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Abstract. 
The Paper implements a new institutional organization theory to study the policy process at annual meetings of educational stakeholders in years 1995–2003 in Estonia. Do the main partners have equal opportunities to express their interests and influence the decision-making? 

The Author of the paper has participated in all meetings (Forums) since 1996 as an observer and since 2001 as member of the governing bodies. He analyzes all published materials of the meetings and also main materials published by the national newspapers. 

The analysis demonstrates that the main partners have had formally equal opportunities, but unequal political qualifications and experiences. The groups of university teachers and school heads have been more influential in policy formulation and implementation. The teachers have failed to express their interests in political terms and by political means. They arranged national strikes for more salary in 1997 and 2003, but they did not discuss the problems at the Forums. Both the secondary school and university students have been politically active outside the annual meetings, they did not use their opportunities to use the Forums in their political ends. 

The theoretical part. 

The conceptual framework. 
The paper develops and implements the theoretical framework presented to the NISPAcee Eighth Annual Conference in Budapest in 2000 (Haav 2001). It relies on a new sociological institutional theory and deployes concepts like social actors and structures, social equality, justice and effectiveness, stakeholders and models of governance and decision-making. In the private sector, or in the economy, the main actors or stakeholders are the producers or sellers and the consumers or buyers on market place, and the owners or entrepreneurs, the managers and the employees in business organizations. In the public sector, the main social actors are citizens as owners, politicians as owners’ representatives, administrators, civil servants as service providers and people as consumers or clients. In education, the main stakeholders or partners are material resource providers (the state and local authorities in public education), administrators, teachers (as service providers), and students and their parents. In production terms, the students are at the same time both consumers of educational services and co-producers. In the learning process, students develop and produce themselves. 
The relations between the main actors may be equal or unequal. On this basis, the author of the paper has defined three main models of decisin-making. 
The democratic model, in which all individual members are equal. 

The authocratic or hierarchic model, in which indivdual members are unequal. 

The partnership model, in which all main stakeholders as social and collective actors are equal, but the individual members are or may be unequal. 

Most real organizations deploy the main models to some degree, but one of them is dominant. In private sector, in business organizations, the authocratic or hierarchic model dominates. In democratic organizations, the democratic model dominates. In public sector, there is a combination of the democratic model (election of the representatives) and the authocratic model (execution of the power). 

In the traditional public education, the hierarchy has been a commonplace. As a result of the educational reforms, the centralised hierarchic education system has become decentralised and the role of democratic and partnership models has increased in most democratic countries. In some countries, the partnership model has become dominant (EC 1999). 

These concepts will be used to analyze changes in the Estonian education system in general, and in the Educational Forum, in particular. It should be stressed that I have disseminated these ideas both in mass media and at the Forums, but the main power groups have avoided and ignored them both in educational policy, research and teaching.  

The problems and methods. 
Do the stakeholders have equal opportunities both in the national education system and at the Forum? 

Are the models of decision making adequate both in the national education system and at the Forum? 

I will analyze the relevant laws and other normative acts, Forum’s proceedings (EHF 1995-2003) empirical studies and papers by main educational actors in printed media in Estonia. I also use my own papers (Haav 1996-2004) and personal experiences with the Forum. I have participated in all Forums since 1996, since 2001 I have also been member of the Working Committee, and since EHF 2002, member of the Board.    

The historical and legal background. 

The Estonian education in 1920 – 1940. 

The development of the educational governance has been well described and analyzed up to the year 1917 (Andresen 1995, Liim 1999). I have analyzed the relevant laws and normative acts and other existing materials to review the education systems  in periods of 1920-1940, 1945-1991 and the contemporary period (Haav 2004). 

In the first period, there were three levels of public administration, the local, regional and national ones. There were educational councils (hariduskogu) on all of them and also on the school level (hoolekogu). The councils represented all main educational partners, including educational administrators and politicians on local, regional and national levels. The system was very complex, it combined the centralised authority with democratic partnership models (councils) on all levels. During the period of 1920-1940, the role of the regional councils increased and that of local and national ones decreased. The role of parents and teachers was very significant. In total, the Estonian education system was much more democratic, decentralised and dynamic than in the neibour countries like Finland, Sweden and Germany. 

The Soviet system of education. 

