmarksi&ldiberale Parti.
Socialist People’s Party: Socialistisk Folkeparti
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M. Curriculum provisions for ethnic minority pupits Denmark
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N. The Folkeskoleurriculum

Subject Hours
Act 509, | Act300, | Act572, | +/-hours
1993 2003 2006 1993-2006
(fully realized
2010/2011)
Danish 1800 1890 1980 +180
Class 1-9| Min. 810 | Min. 900
hoursin | hours in
class 1-3 | class 1-3
History 270 300 360 +90, including
Class 3-8| Class 3-9| Min. 180 | 30 hours
hours in | transferred from
class 4-6 | Social Studies
Social Studies 150 120 120 -30, transferred
(“samfundsfag”) Class9 | Class 8-9 to History
Christian Studies | 300 300 300 0
Class 1-9
English 510 570 570 +60, including
Class 4-9| Class 3-9 30 hours taken
from “Time of
the Class”
Optional: German | 330 330 330 0
(or French) Class 7-9
Math 1080 1170 1170 +90
Class 1-9| Min. 450
hours in
class 1-3
Physics/ 180 210 210 +30
Chemistry Class 7-9
Biology 120 150 150 +30, taken from
Class 7-8| Class 7-9 from
Nature/Technics
Geography 120 120 120 0
(Changes due to | Class 7-8| Class 7-9
Act 360, 2004)
Nature/ 330 300 300 -30, transferred
Technics Class 1-6 to Biology

(“Natur/Teknik”)
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(Appendix Ncontinued

The control of standards in the Folkeskole

Subject Control of standards (Act 313, 2006)
National tests Final examinations, class9
Danish Class 2, 4,6, 8 Mandatory from 2006
Optional before
History - By lot from 2006
Social Studies - By lot from 2006
(“samfundsfag”)
Christian Studies | - By lot from 2006
English Class 7 Mandatory from 2006
Optional before
Optional: German | - By lot from 2006
(or French) Optional before
Math Class 3, 6 Mandatory 2006
Optional before
Physics/ Combined test in | Mandatory 2006
Chemistry Physics/ Optional before
Biology gir;)?c?g;;t;):\’ d Mandatory 2006
: Optional from 2003
Geography in
Geography class 8 Mandatory 2006
(Changes due to Optional from 2004
Act 360, 2004)
Nature/Technics | -
(“Natur/Teknik”)

The following curriculum contents are not includedhe first table:

The practical/aesthetic subject range; the “timetted class” (“Klassens
Tid"); three compulsory topics established in 1998e cross-curricular
“Project assignment”; additional optional subjeatsclass 8-9; approved
optional subjects not leading to exam, for exam@fganish, Immigrant
Languages (“Almindelige indvandersprog”), Everydayench, Everyday
German, all approved with Order 716, July 2008.

The first table is based on both statutory provisiand guidance. However,
the provisions of Act 300 and 572 constrained tttea scope for variation
from the numbers included in the table.

Sources: Blaksteen et al. (1995, 119), UVM (20G&&gtion 1, 2), UVM
(2006b), UVM (2006f)
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O. Preambles of the Folkeskole in English language

School Act 1975*

§2. The task of the school is in the cooperation whh parents to provide the
pupils with the opportunity to acquire knowledggills, working methods
and forms of expression, which contribute to théivildual pupil’s versatile
development.

Subsection 2The school has to seek in all work activitiescteate such

opportunities for experience and self-occupaticat the pupil can enhance
one’s inclination to learn, unfold one’s imaginatiand train one’s ability to

independent assessment and taking a stand.

Subsection 3The school prepares the pupils for living paptétion and co-
influence in a democratic society and for co-resality for solving
communal tasks. Hence, the education and everyi@agfithe school have to
be based on freedom of spirit and democracy.

School Act 1993

81 The task of the school is in co-operation with ffarents to further the
pupils’ acquisition of knowledge, skills, working etthods and forms of
expression, which contribute to the individual pgpipersonal versatile
development.

Subsection ZThe school has to seek creating such conditionexXperience,

initiative and absorption, that the pupils devetmgnition, imagination and
inclination to learn, so that they achieve confickein own opportunities and
a foundation to take a stand and act.

Subsection 3The school must make the pupils familiar with Dantsilture
and contribute to their understanding for otheturek and for the interaction
between human and nature. The school prepareaufiks for participation,
co-responsibility, rights and obligations in a sbgi with freedom and
democracy. Hence, education and everyday life ef gbhool have to be
based on freedom of spirit, equality and democracy.
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(Appendix Ccontinued

School Act 2006

81. The school in cooperation with the parents musé giupils knowledge
and skills that will prepare them for further ediima and give them the
inclination to learn more, make them familiar withanish culture and
history, give them an understanding for other coestand cultures,
contribute to their understanding of the interatti@tween human and nature
and further the individual pupil's versatile devahoent.

Subsection 2.The school must develop working methods and create
conditions for experience, absorption and initiatso that pupils develop
cognition and imagination and achieve confidencevim opportunities and a
foundation to take a stand and act.

