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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Entrepreneurialism Recontextualised in Rhetorical Harmonisation

Although criticized from a scientific perspective, the belief in entrepreneurial education as a transformation practice seems to be growing strong rapidly. Among a variety of critical studies, we find Nylund and Rosvall (2011) who argue that the wordings characteristic of entrepreneurial learning are no more than empty words, difficult to relate to specific knowledge (academic or content area matters), and supposedly difficult to operationalize in specific teaching situations. Among critical studies we also find Holmgren and From (2005) who stress that the benefits of entrepreneurial education lack empirical foundation.
 
My presentation aims at examining the interplay between different educational actors who relocate the idea of entrepreneurial education into the classroom. My study is placed within the research field of sociologies of education, with a particular emphasis on the concept of recontextualisation. This concept is collected from Basil Bernstein's theoretical framework (Bernstein 1990, 2000) and relies on a process in which various actors make their contributions of beliefs and activities. In turn, the actors belong to different recontextualisation fields, such as ORF (the Official Recontextualisation Field), PRF (the Pedagogic Recontextualising Field (PRF) and LRF (the Local Recontextualising Field).

Method
The rapidly growing belief in entrepreneurial education seems to be a fact not only generally in an American and European context, but also in relation to a Swedish context, which is the specific location for my analysis. My data consists of a set of citations representing the variety of recontextualising fields mentioned above. In ORF (the Official Recontextualising Field) we find national authorities, such as The Swedish National Agency for Education, which define and direct curricular intentions and evaluate how these are interpreted. PRF (The Pedagogic Recontextualising Field) includes teacher training colleges and textbook producers. Both these and other fields add perspectives and resources to LRF (The Local Recontextualising Field) i.e. the field where pupils meet each other and their teachers, and participate in educational arrangements. This means that I have collected contributions from policy documents, textbook producers, teacher trade union leaders, commercial companies. Following this, my presentation is built on a critical analysis of the interplay between different actors representing different fields. 

Expected Outcomes
For instance, it will be shown that a new curricular reform (Lgr 11), launched and initiated by the Swedish Ministry of Education, relies on a variety of pedagogic beliefs, however particularly on the idea of entrepreneurial learning. The website from The Swedish National Agency for Education announces that the agency has been commissioned by the government to stimulate entrepreneurship at school. The results also show that a phenomenon (the idea of a self-governing pupil) previously met with a sceptical attitude by practising teachers has now through a seductive rhetoric taken a new firm grip on teachers, due to its emphasis on the importance of pupils’ creativity, courage, and power of initiative. Commonly, actors interact and influence each other in a common arena. Arena is in fact the concept Bernstein (2000) uses to illustrate that the recontextualisation process involves a struggle between actors and fields. While Tan (2010) illustrates and identifies how tensions, rejections, resistance, conflicts, and controversies may characterise reform work, entrepreneurial education seems to be promoted in a harmonic rhetoric. It is particularly interesting, I argue, to draw conclusions in relations to conditions for pupils of different social backgrounds. 
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Four Ways of Expressing Differences of Opinion inside the Classroom

Although much research has previously addressed elements of classroom discourse and the practices of pupils’ debate and discussion, I argue there is a need to expand the framework for analysing the forms of such oral classroom activities, particularly regarding expressions of differences in opinion. Commonly applied analytical tools generally recognize just two forms, adversarial and deliberative. By operationalising a conceptual set of categories defining how differences in opinion are expressed within the classroom, I show that this is too narrow. A third form (agonistic) can be recognized based on Chantal Mouffe’s theory of democracy and politics, and another relativistic form that I call poststructuralist. Thus, in my presentation I propose an analytical framework with a set of four forms to address the nature of debate.
Mouffe (2005) distinguishes three forms of expressing differences of political opinions- As already mentioned above, these are the antagonistic, deliberative and agonistic forms, all of which I will use as analytical categories. Briefly, the antagonistic form is characterised by confrontation, the deliberative by efforts to reach harmonious unanimity, and the agonistic has neither of these features. My presentation also considers a fourth form identified in a previous the poststructuralist. Each form encompasses a particular view of conflicts, relations between the participants and probably linguistic characteristics.

Method
In order to operationalise and discriminate between the three Mouffeian analytical categories, I give empirically grounded examples from authentic debates. Some of this material was collected as part of my own research project The classroom debate in a didactical and sociological perspective between November 2011 and June 2012. These are recordings of debates I was invited to observe as a researcher after an initial teacher survey. The data output includes audio recorded debates and teacher interviews conducted in connection with the debates. The materials from one of the schools were collected and processed in an undergraduate study associated with the main project. All audio recordings were gathered from rural schools in communities lacking an academic tradition, whose members have historically had industrial jobs, for example in the textile industry. Additional material is a classroom extract, gathered from a doctoral thesis, recorded in an urban vocationally-oriented upper secondary school, attracting mainly boys. With the above in mind, I address the variety of expressions of differences of opinions, and their operationalisation and juxtaposition. A further step is to accommodate criticism that has been directed towards concepts of the forms, not only as expressed by Mouffe, but also according to my own didactically-oriented interpretations. 

Expected Outcomes
Throughout my presentation I will operationalise and juxtapose a conceptual set of forms or categories of debates, their representations in the classroom, and their potential pros and cons. I argue that the common and historically anchored recognition of just two approaches (antagonistic and deliberative) to expressing differences of opinion in classroom debates is too limited and needs to be reconsidered by researchers, policymakers and teachers. My presentation hopefully offers new perspectives for such reconsideration and offers a theoretical approach for addressing oral classroom practices by extending the spectrum of recognized forms to four and identifying the characteristics of each form.
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