In the period of Soviet occupation, there was introduced a centralised, hierarchic and bureaucratic Soviet education system, based on the relevant order by the Communist oligarchy from the year 1931. Still, the system used the democratic and partnership models to some extent, too. There were democratically elected parents’ committees and students’ committees. The parents’ committee had to assist the school administration. The students’ committee operated under the control of school head and Communist youth organisation. The regional educational councils were compiled by the regional authorities. The Ministery of Education arranged regular meetings for civil servants in education. This can be considered as an example of the participative democracy. 
Changes in the education system after 1991. 
The Soviet model of governance still has its effect on the contemporary system. 
The new law on basic schools and gymnasia was adopted in 1993. The education system was decentralized in 1993, too. The role of the regional level has been significantly reduced. The Government adopted national curriculum (1996) and introduced national examinations. The market model of financing (vauchers) was introduced since 1997. The vauchers favour large schools and cities. About 16 per cent of students have moved from their local schools to the ”better” ones. 

All these features are characteristic for the neo-liberal model of educational governance. In difference to this basic model, the governance of Estonian school has remained hierarchic. Local authorites as owners elect school heads. School heads, in turn, hire teachers and other staff. The school council represents all main partners (the parents dominate), but the role of the council is ambiguous. In the neo-liberal model, the school council is the main governing body. 

In the contemporary Estonian education policy, the roles of school administrators and civil servants are significant, those of teachers, students and parents are not. This is the political background for annual meetings of educational stakeholders.  
The Estonian Educational Forums 1995 - 2003. 
The beginning. 
The educational forum was established by the educational conferences in April and October 1995 (EHKA 1995 and EHKO 1995). The Conferences had three main tasks (EHKA 1995: 9): 

· evaluation of the educational policy in 1987-1995; 

· designing of the new strategic plan, 

· representation of the main stakeholders in education.  
One of the main goals was to offer a counterbalance to teacher Congresses, dominated by teachers. The teachers’ meetings are irregular and apolitical. The April Conference decided to establish an annual Educational Forum, to design, discuss and propose the national education policy concept (EHKA 1995: 142). The Forum had to represent educational interest groups and to promote principles of participative democracy, partnership and social agreements in educational policy (EHKO 1995: 116).  
The April Conference 1995 determined the normative structure for the next annual meetings as follows (EHKA 1995: 145). 
Representatives of school heads, local, regional and national authorities and the Parliament – 150 seats (50 %). 
Representatives of teachers, educational associations and schools – 75 seats (25 %). Representatives of professional unions – 60 seats (20 %). 
Representatives of political parties – 15 seats (5%). 
In total, 300 representatives of interest groups and in addition, up to 100 guests. 
In October 1995, there were ten groups of various stakeholders (parents, students, teachers and academics, school heads, local, regional and national authorities, politicians, educational unions and professional unions - including the social partners) working together in  twelve workshops. All these groups elected three persons to the permanent working committee to prepare the next national meeting (in total, 36 members).  

The October Conference adopted a special decision about educational governance (hariduse korraldus). It mentioned that the regulation of the relations between  educational interest groups was inadequate and proposed the Government to design a special law on educational governance (EHKO 1995: 112-115). (This decision is not fulfilled yet. The present Minister of Education, Mr. Toivo Maimets defined the education system as a legalised disorder). 

The workshop of  students declared that the educational consumers (students and their parents) should dominate the national education policy. Unfortunately, the real policy was determined by the service providers (teachers and civil servants), and the role of students and their parents was next to nothing (EHKA 1995: 101).  
It may be concluded that the Conferences followed very stricktly the principle of partnership. Still, in the next meetings, the workshops became mixed. There was no workshop based on a single interest group.  

The Conferences did not fulfill their two other main objectives, evaluation of the educational policy in 1987 – 1995, and adoption of the new strategic plan. Still, they discussed it. 
The Educational Forum 1996 took place in Tallinn in November 1-3, 1996. The Forum delt with different educational choices, it was not dedicated to the policy concept. There were 338 participants working in 14 mixed workshops. 
The Forum 1997 discussed also many issues like social exclusion in education, the national curriculum and quality of teaching, Russian schools in Estonia, childrens and their parents (EHF 1997 a and b).  

The Forum did not discuss actual problems of teachers, who arrenged a national strike some weeks later, November 27, 1997. 