Subsection 3.The school must prepare the pupils to participatioo-

responsibility, rights and obligations in a societyith freedom and
democracy. Hence, the activities of the school tarde characterized by
freedom of spirit, equality and democracy.

(My translation)
*In 1975, the preamble was mentioned in section f@dlowing the

clarification in section 1 that the Act covered thanicipal public school. In
1993 and 2006, the sections are put in reverse.orde
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P. Original preambles of the Folkeskole

School Act 1975

§ 2. Folkeskolens opgave er i samarbejde med foreeldnemgve eleverne
mulighed for at tilegne sig kundskaber, feerdighedabejdsmetoder og
udtryksformer, som medvirker til den enkelte elalsdige udvikling.

Stk. 2.Folkeskolen ma i hele sit arbejde sgge at skabans@& muligheder
for oplevelse og selvvirksomhed, at eleven kan gigelyst til at leere,
udfolde sin fantasi og opgve sin evne til selvsigendurdering og
stillingtagen.

Stk. 3.Folkeskolen forbereder eleverne til medleven oglmestemmelse i et
demokratisk samfund og til medansvar for Igsningénfeelles opgaver.
Skolens undervisning og hele dagligliv ma derfogdsy pa4 andsfrined og
demokrati.

School Act 1993

§ 1. Folkeskolens opgave er i samarbejde med foreeldegnéremme
elevernes tilegnelse af kundskaber, feerdighedehejdsmetoder og
udtryksformer, der medvirker til den enkelte eleakidige personlige
udvikling.

Stk. 2.Folkeskolen ma sgge at skabe sddanne rammer foredpd, virkelyst
og fordybelse, at eleverne udvikler erkendelsetafsinog lyst til at leere,
saledes at de opnar tillid til egne muligheder agdyund for at tage stilling
og handle.

Stk. 3.Folkeskolen skal gare eleverne fortrolige med ddnstur og bidrage
til deres forstaelse for andre kulturer og for meskets samspil med naturen.
Skolen forbereder eleverne til medbestemmelse, neda, rettigheder og
pligter i et samfund med frihed og folkestyre. S undervisning og hele
dagligliv ma derfor bygge pa andsfrihed, ligeveagcdemokrati.
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(Appendix Fcontinued

School Act 2006

§ 1. Folkeskolen skal i samarbejde med foreeldréves gJeverne kundskaber
og feerdigheder, der: forbereder dem til videre ntétse og giver dem lyst
til at leere mere, gar dem fortrolige med danskutudtg historie, giver dem
forstdelse for andre lande og kulturer, bidragérdgres forstaelse for
menneskets samspil med naturen og fremmer den tenktdvs alsidige
udvikling.

Stk. 2. Folkeskolen skal udvikle arbejdsmetoder og skabmanrer for
oplevelse, fordybelse og virkelyst, sa eleverneikidv erkendelse og fantasi
og far tillid til egne muligheder og baggrund fatage stilling og handle.
Stk. 3. Folkeskolen skal forberede eleverne til deltagelsedansvar,

rettigheder og pligter i et samfund med frihed otkdstyre. Skolens virke
skal derfor veere praeget af andsfrihed, ligeveerdesgokrati.

Sources: UVM (1975, 1993, 2006d)

160



Choice

Q. The Education Reform Act 1988 and access toatsho

Parents could express a preference for schootsjratsther local
authorities.

Open enrolment: Admissions procedures changed sittogols had
to enrol pupils at least up to a “relevant standamhber” based on
numbers in 1979-1980. Schools were thus deniedgheto refuse
anyone entry until the standard number had bearheeha
Unsuccesful applicants retained the right to appgalnst unwanted
school placement as established by the 1944 EducAtt (section
26-32).

Information on the curriculum, syllabus, all assesst results,
annual reports prepared by the governing body tenta etc. should
be made available for parents by schools or LEAsURS of
individual pupils must generally only be made aafalé to parents
(section 22).

Local Management of Schools entailed delegatidnudigets
through a formular worked out in each LEA and apptbby the
Education Secretary. School governors were giverepeto
manage the school budget and hire staff. Mostefihding to
schools followed students per capita, making tffecévely a
voucher scheme (section 33-51).

School diversity

Grant-maintained schools: All secondary and pringtyools with
more than 300 pupils could opt out of local auttyocbntrol and
become GM schools.GM schools were financed dirdxtigentral
government and with particular admissions arrangesnd®allots of
parents to be held to decide whether the schoalldtapt out of
LEA control (section 52-104)

City Technology Colleges: the Secretary of State gigen powers
to enter agreements with private sponsors of CTdscalleges for
arts and technology (section 105)

Source: DES (1988)
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R. Access to the Folkeskole

Act 335, 2005. "Freer school choice within and asrmunicipalities”

Throughout the course of compulsory education piaresm
demand that their child is admitted to a schoobediag to their
choice in the municipality of residence, or in d@stmunicipality.

Parents preserve their right to have their chilchizted into the
local catchment school.

