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          1 The Book and its Background: Christian Education in Post-War Norway
 
        
 
         
          This book will address the role of Christianity in Norwegian compulsory education in the years following World War II, with a particular focus on the years leading up to the enactment of the Public School Act (Folkeskoleloven) in 1959. This law prepared the way for the Primary and Lower Secondary School Act of 1969, which introduced nine years of compulsory schooling for all pupils, instead of the previous seven-year requirement, enacted in 1889. The 1969 law also curtailed the rights of the Norwegian church. I will argue that the political role of the school subject “Knowledge of Christianity” in the 1950s, as well as the role Christianity plays as the basic value in Norwegian compulsory education, can be seen in the light of a cultural and liberal understanding of Christianity, and will demonstrate that this understanding of Christianity is strongly rooted in Scandinavian theology.1 Through this approach, this book will give new perspectives on a topic that has occupied an important place in Norwegian post-war historical narratives. It meets a recently underlined need for case-oriented studies that take the institutional, political, and historical environment of political actors into consideration in analyses of the politics of education, as well as emphasising the necessity of considering religious contexts for understanding educational policy debates and developments.2 This approach nuances the earlier understanding of the story of the Norwegian school in the post-war period as being a story of increasing secularisation.
 
          This study will help international readers to understand important aspects of the development of the welfare state in one of the Nordic countries and to become aware of how cultural presuppositions play a part in this development. The Nordic countries are known for a high standard of living and low-income disparity, and for merging free-market capitalism with a generous welfare system. Several authors have emphasised the need for including educational policies in welfare state analyses, because educational-political paths often coincide with other policies of welfare state regimes.3 In this introductory chapter, I will outline the background of the book and provide a more detailed explanation of my thesis.
 
          This topic must be seen against the backdrop of Norwegian cultural history. Historically, teaching in Christianity has taken a prominent position in the Norwegian school system. The Norwegian church had belonged to the Evangelical Lutheran branch of the Christian church since the sixteenth century and was a state church until 2017 when it changed to being a distinct legal entity. Still today, the Evangelical Lutheran Church occupies the largest faith community in the country. Since the first educational act was signed in 1739, at a time when Norway was still in union with Denmark, the school was seen as an extended arm of the church, and rote-learning of Erik Pontoppidan’s (1698 – 1764) explanation of Martin Luther’s Small Catechism played a key role in teaching and learning, far into the twentieth century.4 Even though nineteenth-century school acts challenged the dominance of Christianity, and the previous ecclesiastical school board was eventually replaced by a secular board of education, the school’s Christian education continued to function as an extension of the church’s baptism and as a preparation for confirmation.5 It was not until 1969 that an educational act stated that religious education should no longer be confessionally rooted in Lutheran Christianity, and “Knowledge of Christianity” was separated from the church’s baptismal education. However, education in Christianity still plays an important role in the Norwegian curriculum. It holds a prioritised position in the subject of Christianity, Religion, and Ethics (KRLE), which is compulsory from grade 1 through 10, even though the educational act states that the subject should have an objective, critical, and pluralistic character.
 
          The 1969 school act also introduced nine years of compulsory schooling in Norway, after ten years of experimental activity where all municipalities were encouraged to implement nine years of primary school. Previously, the compulsory course of education in Norway had been only seven years, with two possible options for upper secondary education: either the “real school” [realskolen], which prepared students for the gymnasium and the university, or the more practically oriented “continuation school” [framhaldsskole]. While the roots of the “real school” and the “continuation school” can be traced back to the nineteenth century, their presence in the 1950s stretches back to the Norwegian 1936 School Act. They became implemented in the Norwegian school system in 1939. The School Act of 1969 stands out as a strong political symbol of the political attempts in social equalisation that characterised Norway in the post-war period. The ideological basis of this Act was laid by the preceding School Act (1959), and the emphasis of this book will therefore be from the end of the WWII up to 1959.
 
          The process leading up to the 1959 and 1969 decisions has traditionally been portrayed as a polarised struggle, where strong political forces tried to detach the school from the church. On the other hand, conservative Christian voices fought to maintain the school’s Christian – more specifically, Evangelical-Lutheran – character, and to ensure that Evangelical-Lutheran education should retain the priority it had always had. It is also referred to as a polarised political battle, where the political parties were divided into two camps: socialist or left-wing parties (Labour Party, Socialist Party, and Communist Party) opposed the conservative or right-wing parties (Conservative Party (Høyre), Christian Democrats (Kristelig Folkeparti), Centre Party, Liberal Party (Venstre)), with the latter block trying to maintain the Christian character of the school.6 In his epoch-making work, De nasjonale strateger [The National Strategists, 1998], sociologist Rune Slagstad emphasised how the Labour Party became a driving force for a secular state with no ties to a specific religion or philosophy of life.7
 
          The Labour Party held a prominent position in the Norwegian political scene in the post-war decades, and the election in 1945 introduced an era referred to as a one-party state system.8 This implies that the party took a lead in developing a welfare state reflecting social democratic ideals, and accordingly comprehensive schooling – the same school for all – became an important institution in the welfare state.9 According to Rune Slagstad, the Labour Party defended an ideology of modernisation rooted in science, and their expansion of scientific rationality came at the expense of Christianity and the church. Important voices in the party also actively wanted to promote secularisation of schools, and Slagstad could thereby conclude that the Labour Party played a decisive role in weakening Christianity’s leading position in the Norwegian school system in the twentieth century. Slagstad’s views find support in the traditional church historical narrative about Norway in this period.10 Church historians have, for their part, also emphasised how Norwegian Christians mobilised through the establishment of the Institute for Christian Upbringing (IKO), and how IKO leader Bjarne Hareide (1908 – 1979) became a driving force in maintaining the school’s Evangelical-Lutheran character, not least through his extensive authorship.11 With the close connection between the school and the state in mind, it is not surprising that Norwegian theologians and church historians have seen the relationship between church, school, and state as an interesting field of research.
 