I published a critical paper about the Forum some days before the meeting (October 27, 1997) (Haav 1997). In this paper, the Forum was compared with a blind elefant. Representatives of all main educational partners listen to lectures by some educational authorities and specialists. Still, they do not discuss their own roles in the educational governance. These relations should be determined by a national policy concept and a educational governance law. 
In February 1998, former Minister of Education, Prof. Jaak Aaviksoo proposed a concept for educational policy.  
The Forum 1998 declared a need for a rapid and radical educational reform (EHF 1998: 142) to be started in the current century (before the year 2000). It also declared the need for a long-term (10-20 years) educational strategy. The Forum 1998 also adopted decisions about the quality of education and the role of the Forum in the educational policy (EHF 1998: 149-154). The election produce was changed. The Working Committee 1998 elected from their present members fifteen persons and the Redactory Commission the next 15 persons, to be the members in the next period of 1999. The Forum also determined fourteen institutions, who would send their representatives to the Committee. 
In 1999, a group of members of Forum’s Working Committee prepared a paper about the Estonian education system to the annual meeting. There were four panel discussions concerning various aspects of the paper: the content, quality and governance of education and the vocational education. There were also six workshops dealing with teacher education, adult education, higher and vocational education,  educational standards and governance (EHF 1999: 142). The Working Committee 1999 elected from their present members fifteen persons and the workshops the next 15 persons, to be the members in the next period of 2000. 

I published a criticism of the political paper (the concept of development of the education system) in the teachers’ newspaper seven weeks before the Forum (Haav 1999). The Paper only declared values, goals (six) and principles (eight) of the educational system. It did not analyze and evaluate the former education policy. The Paper declared that there were three main actors in education policy: the public, private and non-profit sectors. The Document did neither define the real educational partners, nor regulate their relations.  
In 2000, the main titel of the Forum was „Learning and teaching in a learning society” (EHF 2000). There were four panel sessions (public administration reform, student and teacher, adult and higher education) and five workshops (public administration reform, curriculum development, quality of education, adult and higher education). The Working Committee 1999 elected from their present members fifteen persons and the workshops the next 15 persons, to be the members in the next period of 2000. Since this year, the rest of the members were determined by the NGO Educational Forum (formerly, different institutions delegated their representatives to the Forum). 

In 2001, the Government adopted the strategic plan for Estonian education system and proposed it to the Parliament (Riigikogu). The plan was compiled by Olav Aarna, Krista Loogma, Viive Ruus and some Ministerial officials (EHF 2003: 42). Still, the Parliament discussed the paper in May 2002 and rejected it. Peeter Kreitzberg, former Minister of Education, argued that there were 32 pages with empty slogans. A strategy should define the main educational problems on 2-3 pages (Kreitzberg 2002). 
The Forum 2001 was dedicated to lifelong learning (EHF 2001). There were four panel discussions (educational legislation and policy, elderly people and lifelong learning) and five workshops (educational legislation, curriculum, regional problems, elderly people and lifelong learnuing). The meeting adopted a final decision and proposed a number of recommendations about the discussed topics. 

The last forum. 
The last Forum of 2003 was arranged by its permanent working committee, consisting of 38 persons. The committee represented various partners as follows: educational authorities (8), university teachers and administrators (11), school teachers (4), school heads (4), students (3), university students (2) and others (6). As a matter of fact, a small group of university teachers and administrators played the main role, although they were in minority.  

The Forum 2003 took place in a regional centre, Paide, in December 2003 (EHF 2003). It concerned many problems like the UNESCO program „Education for all”, the role of schools, local and regional authorities in the school system etc. In total, about 150 persons participated in the gathering. They represented mainly schools and universities (50 % of the participants) and local, regional and national authorities (about 40 %). 

As usual, the Minister of Education and Science proposed one of the main presentations. The other was dedicated to the national plan for teacher education. As the main part of the gathering, numerous local and regional centres and schools disseminated their best practices in education. Last, six workshops discussed problems like teachers’ professional standard, school choice and participatory democracy. 
It should be mentioned that the Forum didn’t touch most actual problems like the (neo-liberal) education policy, the Governmental new initiatives like the voucher system, teacher salaries and the teachers’ national strike one day before the Forum. 
The Minister’s speech was critical (EHF 2003: 9-17). He argued that the regulatory system was ambiguous and ineffective (a legalised disorder). The roles of main partners were unclear. It was necessary to increase the role and responsibility of school heads. The Minister distinguished three main areas in education policy: the content of education (curriculum), the structure and the financing. In comparison, the educationalists distinguish problems on various levels of education (e. g., primary, secondary, higher and vocational ones). 
The presentation on teacher education didn’t analyze its effectiveness, it constructed six groups of normative requirements to teachers. 