With the provisions, it is made statutory that loo@uncils must
provide school choice and the parental right ta@se school
choice is expanded to include schools in other oipaiities.

Requests can only be refused when the school ¢gpasilaid
down by the local council, renders admittance insfids. Thus, the
previous opportunity for the school head to rejrgtils on the basis
of a ‘pedagogical assessment’ is abolished andtbsen school
does not longer have to declare itself willing trét the child.

The local council must lay down regulations for a&bions and
the criteria to follow when the number of applicaakceeds school
capacity. The criteria must be objective, like aigte to school or
brother and sisters, the citizens residing in thicipality before
citizens residing elsewhere, etc.

The Act should be revised in 2007-08 due to themta! effects
of choice on segregation and ghettoisation.

Act 594, 2005. “Strengthened instruction in Darastsecond language,
including extended opportunities for transferrinigngual pupils to other
schools than the catchment area school”

Local councils given the option to transfer biliadjghildren to
other schools than the local catchment school wheypare
assessed to have “a not unimportant need” for bdarsguage
support.

Act 476, 2008. Revision of Act 335

The planned revision of Act 335 was postponed thl22012.

Sources: UVM (2005a, 2005b, 2008a)
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S. Neoliberalism and monoculturalism in England Bedmark

Neoliberalism

Monocultural identity
politics

)

2d

England “National Curriculum” Monocultural curriculum
defined by statutory
attainment targets, Sidelining of multicultural
programmes of study and | and anti-racist education
assessment arrangements
Choice between a diversity | Laissez-faire market involve
of state-maintained schoolg a bias of cultural
and a strengthening of majoritarianism
selection
Blaming schools and local
education authorities engage
in multicultural and anti-
racist education
Denmark Statutory “Common National Monocultural curriculum

Objectives” and “National
Tests”

Statutory time allocation for
especially Danish and
History

Cautious school choice
policies within the non-
selective Folkeskole

with a particular focus on
Danish and History

Withdrawal of local
obligation to offer mother
tongue tuition for pupils with
non-EU/EEA origins and
strengthening of pre-school
Danish language learning

Enforced integration through

dispersal

Blaming ethnic minority
parents
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T. Original quotations in Danish language

. 'Bilingual children’ in the Danish School Act: "Vetbsprogede bgrn
forstds bgrn, der har et andet modersméal end dagglsom farst ved
kontakt med det omgivende samfund, eventuelt genrskolens
undervisning, leerer dansk. ”

. Gitte Lillelund BechVenstre Folketinget 2004, 1): "Uddannelse og gode
danskkundskaber er afgegrende, hvis man skal havevetiykket
integration. Samtidig er muligheden for uddannelffeengig af, om man
kan tale dansk. Uden dansk ingen uddannelse ogiigegration. ...
Ved at udvide undervisningspligten til fra 3-ardeakn for tosprogede
barn, der efter en sagkyndig vurdering skegnnes aate hbehov for
sprogstimulering, gnsker vi at sikre, at alle tog@de barn kan begynde i
skolen uden sproglige problemer, hvilket er en dsgetning for at fa
udbytte af skolegangen og derefter at fa videre aagdg til
uddannelsessystemet eller arbejdsmarkedet.”

. Martin HenriksenDansk Folkeparti(Folketinget 2006d, 57): "Tidligere
tiders skolepolitik har efterladt mange unge mekeeget tomt hul uden
feerdigheder og uden kendskab til sig selv, sin égér og historie. Det
far vi nu rettet op pa. Det har veeret et gnskeDfrask Folkeparti i lang
tid, og nu tager vi skridtet. Vi giver folkeskoldv@b, og jeg vil faktisk
vove den pastand, at vi ser fremad.”

. Bertel HaarderVenstre Minister of Education (Folketinget 2005a, 18):
“Lovforslaget er et led i den gradvise demokratisgraf den offentlige
sektor, som har veeret i gang i nogle &r med frialg pa flere og flere
omrader. Overskriften er: Fra politikerstyre tildestyre. Jo flere steder
borgerne selv kan bestemme over den store deltimhadproduktet, der
administreres via de offentlige kasser, jo bedrehvis der var nogle
kommuner, som nu mister indflydelse pa tingene,osértages den
indflydelse jo af foreeldrene. Maengden af indflydets konstant her i
verden, og alt, hvad kommunerne matte miste, ddoféeldrene altsa.”

. Bertel Haarder (Uddannelsesudvalget 2005): “Viedtrtil at se i gjnene,
at det ikke er danskernes bgrn, som skaber dettielgon. Det er de
tosprogedes barn, som er problemet, og derfor teogkd mere rimeligt,
at det er dem, som flytter sig. Rent bortset ftanan ikke kan tvinge de
danske bgrn til at flytte sig.”
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6. Bertel Haarder (Haarder 2005b): "I sadanne tilfeetdé vi sige, at
ngdvendigheden af danskindleeringen er sa stoetatrdhgdvendigt at fa
alle med, ogsa de enkelte, som ikke umiddelbartdeafordelene. Vi har

tillid til foraeldrene, men vi skal ogsa have destidmed.”
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