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Session abstract 
The OECD has become an increasingly important international organization in Nordic educational policymaking. Therefore, analyzing its effect on educational systems in the Nordic countries has become an important task for educational research. This session is made up of three presentations from joint comparative research project addressing this topic from different theoretical and empirical perspectives. Despite similarities among the Nordic countries the results show that there are also many contextual and political differences affecting the role that the OECD get to play in domestic politics. In addition, the results shed light on how national politicians use the OECD and its resources highly selectively, and in ways that tend to lend legitimacy to their own political agendas. 

Session summary
During the last years, three research environments from Oslo University, Norway, Linnaeus University, Sweden and Aalborg University, Denmark, together with colleagues from Finland and Iceland, have collaborated on education policy research in the Nordic countries. The comparative studies in the network have focused on what counts as evidence for policymakers and what role various types of expertise play in policymaking processes. The result of this collaboration is presented in a recent publication titled Evidence and Expertise in Nordic Education Policy edited by B. Karseth, K. Sivesind and G Steiner-Khamsi (2022). 
In the present symposium, the purpose is to explore how the three Nordic countries Norway, Denmark and Sweden relate to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) as an externally influential partner and expert for national school reforms. To understand how education reforms “travel” between different policy arenas at different levels in a globalized policy landscape the terms of policy learning and policy reception become central (Steiner-Khamsi, 2013; Verger, 2014; Waldow & Steiner-Khamsi, 2019). Extensive research that has explored the policy of borrowing "from below" has shown that borrowing is not a question of unilateral and complete influence from a central to a local level. Instead, borrowing is used for in order to achieve different national purposes for education policy. Different countries select certain policy elements for borrowing, while other elements become rejected or subordinated (Steiner-Khamsi 2016; Sivesind; Afsar & Bachmann, 2016; Mølstad & Karseth, 2016; Wahlström, 2020; Nordin & Sundberg, 2021).
To explore the phenomenon of “selective borrowing” for the legitimization of national policy reforms, the researchers in this symposium make use of the theoretical concept of “externalization” (Schriewer, 2003). Externalization includes the selective description and interpretation of international phenomena for the legitimization of national issues of educational policy or of ideological legitimization of extensive reforms. The term externalization should not be understood as a description of international policy evidence or historical policy developments as such but, rather, as filtering the reception and interpretation of international policy movements in relation to the internal context of a national policy system. Thus, externalization is a consequence of the need for domestic education systems to reach out to other systems in their self-referential and self-reflective processes of knowledge building. National education policy systems thereby create adapted and complementary meanings of international policy knowledge in accordance with their own cultural, political, and ideological settings (Schriewer & Martinez, 2004). As relatively small countries, all the Nordic countries are dependent on an international cooperation for the developemnt of their national education systems. However, the countries also differ in their national systems for schooling and they rarely refer to each other in terms of policy learning or explicitly borrow from each other's policy (Karseth; Sivesind & Steiner-Khamsi, 2022). Instead, all the Nordic countries relate to the OECD policy as an external policy reference, albeit in different ways over time and between the different countries (Ydesen; Kauko & Ros Magnúsdóttir, 2022). 
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The Nordic data and research as evidence in the OECD future curriculum narrative
Berit Karseth, Simona Bernotaite & Anniken Hotvedt Sundby 
Oslo University, Norway

Through the capacity to collect and utilize comparative country data, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has become a "powerhouse” (Grek, 2014) that advocates for education policy reforms worldwide. Nordic education policy research has explored to a great extent how national policymakers borrow or reject transnational policy elements in the national education policymaking (Sivesind; Afsar & Bachmann, 2016; Mølstad & Karseth, 2016; Wahlström, 2020; Nordin & Sundberg, 2021, Ydesen, Kauko & Ros Magnúsdóttir, 2022). However, there is a lack of research on how the OECD constructs transnational policies through a selection of country data and research. To contribute to the research on the OECD this paper explores how the OECD utilizes comparative data and research from the Nordic countries.
Network governance approaches policymaking through interactions between various actors such as people, ideas and institutions. Although governments remain central in policymaking (Theisens et al., 2016) they are constantly under pressure to interact, negotiate and mediate between a multitude of policy actors (Steiner-Khamsi, 2022). Maroy and Pons’ (2019) analysis of accountability policy explores processes of national policymaking through intertwined processes of path dependence, bricolage and interpretation. The OECD policymaking, on the other hand, is a complex process that translates comparative country data and research into transnational (and universal) policy ideas. 
To explore the processes of transnational policymaking through the utilisation of comparative country data and research this paper leans on discursive institutionalism (DI) as a theoretical framework for exploring the formation, communication and translation of transnational policy ideas (Wahlström, 2020). Additionally, Actor-network theory (ANT) inspires the exploration of the OECD project Future of Education and Skills 2030 (hereafter Education 2030) as a modifying paperwork (Asdal, 2015) constructing the narrative of the future curriculum and constructing a relationship between the OECD and the Nordic countries. 
The published Education 2030 thematic reports comprise research data. First, the focus was directed toward the use of Nordic country data as examples to construct the storytelling of the future curriculum. In this part, the thematic reports were analysed to count and explore how examples from the Nordic countries are used in the storytelling. Then, a bibliometric analysis was conducted to explore how the Nordic knowledge in form of policy or academic research is utilized as evidence legitimising the future curriculum policy.
Preliminary results reveal that OECD employs Nordic examples to illustrate narratives about curriculum time lags and overload. Among the Nordic countries, examples from Finland and Norway are more frequent. Moreover, we find low frequencies of examples discussing values and attitudes. Finally our study reveals that OECD turns to   Finnish policy and academic research more frequently in modification of the narrative compared to other Nordic countries.   
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Ambivalent relations between the OECD and its Member countries – the Swedish example
Ninni Wahlström & Andreas Nordin
Linnaeus University, Sweden