Sulev Ojap, teacher in an alternative Waldorf school, reviewed the Forum critically. There were too many short presentations about the local best practices, there was too little time for workshops and discussions about the decisions (EHF 2003: 195).  

Concerning the roles of different educational partners, the main presentations were given to politicians and teacher educators, the practical experiences were discribed by school heads, teachers and educational specialists in local and regional authorities. The students had a say only in one workshop about participatory democracy. 

The Forum recommended to increase the role of principles of participatory democracy in all fields and levels of educational system, and to enhance the role of educational research in policy process. 
Discussion about the role of the main partners at the Forums. 
The students. 
There are students’ self-governances in both secondary schools and universities and they have set up their roof organisations. Both university students and secondary school students have been represented at the Forum and its permanently working committee, too. Still, the students did not use the Forum as a political organisation to formulate, analyse and discuss their problems. They have been active mainly at the general annual meetings, and not at the regular meetings of the permanent working committee. Since 2003, the Board of the Students’ roof organization has been working on their strategic plan. The draft plan is very symptomatic. From one side, the draft deals with almost all problems of school  education and teacher education, too. From the other side, the draft is unsystematic, eclectic and uncomplete. Students seems to be willing to deal with everything, but without a necessary scientific, organisational and political qualification. 

In the following, we review the main relevant points of the draft plan. 
The students discuss following issues: the national curriculum, state examinations, textbooks and other learning materials, teachers and teaching methods, assessment, social environment and physical environment at schools. The curriculum focuses on factual knowledge, it is overcrowded by simple facts, which paralyzes student’ development, instead of supporting it. The main purpose of schools is to succeed at the national examinations. The examinations are mainly memory tests, they are causes of stress, not factors of development. Most textbooks are too complicated, they don’t support students’ development. There is a lack of good teachers. Most teachers are focused on subjects, not on students. They are authoritarian, they use assessment as a tool for threat and punishment, not as a tool to motivate and develop children. They know new teaching methods, but are unmotivated to use them. Students are afraid of teachers, they study mainly for good remarks, they don’t have any intrinsic learning motivation. Teachers and students should be partners, but they are not. The social environment does not support learning motivation at schools. The teachers’ social skills are low and they are unmotivated and unable to develop the students’ relevant skills, either. The school culture is week and identity is low. Teachers are unable to create organisational identity in classes and to solve conflicts between students. The school violance rate is high, there are about seven per cent of students discriminating others. About eight per cent of students are victims of regular violance. About seventy five per cent of students are not satisfied with their schools. Every sixth child has left his formerly school and moved to an other. Every fifth student leaves school without graduating the basic school level (nine grades). Every third student fails in gymnasium. 
It is worth of mentioning that the students don’t consider their own self-governance and its role in the school governance. 

It may be concluded on the basis of students opinions that the national education system fails to achieve its objectives. The vast majority of teachers are professionals, but the effectiveness of teacher education should be challenged. Still, in my opinion, the main causes of the low teacher professionalism are not educational, but social, economic and political. 
Concerning the role of students and their organizations both in the national policy and at the Forums, it should be mentioned that this role is weak even at the Forum. The students’ representatives have had enough opportunities to raise their problems at regular working meetings at the Forum. In my opinion, the main reason is not a lack of political or other rights, but a lack of political and organisational qualification, skills and experiences. In turn, this signalises about the low quality of the civic education in Estonia.   
The teachers. 
The teachers have two main roof organizations. The Soviet trade unions have been re-named as the Union of educational employees (haridustöötajate liit). Most teachers are members of this trade union. In comparison, the average union membership is about 10-12 per cent in Estonia. Still, the trade union is not an official member of the Forum. The other organization, the Teachers’ Union is. The Union was established in 1917, it was abolished in the Soviet period and restored already before 1991. This is mainly a professional and not a trade union and a political organization. About two thousand out of total seventeen thousand of teachers are members of this organization. Although it co-operates also with the Ministery, it is not politically influential. The best evidence for this is that teachers have arranged already two national strikes, in years 1997 and 2003. The last one took place only one day before the Forum. Still, the Forum didn’t even discuss the fact. In comparison, the April Conference 1995 and the  Forum 1996 made a proclamation  about the teachers’ salaries (the salary of a beginner teacher should not be less than the national average). 
The Forums did not fulfill all their main objectives. They have given formally equal representation to all main interest groups. For example, the schools and universities had fifty per cent and the authorities and politicians – about fourty per cent of seats at the Forum 2003. In the Working Committees 2003 and 2004, the groups of university teachers and school heads dominate. Students and teachers have had formal right to promote and discuss their problems. Actually, they have been politically ignorant and unexperienced to use these opportunities. There were national teacher strikes in 1998 and 2003, but teachers did not discuss their problems at the Forums. 