          However, there is seldom smoke without fire, including in this context. Important voices in the Labour Party did fight to reduce the church’s influence over the school in the years after WWII. A number of examples could be mentioned, although here I will limit myself to only a few. In April 1953, the well-known journalist, editor, and high-profile Labour Party member Torolf Elster (1911 – 2006) used the monthly periodical Kontakt to argue for the necessity of a secular school. “The slogan ‘Christianity out of school’ can become a catchy appeal for the large number of youths for whom it is so difficult today to get excited about political activity”, he wrote in the magazine’s editorial.12 In the daily newspaper Arbeiderbladet 26 April 1954, a paper which functioned as a party organ for the Labour Party, August Lange (1907 – 1970) argued that the school’s preamble needed a thorough overhaul.13 Official documents giving directions for the school should not emphasise the school’s foremost goal as giving the students a Christian upbringing, Lange underlined, with reference to the current public school act, ratified in 1936.14 August Lange was a high-profiled educator who had been employed as a principal at Hamar teacher training college in 1953. Lange had withdrawn his membership from the Norwegian church and became an advocate of the Norwegian Humanist Association, founded in 1956. At the Norwegian Parliament (the Storting), well-known and influential politicians such as Rakel Seweriin (1906 – 1995) and Gustav Natvig-Pedersen (1893 – 1965) tried their best to argue for weakening the place of Christian education in the schools, when this became a topic in the debates.15 Moreover, when the Ministry of Church and Education raised a proposal for a new educational act for Norwegian primary schools in 1958, the paragraph on the importance of Christian education, as seen in the previous school act (§ 9c, 1936), had been omitted. This omission caused massive response in the public sphere and was viewed as an attack against the statutory purpose of the school.16 Just over a decade earlier, in 1946, the Oslo teacher training college, previously privately owned by the Oslo Lutheran Inner Mission Association, became a public institution. In her doctoral thesis on a church leader’s criticism of the welfare state after 1945, church historian Aud Tønnessen pointed out the consequences of this transfer: when the Inner Mission Association was prevented in this way from training teachers in accordance with their view on Christianity, their ambition to awaken the people to repentance as well as their goal to re-Christianise the state was simultaneously weakened.17
 
          The Labour Party’s opposition to the church and Christianity can be traced back to the interwar period. The party was founded in 1887, three years after parliamentarism was introduced in Norway. At the beginning, the party had a limited program, consisting of four points actualised by genuine societal problems at that time: voting rights, regulation of working hours, direct and progressive taxation, and the right to strike.18 Gradually, the party gained greater support, and the election in 1903 secured their first representatives at the Storting. At the same time, they increased their importance in local politics. However, internal tensions soon arose, and a revolutionary wing emerged. The impressions from the Russian revolution and the increased class antagonism during WWI caused a change of leadership in 1918, and in the following year the party agreed to follow the Third International (Comintern), led by party secretary Martin Tranmæl (1879 – 1967).19 However, the party split in 1921, after the majority of delegates at the party congress voted in favour of Vladimir Lenin’s 1920-theses, which indicated that the parties following the Third International practically were controlled from Moscow. The split caused the establishment of the Social Democratic Labour Party of Norway.20 The Labour Party, on their side, broke with the Third International in 1923, which again led to the formation of the Norwegian Communist Party. The two factions merged in 1927, and in the election to the Storting the same year the Labour Party made great progress. In 1928, the party came to power for the first time, under the leadership of Christopher Hornsrud (1859 – 1960). However, Hornsrud’s government was overthrown after only 18 days, and still counts as the shortest-serving government in Norway. After a political downturn at the beginning of the 1930s, the party changed its political course from a revolutionary to reformistic profile. The new profile strengthened the party, and in 1935 Johan Nygaardsvold (1879 – 1952), known as one of the Labour Party’s most influential politicians of all time, was installed as the country’s prime minister.21 Nygaardsvold’s government remained in office until 1945.22 Johan Nygaardsvold’s predecessor Einar Gerhardsen (1897 – 1987) is normally referred to as the Father of the Nation (Landsfaderen) in Norwegian history writing.
 
          With a background strongly rooted in communism, one can easily imagine that the Labour Party came across as hostile to religion in the years between the two world wars. In 1923, the historian Edvard Bull Sr. (1881 – 1932) published the pamphlet Kommunisme og Religion [Communism and Religion], which was regarded as representing the Labour Party’s official view on religion.23 Bull was a high-profile Labour Party politician, becoing minister of foreign affairs in Hornsrud’s government and the party’s deputy chairman in 1927. His pamphlet rejected traditional Christian belief. The church was seen as counter-revolutionary and an organ of capitalism, and should be actively opposed in an energetic and ruthless way. This should first and foremost be done through secularising the school: “The church’s real position of power in our society lies in the school”, Bull stated.24 Through Christian education it could reach practically all the country’s children in their most impressionable years, and if it was the case that the church was the Labour Party’s foremost enemy, the party should use school policy to fight against them, he continued. This aggressive anti-religiousness caused great concern among socially engaged Christians, and in the years after WWI much work was done to prevent a socialist state from overriding the importance of the church.25 However, as the Labour Party changed its political course in the 1930s, it also became less hostile to Christianity. This was clearly expressed not least through allowing the Christian Worker’s association to be established in 1939, in close connection to the party.26
 
          The Norwegian church became a unifying institution in the Norwegian resistance work during WWII, experiencing increased support and church attendance.27 This gave hope for a consolidated church in the future, built on a unified understanding of theology and the church’s place in society. Immediately after the end of the war, there were a number of initiatives which underpinned this Christian optimism. One such initiative was the establishment of an Oslo-based Christian newspaper, which could supplement the Christian newspaper Dagen that had been published in Bergen since 1919. This newspaper came to be called Vårt Land [Our Country] and appeared on the street in 1945.28 In the same year, the Christian Democrats (KrF) broke through as a national political party and got their first representatives into the Storting.29 Notwithstanding that, this unity was soon to crack and reactivate old tensions between conservative and liberal Christians.
 
          The post-war period also reactivated old tensions between the church and the Labour movement, which was reminiscent of those seen in the interwar period. The Labour Party and the church defended two different explanations of society during the war years. For the Labour movement, the battle against poverty was regarded as a superior goal, and this battle required a planned economy and a strong national state. In their opinion, the vision of welfare was what united Norwegians during the difficult war years, and the ideas on what Norway should be after the war were made known through the booklet Framtidens Norge [Norway in the future], published in 1944 by the Norwegian Seafarer’s Union and the national worker’s organisation (LO).30 This publication listed five goals which should form the basis for post-war Norway: 1) work for everyone, 2) everyone should live in a decent home, 3) everyone should receive sufficient food, 4) everyone should be given the opportunity to go to school, regardless of their parents’ income, 5) everyone should be safe so as not to suffer hardship when illness, unemployment, or old age occurred.31 Framtidens Norge was pursued in the Joint Programme, which should unite all political parties in a joint statement on the country’s recovery.32 Particular emphasis was placed on the fact that cooperation, across political opinions, philosophies of life, and social class, should contribute to making Norway “a safe and good home for everyone”.33
 
          The church emphasised other matters. They saw the war as a direct cause of secularisation and viewed Christianity as the reason for the unity that arose during the war years. The community should unite in order to renew and reform the church, and the welfare state project was seen as an extension of the National Socialist state. In line with this, criticism was raised against the welfare state project. Eivind Berggrav (1884 – 1954), bishop of Oslo from 1937 to 1951, was among the sharpest critics of the welfare state project, not only in Norway, but also internationally. Berggrav presented his view in his lecture at the general assembly of the Lutheran World Federation in Hannover in 1952.34 In Berggrav’s view, the welfare state project threatened to control all aspects of human development. Consequently, there would be no room left for a spiritual dimension. Moreover, the welfare state put itself in the place of God and thus contained a demonic element, Berggrav stated. Christian faith became a private concern, and the welfare state took the role as a religious superstructure.35 Berggrav’s views caused a commotion, especially on the left side of the political landscape. However, other important churchmen opposed Berggrav’s views, and saw the welfare state project as a necessary responsibility for the state.36 Neither was Berggrav, who supported the Labour Party in other cases, supported by the public at large.
 