According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the role of the organization is to “work on establishing evidence-based international standards” in education by providing “a unique forum and knowledge hub for data and analysis, exchange of experiences, best-practice sharing, and advice on public policies” (OECD, 2022). The idea of a global knowledge economy discourse is based on the link between “knowledge” and “production” (Robertson 2005). The states both participate in setting up new frameworks of international standards and serve as places for the negotiation of transnational policies and national adaptations. A consequence of greater demands on transnational cooperation is that the role of the state is changing (Appadurai 1996; Sassen 2006). 
The purpose of this paper is to explore the national government and the OECD as two arenas depending on each other for their exercise of power and legitimization of education reforms. The research question is “How do the government and the political parties in Sweden use the OECD to legitimize their policy, and how does the OECD use Swedish education policy to promote its policy ideals”?    
[bookmark: _Hlk87957660][bookmark: _Hlk87957753][bookmark: _Hlk88070265]The study draws on discursive institutionalism for a theoretical conceptualization (Schmidt, 2008, 2012; Carstensen & Schmidt, 2016). From this theoretical perspective, ideas, discourses, and human agency are central for understanding how social institutions both can be maintained and change. Ideas are represented through discourse that is the interactive process by which ideas are processed, changed, and conveyed. Discourse is understood as institutionalized structures of meaning that influence what ideas are represented and how arguments are made. Discourses constrain what is possible to talk about, because they are often portrayed as an inescapable reality, as a desired norm, or what is thought of as being in line with the will of the people. In the policy sphere, where different policy ideas are discussed, policy actors are engaged in coordinative discourses to create, elaborate, and justify certain societal and programmatic policy ideas. The communicative discourse usually occurs in the political sphere, wherein politicians communicate the policy ideas and programs developed in the coordinative discourses to the public for persuasion and discussion (Schmidt, 2008). 
The data consists of Swedish policy documents and reports from the OECD between the years from 2014 to 2021. The analytical approach to the policy texts is critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2010). Critical discourse analysis distinguishes between three steps in the analysis: the descriptive, interpretive and explanatory phases (Fairclough, 2001). The result shows that the national politicians are dependent on the OECD for the legitimization of their policy. A paradoxical result is that the same parties that emphasizes the OECD as a world-leading and neutral educational expert when being in government, a few years later argues that the OECD is partisan and ignorant in when being in opposition. The OECD, on their side, proposes a central governing of the school system in line with its ambition to influence the outcome of the national education system.  
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Scientification, Democratisation of Expertise and Societal Representation: Legitimation and Context in School Reforms of Denmark, Finland, and Norway
Saija Volmari, University of Helsinki, Finland
Trine Juul Reder, Aalborg University, Denmark
Bernadette Hörmann, University of Oslo, Norway

Scientific knowledge has traditionally had a high status in legitimizing policy recommendations and reforms (Ozawa, 1991; Maasen and Weingart, 2005). However, knowledge used by policymakers today is produced by many actors competing with the expert status of academics (e.g., international organisations, think tanks and sector research institutes). The increasing demand for academia and science in legitimizing political decisions has by some scholars been characterized as "scientification" (see for instance Krick et al., 2019; Weingart, 1999) or "expertisation" (Turner, 2003). In addition, policymaking is increasingly characterized by the participation of societal stakeholders as a way of building consensus and legitimizing reforms and policy recommendations which marks a shift towards a "democratization of expertise" (Maasen and Weingart, 2005).
This paper examines the use of scientific and expert knowledge and the societal representation in the latest school reforms in Denmark, Finland, and Norway by combining a bibliometric analysis of policy references with an analysis of 15 in-depth interviews with experts involved in the reforms. The paper focuses on the weight given to different types of evidence such as the influence of OECD reports and data compared to national evaluations and sector research. Furthermore, the involvement of the public and stakeholders is examined across the three cases. The authors assert that while these countries represent the Nordic model of education (Blossing et. al., 2014) regarding values and how schooling is organised, in terms of the use of evidence in school reforms, no such thing as a uniform Nordic model exists. The weight given to different types of policy knowledge depends on 'what works' in the national context, and especially what works as the most authoritative legitimation tool in the national policymaking environment. According to the informants, international large-scale assessments such as PISA were central in legitimating the need for the school reform in Denmark. In Finland, the informants stressed the importance of national evaluations, while in Norway scientific knowledge was emphasized. However, in all countries, the influence of OECD could be detected, even if the informants did not underline this influence and in the case of Norway, downplayed it to an extent.
In conclusion, our analysis shows that evidence is selected mainly based on how it fits the mandate and aim of the reform. An important aspect relates to the composition of the expert panels. The professional background and social networks of the members serve as the starting point for defining the direction of the argumentation as well as the selection of evidence in the reforms.
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