Abstract
Authority with an Unclear Position
Research has previously addressed elements of school supervision and inspection and the practices of state authorities. For example, Ouston, Fidler and Earley (1997)  have noticed that it is important how inspections and supervisions are carried out in terms of giving schools the possibilities to amend what has been identified as problematic. How countries organise supervision and inspection between authorities differ, but Ball (2007) in the UK and Apple (2005) in the US as well as Rönnberg (2012) in Sweden have noticed a discursive drift in how authorities present themselves, from a discourse with more emphasis on supervision, towards one with more emphasis on inspection. Here Sweden holds a certain position since the Swedish educational system since the mid 1990s, in a short time have turned from one of the most regulated to one of the most deregulated (Lundahl, 2002). In addition, the organisation of authorities and the function of authorities were reformed in a rapid pace.
In this presentation we put focus on the National Agency for Special Needs Education and Schools (SPSM), a new authority since 2008, that in relation to other Swedish authorities as the Swedish National Agency for Education (Skolverket) and the Swedish Schools Inspectorate (Skolinspektionen) holds an uncertain position. SPSM only acts on the request of schools and only supervises without legal authority to force schools to act when they find them not fulfilling their responsibilities.
The presentation explores the characteristics of counsellor work within SPSM as an authority with an uncertain position and with unclear “missions”. We argue there is a need to try to understand how the discursive chain of the uncertain position and missions of SPSM leads to unclear supervision. We base our analysis on an analytical tool that relates a variety of aspects, in this case aspects of counsellor work, to each other and to the broader mission of being a counsellor within the authority.
The tool is collected from Basil Bernstein's theoretical framework (Bernstein 1990, 2000), and later elaborated and operationalised by Norlund (2013). It relies on the conceptual pair of horizontal and vertical discourse. Roughly speaking the horizontal discourse connects to the informal and the context-bound, whereas the vertical discourse is often referred to as formal and generalisable. A characteristic of the horizontal discourse is that everyone  has access to this kind of knowledge, in other words it is a kind of collective property. In our presentation we look upon the counsellors as learners, which means that counsellor work oriented to the horizontal discourse implies an acquirer who does not experience a conscious progression between different counselling situations, and where knowledge is not easily transferred from one situation to another. This fact is theoretically expressed as if the horizontal knowledge form is distributed segmentally. Ultimately and in contrast, counsellor work characterised by the vertical discourse is oriented to such competences and knowledge that may be transferred from one situation of the profession to the other without being dependent on the context. To a higher degree it has professional and specialised characteristics. It is our assumption that work characterised by a horizontal discourse is perceived as unclear by the concerned counsellors, while work characterised by the vertical discourse may be preceived as clearer and more powerful. By extension, we assume that the latter is needed to enhance the possibilities for facilitating inclusive schools.
 Method
The data was collected in a research project conducted jointly by a group of five researchers and SPSM. It consists of 10 written cases from counsellors, who in turn represent five teams working within the same region. The counsellors' teamwork in writing the cases is part of an ongoing process, stimulating the counsellors to reflect on and analyse their daily work. The instructions from the researchers, guiding this process to the counsellors, was to choose an “interesting” case, and describe it by responding to the following main questions;" What did we meet and why? What kind of situation? How did we support? Intervention, focus and expression? What did we achieve? Effects? Learning outcomes about the other part? Learning outcomes about our support?" Included in the data are also field notes from two-hour long seminars with the five teams respectively. Written data, i. e. the 10 texts were produced and revised in a three-step procedure. The first version was commented on face-to-face by the researchers whilst the second and elaborated version was commented textually. The third and final text was presented at a seminar in the SPSM premises. Some aspects were investigated in particular, for instance how the counsellors understood their mission in relation to other authorities or the degree to which they referred to public or scientific information material. 

Expected Outcomes
The results highlight the way in which the counsellors perceive themselves in relation to other Swedish school authorities such as The Swedish National Agency for Education (Skolverket) and Skolinspektionen. More generally, the results highlight the intricacies of working within an authority with unclear missions and low scientific anchoring. It should be noted that the ultimate expected results go beyond the quality of the documents and the perceptions of the counsellors. The research group has expectations of new insights regarding an “in-service-training” collaboration between the responsible university and SPSM, and the potential of such collaboration in the sense of raising the capability of the agency counsellors and mobilise individual competencies to an aggregated collective level of system quality. 
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