          As one of society’s absolute cornerstones, the school became a natural battleground in this political and cultural landscape. I have previously mentioned Bjarne Hareide as an important strategist in the struggle to preserve the Evangelical-Lutheran school in the post-war era. At this stage, Hareide and his background should be given more attention. The teacher and theologian Hareide came to be at the forefront of what the influential bishop and theology professor Per Lønning (1928 – 2016) referred to as one of the most important renewal impulses in post-war Norwegian church life.37 As a result of the renewed church effort during WWII, an initiative soon came to establish a Christian institute that would secure the school’s Evangelical-Lutheran anchoring.38 There was a strong need to prioritise the school, which was believed to be moving towards an increased de-Christianisation, the appeal for this foundation stated. The schools should be filled with a Christian spirit, the children should be taught by Christian teachers, and a pedagogical and methodological renewal of the school’s Christian education should have priority. Many also thought it was important to continue to keep dissenters away from teaching Christianity. In Norway at that time, anyone who was supposed to teach Christian education in school was required to be a member of the state church.39 This led to the establishment of the Christian Press Office [Kristelig Pressekontor] in 1945, where Hareide was initially employed in a part-time position. Hareide’s first thoughts were to establish a youth college that could prepare Christian youths for a future career as teachers, but after consulting a key school politician from the Christian Democrats (KrF), Hans Svarstad (1883 – 1971), Hareide concluded that it would be useful to focus on institutions that could embrace the widest possible scope on education and schools. KPK, which changed its name to the Institute for Christian Upbringing (IKO) in 1948, became a powerful centre for Norwegian church life, as well as a decisive institution for the relationship between church and school. The magazine Kristen Skole [Christian School], established in 1946, provided direct contact with Norwegian teachers. The magazine changed to a pedagogical journal in 1950 named Prismet [The Prism], which aimed to publish educational articles that could contribute to the current pedagogical debate and highlight the importance of “Knowledge of Christianity”. Prismet is still today regarded as an important educational journal in Norway.
 
          IKO rapidly increased its societal impact. Fifteen years after KPK was first established, IKO had developed into a fully-fledged pedagogical institute with a number of employees and a regular periodical. It also functioned as a textbook hub for Christian schoolbooks. A great number of volunteers, teachers, priests, and parents helped to keep IKO going, for instance as writers, board members, local representatives, or consultants.40 It also became important for the institute to publish textbooks that could secure the Evangelical-Lutheran doctrine of faith, and to oppose books that did not speak in favour of Evangelical-Lutheran ideas. Moreover, IKO achieved great importance in the research environment in pedagogy at University of Oslo, not least through Reidar Myhre’s (1917 – 2005) popularity as a lecturer at the institute.41 Myhre was soon followed by other pedagogues connected to IKO, and soon IKO pedagogues formed a significant part of the institute’s professional environment. For his part, Hareide, who quickly had his position extended to a full-time job and remained as a leader for IKO until 1971, proved to be a writer who took advantage of every opportunity to put forward IKO’s cause in the public sphere. He published pamphlets and small printings and was also a frequent contributor to newspaper debates. The texts were characterised by a pointed writing style, often polemic, and Hareide sharpened his argumentation in debates with his opponents. “Should Christianity be left out from school?”, he rhetorically asked in 1956, addressing people such as Elster, Lange, and the radical sections of the Labour Party.42 Hareide’s aim was to make people aware of the danger they were facing in their daily life. The following quotation says a lot about the challenges he believed society faced:
 
           
            The most alluring slogan used in the battle on Christian education, and the one that has gained the greatest impact on people, is called: religion is a private matter. This is an offshoot of the great, often frightening word of revolution, religion is opium for the masses! Here, it has taken a far more innocent form, but it says much the same thing, without the revolutionary colour, in fact, it sounds democratic. The negative consequence of this is self-evident. Christianity should be limited to private life and the inner life of the heart. (…) In public life, Christianity is regarded to be poison and opium.43
 
          
 
          
            The National Research Context: the Contribution of this Book
 
            In the wake of Bjarne Hareide’s fierce fight to retain the Evangelical-Lutheran character of the school, one can understand that previous church historical research in Norway has drawn a picture of the Labour Party’s school policy in the years after WWII as a contribution to a de-Christianisation of Norway. Likewise, it is understandable that corresponding weight has been placed on IKO’s efforts to maintain the school’s Evangelical-Lutheran character. With its origin in theology, it goes without saying that much of the church historical research is clearly based on certain values, and that it can be written into the same historiography and battles that have characterised the theological Norwegian landscape in general. Since the beginning of the twentieth century, the theological landscape in Norway has, simply explained, been divided into two factions: a liberal one linked to the university’s theological faculty, and a conservative one linked to the private Free Faculty of Theology (MF), established in 1908. These two factions will be presented more closely in the next chapter. Thus, many of the contributions to this field belong to the same theological traditions in which Hareide himself stood.
 
            Neither does the most recent publication on the relationship between the Labour Party and the church, published by theologian and historian Nils Ivar Agøy in 2023, tamper with the polarised narrative about the Labour Party and church/Christianity as two incompatible dimensions.44 Agøy’s book is a comprehensive and thorough work, relating to a great number of historical sources. Yet it is also a traditional historical work that primarily deals with the historical sources, and which does not relate these to the complex contexts from which the sources derive. This is also emphasised in the book’s introduction: “The cases dealt with have been selected on the basis of how they appear in the sources, not, for example, based on how they appear in previous research, in biographies or memoir literature”.45 Agøy’s point of departure is thus different than that of the present volume. When it comes to the Labour Party’s relationship with the school, he can thus conclude with the following: “The Labour Party’s leadership wanted a secular school, where ‘Knowledge of Christianity’ would indeed be included, but where the church would not direct the school. In the Labour Party’s understanding, the School Act of 1959 was only one phase in a long struggle to break the school out of the grip of the church”.46 One of the aims in this book is to problematise the term “secular” and see the school’s development in the light of the diversity of contexts that surround political statements about the school at the given time. It has also a different thematic point of departure than Agøy. Where Agøy discusses the great narrative of the church and the Labour Party in the post-war period, this book looks exclusively at the school and school policies. Thus, the book presupposes that the nexus between school and contexts will throw a new light upon the school’s Christian foundation in the post-war period.
 