A small group of university teachers and administrators has dealt many years with a political paper called development plan and strategy. The Forum 1999 adopted it without any serious discussion. The criticism to it by some Forum participants has been ignored. The political paper was elaborated by its authors and the Ministry of Education and Science, and approved  by the Government. Still, the Parliament rejected it as an inadequate political paper. 
The Forums have discussed a number of problems in education. Still, they did not contribute much to an understanding of these problems as POLITICAL problems. The Forum’s policy paper 1999 is characteristic in this respect. It declared that the national education system is closed and inflexible. It did not recognise that this was a result of the policy process, dominated by some interest groups.  
Summary and conclusions. 
Historically, the roles of parents and teachers were very significant in the Republic of Estonia in years 1920-1940. This was enabled by an adequate model of school governance. There were partnership type governing bodies on all levels, at school (hoolekogu), local, regional and national (hariduskogu) ones. The local, regional and national education councils differed from the advisory bodies in the contemporary EU countries. In Europe and Estonia today, the national bodies represent but other educational partners and not the national politicians and civil servants. In the past Estonia, the local, regional and national bodies (hariduskogu) represented both, politicians and civil servants, and teachers, parents and othe stakeholders. In fact, there was a special educational Parliament in Estonia in 1920-1940. 

In the period of Communist rule, the education system was subordinated to the party control and the system was centralised and hierarchical. The roles of parents, students and teachers were very limited – to assist the administration in communist education of the youth. 

In the last fifteen years, the education system was decentralised and marketised. The schools were subordinated to the local authorities („the owners of schools”). In 1997, the per capita financing system was introduced. All this is in concert with a neo-liberal ideology. Still, the model of school governance is not. The governance system can be described by combination of three main models, that of hierarchy (local administration and schoolhead), democracy (teachers’ council, students’ self-governance) and partnership (schhol council). Alas, in practice the hierarchy model dominates as the role of school council is ambiguously regulated by law. The students, the teachers and the parents have set up their national roof organisations, too. The Ministry of Education and Science consults with them, but this is irregular. In sum, the students, the teachers and especially the parents, have but a limited say in the national educational policy. The Estonian education policy is determined mostly by the Ministry and school administrators. 

In this situation, the Educational Forum might have challenged the unbalanced national system. Since yet, it didn’t happen. It has only mitigated the controverses, but didn’t offer any real challenge. The Forums have been controlled mainly by university teachers and administrators. Neither the teachers nor the students have utilised their opportunities to become politically more significant.        

Concluding answers. 

Did the stakeholders have had equal opportunities at the Forums? 

Formally, they have had. In practice, some small groups have been very flexible, they have implemented overtly rational, but covertly, political models of discussion and decision-making. Some interest goups have implemented only rational models in both theory and practise. As a result, the former have succeeded and the latter, failed. If we take the Educational Strategy and the proceedings (1996-2004), there is almost nothing about various interest groups and political models of decision-making. The prceedings of the 1995 Conferences (EHKA 1996 and EHKO 1996) are exemptions. The Minister only mentions the problem of group interests (EHF 2003: 10). The Strategic paper 1999 concerned the role of interest groups in an inadequate way. The Forum 1999 adopted it without any serious discussion. My criticism (Haav 1998 and 1999) has been ignored. As there was much more criticism from outside the Forum (Kreitzberg 2002, Leosk 2004, Taimla 2003), the Parliament rejected the Strategic paper prepared by Forum and Government.  
Are the models of decision making adequate both in the national education system and at the Forum? 

Both the Forum and the national education system, are political systems. In both of them, the political models of decision-making are adequate. In practice, these models dominate, too. Still, in the education policy discourse (e. g., the Forum’s educational strategy 1999-2001), the educational models dominate and the political ones are hidden. In this situation, the role of political education becomes decisive. This situation favours the politically qualified and experienced groups and enables a manipulation with the politically illiterate ones.  
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