            In recent decades, however, several scholars have contributed to approaching the question of the Labour Party, the school, and Christianity from another angle. Characteristically, these contributions are not written by researchers with a background in theology, but by historians, political scientists, and pedagogues. The present book follows the path forged by these scholars, while also taking a closer look at the theological assumptions that underlie this development of the school.
 
            One such scholar is the political scientist Svein Tuastad. In his PhD thesis, Tuastad demonstrated that the debate on the “Knowledge of Christianity” in the Labour Party after WWII can be divided into internal and external approaches to religion.47 On the basis of thorough analyses of debates at the Storting, Tuastad has argued that representatives who defended an external approach to religion accepted Christianity’s influence on society as a historical fact, without emphasising whether or not it was desirable for society to be affected in that way. On the other hand, those who defended an internal approach intended that the Christian message should be as widespread as possible. This internal approach implied that the school’s Evangelical-Lutheran character had to be maintained. Tuastad demonstrated that, while all the conservative representatives at the Storting defended an internal approach to religion, both views could be found in the discussions within the Labour Party in the decades after WWII. In practical life, though, the internal and the external approaches to religion could become political attitudes that were diametrically opposite. Representatives defending an internal approach to religion may distinguish between the state’s role and personal perceptions and wishes about the state’s future, while representatives defending an external approach to religion may end up recommending policies that presuppose a religious state, independent of their own views.48 With this point of departure, Tuastad’s thesis provides a broader understanding of the relationship between school, church, and the state in the post-war era in Norway.
 
            Another scholar who has made an important contribution in this regard, is the historian Kim Helsvig. Helsvig, who has particularly worked with the history of the Norwegian Ministry of Knowledge and with the establishment of a pedagogical professional environment in Norway in the post-war period, has done an excellent job of underlining the importance of two persons who will also play the core role in this book, Helge Sivertsen (1913 – 1986) and Eva Nordland (1921 – 2012).49 Helsvig places emphasis on their common background in Christian environments.50 Helge Sivertsen took a central role in the Labour Party after 1945, and Einar Gerhardsen considered him to be an heir to the throne in the party.51 Sivertsen functioned as a deputy minister under three ministers in the Ministry of Church and Education Affairs – Kaare Fostervoll (1891 – 1981), Lars Moen (1885 – 1984), and Birger Bergersen (1981 – 1977) – and he is regarded as the architect behind the extended unitary school in Norway, which was established with the introduction of compulsory nine-year school in 1969.52 Sivertsen also did important work in reforming the gymnasium and upper secondary education. The pedagogue Eva Nordland was, together with her husband cultural historian Odd Nordland (1919 – 1999), a close friend of Sivertsen, and an important professional alliance partner and adviser in questions concerning school and education.53 She was affiliated with the pedagogical research environment at the University of Oslo as a student and as an academic employee for more than 50 years. After defending her PhD dissertation in 1955, she rose through the ranks from university lecturer to become a docent, and finally, in 1983, a full professor. Nordland had close ties to the Labour Party during her career and was responsible for several academic reports, as well as acting as a member and leader of numerous advisory boards. From the mid-1950s, she presented the Labour Party’s visions on school and education in a number of contexts, and already in 1956 she had given a lecture on the Labour Party’s view on the necessity of nine-year schooling, during a meeting for teachers in Gjøvik. Nordland also played a key role in the Council for the Pilot Schemes of Education, established in 1954 in order to modernise the school.54 Throughout her adult life, she engaged in social work and peace activism. Among other things, she was a co-founder of the Norwegian anti-nuclear weapon organisation in 1979 [Nei til Atomvåpen] and the national organisation Kvinner for fred [Women for Peace] in 1980. Both Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland left a great number of texts to posterity, and these texts will be subject to further investigation in this book.
 
            The pedagogue Nina Volckmar’s research must also be mentioned in respect to Helge Sivertsen’s life and work.55 In her doctoral dissertation, in which she examines whether the reforms in the Norwegian school system in the 1980s and 1990s represent something qualitatively new in relation to the reforms of the 1950s and 1960s, Helge Sivertsen is one of two main characters.56 Volckmar places much emphasis on Sivertsen’s background in the folk high school tradition. Not least in light of this tradition, as Volckmar argues, is Sivertsen’s visionary manifesto from 1946, Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole, in which Sivertsen outlines his ideas for the future of the Norwegian school.57 The folk high schools emerged in Denmark in the 1830s as a result of Danish theologian Nicolai Frederik Severin Grundtvig’s (1783 – 1872) ideas on a liberal education, a “school for life”. Grundtvig is undoubtedly the most important Nordic contributor to European pedagogy, in addition to his substantial contributions to theology, poetry, and historiography. His theological ideas will be discussed in more detail later in this book. With respect to the folk high schools, Grundtvig had proclaimed a vision for a broad popular education which was open to everyone in the 1830s. This school should be contrasted to the narrow elitist orientation that had characterised his own schooling, which, in Grundtvig’s opinion, could be called a “school for death”.58 His “school for life” should awaken the desire and ability to live life fully, through promoting general competencies for life.59 A central concept in Grundtvig’s ideas was “the living word”, which presupposed an element of divine inspiration, as well as a deep belief in nation and humanity. The living word should permeate all teaching at the folk high schools. The folk high school should also be deeply related to the mother tongue and the nation’s entire life, as well as reflecting the spirit of the nation. The folk high school movement grew rapidly and was successfully established in all Nordic countries. While the first Danish folk high school was established in Rødding in 1844, the first in Norway came 20 years later. Sagatun was founded by the teachers Olaus Arvesen (1830 – 1917) and Herman Anker (1839 – 1896) in Hamar in 1864.60
 
            Sivertsen grew up in a family who more or less devoted their lives to the folk high schools. His father, Nils Sivertsen (1877 – 1955), spent his entire professional career in the movement. He first established Marnar folk high school in the south of Norway (Agder), and then Sund (Inderøy, Trøndelag), where he worked as a manager from 1926 to 1948.61 When Nils Sivertsen retired in 1948, he and his wife donated Sund folk high school to the local community.62 Helge Sivertsen’s uncle, Martin Sivertsen (1874 – 1964), was at the same time manager at Skogn high school, not far from Sund. The folk high school’s teachers were closely linked to the school’s activities by living close to the area where it was located, and Sivertsen was therefore surrounded by the school’s life and work throughout his upbringing. It is also likely that Grundtvig and Grundtvigian ideas took a strong position in his childhood home.63 In order to demonstrate Sivertsen’s belonging to the folk high school tradition, Volckmar places particular weight upon the pamphlet Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole.64 This pamphlet was a result of an assignment Sivertsen carried out in 1946 on behalf of the so-called Besserud circle, where Sivertsen also acted as a member.65 In Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole, Sivertsen builds on the ideals of the folk high school, Volckmar argues.66 Sivertsen’s point of departure is to demonstrate that the folk high schools creditably aimed to give their students a national and democratic upbringing, as well as to develop a common spirit. This goal should also be pursued in Norwegian compulsory education, where it was lacking. However, according to Volckmar, Sivertsen adapted the ideals of the folk high school to his own time. This is particularly evident in his emphasis on the need for democratic education. In his pamphlet, Sivertsen distanced himself from the path that had been taken at the nineteenth-century Grundtvigian folk high schools, where the individual and the national were at the centre. The ideal for his own time could rather be found in the Labour movement’s folk high schools, such as the one established at Sørmarka outside Oslo.67 Here, the aim had been to educate the pupils into capable workers who could participate in a democratic society, rather than to emphasise the need of awakening national feeling, as was done in the traditional folk high schools, Sivertsen argued. Thus, it should be social studies, and not history education, that was to form the school’s formative teaching material.
 
            In the following, I will argue that Sivertsen’s Grundtvigian heritage can also be found in other texts that he wrote. At the same time, we shall see that the democratic ideals Sivertsen aimed at in his visionary post-war pamphlet were present in Grundtvigian environments in the latter half of the nineteenth century. Along these lines, I will claim that what Sivertsen particularly connects to the practical work of the labour movement can be related to the original cultural background of the folk high school movement. Sivertsen’s statements can thus be seen in light of the contexts that have been an important part of his life. At the same time, they are a part of the great education- and Bildung project defining Norway in the post-war decades.
 
            I will also postulate that many of Eva Nordland’s texts from the 1950s, as well as her understanding of man and man’s responsibilities, are characterised by the contexts that have surrounded her and of which she herself has been a part, right from her childhood. These contexts are still available in the post-war decades. Among the writings Nordland left to posterity is an autobiography, in which she draws lines back through her own life.68 Nordland was a priest’s daughter, and in her autobiography she has looked back on her childhood as a “lifelong upbringing”.69 Her father, Hans Bauge (1889 – 1967), had been a close friend of the well-known theologian Kristian Schjelderup (1894 – 1980) and, according to Nordland, Bauge considered himself as a “liberal Christian”. In the 1920s, Bauge had also exchanged letters with the famous musician, theologian, and medical doctor Albert Schweitzer (1875 – 1965). Christianity’s ethical message was central to Hans Bauge’s theological point of view, and Nordland talks about this in the chapter on her upbringing:
 
             
              As a child, I went to the church a lot, because it was not easy in a village like ours to fill the church when the priest did not talk about the “inner mission”. And even worse, like my father did, that the priest warned about what he called a “sweet-Jesus-mentality”, which he thought would prevent people from using Christianity in everyday life. The Christian teaching was quite simple for Dad: You must act according to the message of serving your fellow man.70
 
            
 
            The years in her childhood home had obviously drawn her attention towards a morally oriented Christianity. Her father had made his children aware of four basic life rules, both through their upbringing and from the pulpit: 1) live like the Good Samaritan, be quick to help others, 2) live a simple life, do not spend lavishly, and do not be to blame for others getting too little, 3) take action if someone bothers others, disobey the tormentors, especially if they were people with power and authority, 4) don’t accept someone forcefully trying to press you into doing something you don’t agree with. Her father had also pointed to Gandhi as a moral role model.71 For the young Eva Nordland, Christianity was thus a question of how people should live together on earth. She was taught from the beginning that man should use what he or she believed, and if it was not used, this was proof of lacking belief.
 
            It is likely that these life rules characterised Eva Nordland’s adult life as a pedagogue and public debater, and as a participant in the political sphere to a much greater degree than previous scholarship has been aware of. Her background and fundamental principles of life fit well with contemporary cultural and political contexts. Schjelderup and Schweitzer, for instance, were still an active part of the cultural and theological context in the 1950s. Eva Nordland could relate to these contexts, as they also merged with her own points of view. This can, in turn, help posterity to understand Nordland’s texts and statements. Her ideas about school, education, and upbringing are not just parts of an educational discourse, they can also be seen in light of a context in which theology forms an important component.
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                Fig. 1: Eva Nordland. Photo: Unknown / The Norwegian Labour Movement Archives and Library.
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                Fig. 2: Helge Sivertsen. Photo:  Unknown / Oslo Museum, CC0 1.0.
 
             
            The argumentation in this book can thus be seen in the extension of Kim Helsvig’s article on Christianity and baptismal education in Norwegian schools 1739 – 2003. In this text, Helsvig points out that Christianity stands out with renewed strength in Norwegian education after 1969 (the year when “Knowledge of Christianity” was separated from school’s baptismal education), albeit with different cultural assumptions and with a different content than previously.72 From the beginning of the 1970s, the content of Christian education, which traditionally had been based on Bible history, catechism, and hymnals, was replaced with an easily understandable youth edition of the New Testament, as well as textbooks with detailed guidelines for the teachers. Helsvig sees this change in relation to the Labour Party’s new perspectives on religion in 1975. Previously, religion had been considered a private affair, but in that year it was emphasised that the Labour Party should assume that there was a connection between the Christian message and a social policy based on solidarity. At the same time, one should assume that socialist thinking was more in harmony with Christianity than with capitalism.73 These ideas had far-reaching consequences – for instance, the late twentieth century’s most influential (and contentious) school politician, Gudmund Hernes, considered Christianity to be an ethnic characteristic (Norwegian = Christian).74 This has also led theologians to ask whether the Norwegian school from the 1970s onwards has been founded on a special social democratic version of Christianity, where a need for a confessional anchoring of Christianity has been emphasised. At the same time, the necessity of respect and openness for other denominations and life stances has been underlined.75 This book will argue that the Labour Party’s new take on religion in 1975 can be seen in a continuous line that can be traced back to the post-war period and the development of the welfare state. In this continuous line, Christianity can be viewed as an active and normative cultural factor, just as theology must be seen as a decisive political driving force, in the twentieth century as well.
 
           
          
            The International Research Context
 
            The present book must also be seen in the context of continued international scholarship focusing on the extent to which church and school can be seen as an integrated part of the state in the Nordic countries. A prominent example are the works by Danish theologian Mette Buchardt, who has devoted several scholarly articles to the study of the relation between state, church, and education. Buchardt has argued that the history of Nordic Cultural Protestantism has contributed to a model of religious education in which secularisation is combined with sacralisation: the church is divorced from the state, but at the same time, Protestant Christianity is at the nation’s inner core.76 This can be seen in the works of university theologians of Cultural Protestant affiliation, such as the young Eivind Berggrav (Norway), Edvard Lehmann (Denmark, 1862 – 1930), and Nathan Söderblom (Sweden, 1866 – 1931). Thus, in Buchardt’s opinion, it is meaningful to talk about a “Nordic Cultural DNA” that is connected with the significant role of Nordic Protestant Culture, and it is also reflected in the salient place that Evangelical-Lutheran Christianity takes in today’s Nordic education system. This gradual transformation of religion into culture is described in other works by Mette Buchardt as well, both in texts co-authored with other scholars and in articles she has written alone. This is, for instance, evident in a research work written together with Finnish scholars Pirjo Markkola and Heli Valtonen, where the scholars argue that, although changes in the educational system often have followed a pattern where the responsibility of the church is replaced by secular authorities, “breaks with the past have not always been abrupt, because the Lutheran Churches have had a significant role in the Nordic national projects”.77 In another article, Buchardt suggests that recontextualisation of liberal theology in education in the first half of the twentieth century resulted in progressivism rather than secularisation. Liberal theology is defined as a direction in “Protestant theology in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that sought scientific legitimisation by incorporating literature studies, sociology and history, in particular, to theology”.78 This aim was followed by an interest in making Christianity useful to the culture. Buchardt demonstrates that this recontextualisation of liberal theology can be seen in the works of Edvard Lehmann and Aage Bentzen (1894 – 1953), the latter also a theologian, who transformed “religion” into new categories that were related to “culture” when pedagogised into state schooling.
 
            It should perhaps not come as a surprise that Buchardt also views this as being in line with the development of a Nordic welfare state.79 She argues that the Nordic states and their social practice are intrinsically connected with the Lutheran confession, and that Lutheranism thus becomes a common frame of reference, a characteristic Pirjo Markkola has described as “Lutheran ideology”.80 These perspectives coincides with a broader interest in seeing Lutheran ideas and practices as preconditions for the Nordic welfare state. The Evangelical-Lutheran heritage has, as Paolo Borioni points out, been an important background for the argumentation of social democratic reformers in the twentieth century; the Evangelical-Lutheran background has been socially reinterpreted and challenged.81 This must, of course, also have consequences for the views on schooling and education. Religion, in its broadest sense, has been seen as a profound cultural prerequisite for education and, in line with this, educational theorists and historians like Daniel Tröhler, Daniel Lindmark, Meike Sophia Baader, Rob Freathy, Stephen Parker, and Jonathan Doney (to mention a few) have outlined a far more complicated relationship between religion, education, state, and politics than has previously been done.82 Religion is, they argue, in different ways transformed and spread out in twentieth- and twenty-first-century school policies and practical schooling, for instance through the different languages of education, as Daniel Tröhler puts it.83 One such language of education is seen through the open and pluralistic approach that characterised the late twentieth-century reform of religious education in Great Britain, which can be interpreted in light of the colonialist knowledge production provided through Western mission.84 These perspectives reflect many of Rodney Stark’s points. In his iconic essay Secularization R.I.P, Stark, who was an American sociologist of religion, argued that secularisation theorists have tended to oversimplify society’s development and equated secularisation with deinstitutionalisation.85 An example of this could be seen, Stark argued, through Karel Dobbelaere’s and David Martin’s understanding of secularisation as a “decline in the social power of once-dominant religious institutions whereby other social institutions, especially political and religious institutions, have escaped from prior religious dominance”. And, Stark sarcastically added, “if this were all that secularization means, there would be nothing to argue about.”86 Stark main argument is that there have been no recent religious changes in Christianity that are consistent with a secularisation thesis – not even among scientists. He concludes by quoting Peter Berger: “I think that what I and most other sociologists of religion wrote in the 1960s about secularization was a mistake (…) Most of the world today is certainly not secular. It’s very religious”.87
 
            Yet in spite of the relatively recent attention towards the importance of religion, these Lutheran ideas and the Lutheran institutional practices for the development of the welfare state – and welfare state institutions – must still be regarded as overlooked in previous research, not least from a Norwegian perspective.88 There is a need now to see Nordic and Norwegian educational history from a broader church historical perspective, and to view church and theological history as an important background for Nordic – more specifically Norwegian – school after WWII.89 This need can be highlighted by taking recently published sociological works into consideration. In a comparative study of school politics in Norway and Germany after 1945, Katharina Sass has argued that school politics can only be understood in light of substantial cleavages – or conflict structures – that set the premises for cooperation.90 Sass’ theoretical point of departure is the Norwegian sociologist Stein Rokkan’s (1921 – 1979) theory of political cleavage structures, which implies that the political dividing lines that characterised Europe in the twentieth century were seen as expressions of historically determinant social divisions.91 One of the political debates that Sass uses to enlighten her thesis is the debate on Christian education in Norwegian politics up to 1969, for the background of which she concludes that “the Labour Party succeeded in handling crosscutting cleavages in a way that did not sabotage and sometimes even strengthened its school reforms, thus building a powerful hegemonic coalition”.92 Even if Sass emphasises that the Labour Party was not united in its views of the school’s value base (“some social democrats wanted a fully secular school, but many wanted to keep a modernised form of Christian education because of its ethical value”), she seems to set as a premise – or take for granted – that Norwegian education in the post-war era was characterised by secularisation, or a gradual downscaling of the importance of Christianity in society in general and the school in particular.93 In the following, and in line with the previously mentioned scholarship post the idea of Secularization R.I.P., I will problematise the concept of secularisation, and provide room for a broader understanding of the cultural background surrounding Norwegian school reforms in the post-war period.
 
            Modern Protestant theology, as well as the Lutheran background of the Nordic states, will form an important background for my argumentation. It is a fundamental assumption that modern Protestant theology and Lutheranism, as this appears in twentieth-century Norway, create significant contexts for the school’s development in post-war Norway. Hence, I will claim, through being transformed and recontextualised into education and state schooling, modern Protestant theological perspectives, inclusing Grundtvigianism, are woven into the contexts forming the background for the development of the welfare state after 1945 in Norway. For what pertains to theology, Johan Bernitz Hygen (1911 – 2002), Tor Aukrust (1921 – 2007), and Kristian Schjelderup will be of particular importance. Hygen worked as a professor of theology at University of Oslo and was one of the most significant ethicists and philosophers of religion in his own time, not least demonstrated through his doctoral thesis on Christian teleology, which was defended in 1948.94 Johan B. Hygen also contributed substantially to the public sphere, not least as a commentator in newspapers and on radio when general orientations were needed.95 As well, Tor Aukrust, at that time a PhD candidate at the theology faculty at University of Oslo, was an important voice in the public sphere in the 1950s. Aukrust came to play a substantial role as a mediator between social democracy and Christianity in post-war Norway. Kristian Schjelderup, on his part, played a substantial role in the so-called hell debate in the 1950s, and his theological understanding contributed to putting a humanistic and liberal understanding of Christianity on the agenda in the post-war decades. Kristian Schjelderup held a doctorate in theology from University of Oslo (1921) and served as bishop in Hamar diocese from 1947. Schjelderup’s views form an important part of the cultural backdrop of the school’s development in this period.
 
           
          
            Theoretical Perspectives
 
            In the theoretical sense, this present book will be based on an understanding that the meaning of an utterance – or a text – will always be dependent upon the surrounding cultural contexts at the time when the given utterance was expressed.96 Helge Sivertsen’s and Eva Nordland’s texts will of course take centre stage, but at the same time this theoretical approach will also require that other texts and documents are taken into consideration. Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s texts are mainly written in periodicals and in the daily press, for example in journals such as Kirke og Kultur, Kontakt, and Norsk Skoleblad, and in newspapers like Arbeiderbladet and Verdens Gang. There are few biographical sources that can provide information on how Nordland and Sivertsen saw themselves in relation to contemporary intellectual currents. Eva Nordland’s autobiography counts as an important background, but the book is written in a narrative mode, and the reflections upon how the contexts have characterised Nordland’s own works and ideas are relatively few.97 Helge Sivertsen, on his part, left no autobiographical works to posterity. Thus, Nordland’s and Sivertsen’s texts will be understood as representations of the writers and will be studied with the purpose of exploring what they intended to do.
 
            With this point of departure, the noted Cambridge political theorist Quentin Skinner’s (b. 1940) work will form an important background in this book, in particular Skinner’s influential 1969 essay, “Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas”.98 A fundamental assumption in Skinner’s work is that to say something is also to do something, implying that an utterance should also be seen as an act. Skinner thus stands in the tradition of the pragmatist John Langshaw Austin (1911 – 1960) and is regarded to have made Austin’s insights on speech acts applicable for the historian in the historian’s work with texts. In his 1962 treatise How to Do Things with Words, Austin made a distinction between locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary speech acts.99 These expressions describe different aspects of the same speech act: a locutionary speech act is the utterance in itself, an illocutionary speech act describes what one does when saying something, and a perlocutionary speech act denotes the consequences of the expression.
 
            Skinner emphasised the illocutionary aspect of the speech act and demonstrated how this accounted for shifts in language. According to Skinner, there was “no determinate idea to which various writers contributed, but only a variety of statements made with the words by a variety of different agents with a variety of intentions”. Thus, he continued, “what we are seeing is equally that there is no history of the idea to be written, but only a history necessarily focused on the various agents who used the idea, and on their varying situations and intentions in using it”.100 Consequently, every speech act could be seen as conventional and embedded in the surrounding specific contexts in order to be grasped, every historical situation or utterance is unique.101 Knowledge of the contexts will always be of fundamental importance to understanding the given utterance. The meaning of the given expression can also transcend what can be controlled by the writer, and through having privileged access to the contexts, the historian can also be able to unveil structures of which the writer might have been unaware.
 
            Intention in writing is a key term in Skinner’s methodology.102 To unveil the intentions of the writer should here be defined as understanding how the given expression was meant to be taken at the time when it was written. Thus, says Skinner, “to understand a text must be to understand both the intention to be understood, and the intention that this intention should be understood, which the text itself as an act of communication must at least have embodied”.103 It follows from this that the route which the historian should follow is the delineation of the whole range of communications in which a certain word or a certain sentence could be used. This, Skinner admits – rather than writing the history of the sentence itself – is an “almost absurdly ambitious enterprise”, but it helps the historian to focus on the possible ways of using a possible expression, and sheds light upon how the meanings of words may change. With these perspectives, Skinner also avoids Wimsatt and Beardsley’s famous critique of the intentional fallacy.104
 
            Skinner’s understanding of meaning as something that is formed at the intersection between the text and the public sphere implies that the intention is never contingently connected to the speech act. The intention is implicit in every single expression and can never anticipate the given utterance. Skinner importantly differentiates between intention to do and intention in doing. The intention to do, which is identical to the motivation for uttering the given expression, may never have issued in an action. Intention in doing is logically connected with the speech act, in the sense that it serves to characterise its point.105 Intention in doing may then be, for example, to confirm, to warn, or to oppose. Intention in doing is thereby the key to understanding the speech act. This is equal to what J. L. Austin labelled as the intended illocutionary force of the expression. What was intended in doing can be found through studying the surrounding contexts of the given utterance. However, even if the study of the social texts could explain them, it would not be the same as providing the necessary means to understand them. This is related to the fact that the surrounding contexts can only assist the scholar in dealing with the question of what the writer intended to say with the given expression, it can never provide an understanding.
 
            The question at stake here will be to unveil Helge Sivertsen’s and Eva Nordland’s intentions in writing, in the Skinnerian sense of the word intention. This means that I am interested in examining the intersection between their utterances or texts, and the contexts that surround these utterances. These contexts will be defined by the aid of White Papers, protocols, discussions and reports in newspapers and periodicals, as well as other sources that can be used to find the meaning of utterances. In relation to the issues that are presented in this chapter, I will delineate three relevant contexts: a) the development of the welfare state and the school’s place in the development of the welfare state; b) culture and society; c) theological contexts. The first context includes discussions at the Storting as well as general perspectives on the welfare state development in Norway; the second context comprises the so-called hell debate, the establishment of the Norwegian Humanist Association, and the language dispute in the 1950s; the third context includes the establishment of IKO as well as a discussion of the prevailing theological tendencies. When describing the third context, we will also take a closer look at some of the theologians who may be relevant for understanding the prevailing intellectual conditions, first and foremost Johan B. Hygen and Tor Aukrust. Kristian Schjelderup will be presented in connection with the hell debate. It must, however, be underlined that even if these contexts are treated separately in this book, they do, in practice, intertwine. The contexts form an important part of this book and will be presented before we take a closer look at Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s texts. The three contexts could also have been supplemented with other relevant backgrounds, for example the pedagogical and the Grundtvigian contexts. Yet, in order to achieve the highest possible degree of reader-friendliness, pedagogical and Grundtvigian perspectives will only be brought into the discussions in the book’s third part.
 
            To sum up, this book studies Norwegian compulsory education in the post-war period, with an emphasis on the years up to 1959 (Public School Act). I argue that the political role of the subject “Knowledge of Christianity” (Kristendomskunnskap), as well as the role Christianity plays as the basic value in Norwegian education in the post-war years, can be understood in light of a cultural and non-dogmatic understanding of Christian theology which is a part of the contexts in which this subject is formed. This contrasts with the previous understanding of the development of school and “Knowledge of Christianity” in this period, and by entering into these theological and cultural contexts, this volume will also provide perspectives different than those of scholars who have challenged the thesis of a sharply polarised landscape on the topic of Christian education in Norway after 1945. Of particular importance to this book are texts by Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland. Sivertsen took a central role in the Labour Party after 1945, not least in what pertained to education, and Eva Nordland functioned as one of Sivertsen’s closest advisors.
 
            This book will have three parts after this introduction. In the first of these, I will depict the different contexts that surrounds the politicians and intellectuals who are subject to study in this book. The second part will denote a presentation of Helge Sivertsen’s and Eva Nordland’s relevant works and discuss the findings of the previous parts in light of the contextual analysis. In the last part of the book, we will also discuss the findings in the previous part of the book in light of relevant research literature, and denote Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s intention in writing and uttering.
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            Political Conditions
 
            We will begin this part by describing the political changes that set the stage for the time in which the main characters in this study lived and worked. What political ideas dominated at that time, what were the practical consequences of these ideas, and what role did the school play in everyday political life? What was everyday life like in Norway in the years after WWII? Why was it necessary to improve the school, and how did this process take place?
 
            
              Rebuilding a demolished country; the development of the welfare state; the school as a cornerstone in the welfare state
 
              The government that came to power in Norway after WWII faced enormous challenges. Norway was to be rebuilt, politically, economically, and physically. The ravages of the war had demolished parts of the country. Particularly the county of Finnmark and huge districts in Troms in northern Norway were in ruins. The merchant shipping fleet had suffered heavy losses in allied service, the fishing fleet needed renewal, and the industry had to be adapted to production in times of peace. There was a great shortage of housing, as the interwar period had offered few possibilities for new buildings. During the war, people had lived with food rationing, with sometimes enormous queues for food. The peace in May 1945 gave a new hope for the future. The number of births per year in 1945 and 1946 broke previous records, and people’s visions and dreams created a common dream for a better future.1 The Norwegians had now become a united people as never before.
 
              One man came to play a particular role as a politician in post-war Norway, the above-mentioned Einar Gerhardsen. Gerhardsen is the longest-serving prime minister in Norwegian history, with over 17 years in office, and Rune Slagstad counts him as one of the most important national strategists in Norway during this period.2 Einar Gerhardsen, who had no formal education other than the seven compulsory years during his youth, was raised in one of the capital’s most disreputable living quarters (the so-called Gråbein quarter), an upbringing which is considered to have marked him for the rest of his life.3 He had a clear socialist vision and devoted his career to strengthening the working class. This became particularly clear when he took office in 1945, as he proclaimed that the Labour Party should work for a “free socialist society”.4 His aim was that labour as well as capital should be controlled by democratically elected bodies.5 This was to be realized through, among other things, a comprehensive council system. The so-called industry council was supposed to control and regulate the business within each individual industry.6 Another council, the production committee, was supposed to bring together officials and workers within each enterprise, in order to decide on “significant changes” in the business. However, Gerhardsen’s socialist vision met with much opposition, both in the different companies as well as within the Labour Party. Moreover, Norway was included in the Marshall Plan, which aimed at increasing productivity by transferring American principles of business management and American technology to the European countries, and by pressing the countries into supranational cooperation (OEEC/OECD).7 Gerhardsen had to give up his vision of governing the country in a socialist direction by the end of the 1940s, and the social democratic course of the Labour Party became a final fact from 1953.8
 
              The post-war period gave a new lease on life for the Norwegian economy, realising the hope for the individual that many had dreamed of after the end of the war. Suburbs were built in the big cities, and infrastructures, like underground and tram systems, were developed to make suburban life easier. Cooperative housing organisations, like OBOS in Oslo and BOB in Bergen, provided solutions to the housing problems in the biggest cities by building homes for their members, and played a core role in implementing the post-war social housing policy.9 The Norwegian State Housing Bank (NSHB) was established by parliament in 1946, with the purpose of financing housing at a modest but good standard for a reasonable cost.10 As a consequence of these efforts, about 650,000 new houses were erected in Norway between 1950 and 1970. At the same time, the standard of living increased rapidly, as did salaries. The real wage for an industrial worker roughly doubled from 1945 to the late 1960s, and from the end of the 1930s up to 1969 private consumption more than tripled. The children of the post-war generation could enjoy benefits unknown in their parent’s upbringing: good and nutritious food, as well as a wide selection of toys and sports equipment. From 1960, private cars, which had previously been reserved for those with transport needs in their profession, were freely sold, with the private car becoming the ultimate sign of welfare and prosperity.11 In addition to wages increasing, the working days became shorter. Since 1918, the normal weekly working hours had been 48. In 1959, this was reduced to 45. Nine years later, in 1968, the number of hours people had to be at work was further reduced to 42 hours per week. The labour organisations had been a strong driving force to accomplish these changes.12 Norway became an industrial and service society with strong secondary and tertiary industries, and the people who lived there were given the freedom to choose, to consume, and to do as they wanted.
 
              These changes, which completely changed people’s daily life within a few decades, must be seen as part of the development of the welfare state in Norway, similar to how this governmental form also developed in the other Nordic countries. The reconstruction of Norway after 1945 was characterised by what historian Berge Furre has called a Social Democratic Order.13 Its characteristics can be highlighted in ten points: 1) a strong state with governance ambitions, 2) large financial transfers to equalise the differences between parts of the country and social groups, 3) economic growth and full employment as the highest goal of economic policy, 4) industry as the priority trade, 5) marked mixed economy, 6) negotiations between the state and interest organisations that supplemented the political-parliamentary system, 7) market regulation of transport and primary industry, 8) public and free health care, 9) public educational system, and 10) state responsibility for national cultural institutions. Following the ideas of Danish sociologist Gøsta Esping-Andersen, this can be seen as part of a project typical for this region at that time. In his influential work on welfare state capitalism, Esping-Andersen singles out a social-democratic welfare regime, a Nordic or Scandinavian model, that was emerging in the twentieth century.14 The social-democratic model, which could be regarded as one of three welfare state typologies (in addition to conservative and liberal regimes), was characterised by a system that promoted an equality of high standard rather than an equality of minimal needs, and it demonstrated a peculiar circumstance in which the state took an active core role in the society. The high level of public services was funded by a high level of taxation. However, Esping-Andersen’s model has been contested by later research, and as Stein Kuhnle and Axel West Pedersen have more recently pointed out, there is no consensus in the literature on the exact nature or contents of a Nordic model.15 It has also been argued that the emergence of the Nordic welfare states can be traced back to a much longer development and includes complex cultural as well as political aspects with strong historical roots, common for all Nordic countries. As mentioned in the introductory chapter, this can not least be related to the Nordic countries’ common cultural heritage.16
 
              There is still no doubt that the rise of the welfare state in the Nordic countries connects to the practical politics implemented after 1945, and that this can be described as a number of more or less stable elements that in sum make up the state policy in the Nordic countries. Universalism, in the sense that social protection and services were offered to all citizens as a matter of social rights, rather than trough systems that are segmented by social or economical matters, such as occupation or income, must be regarded as one of the model’s most distinct elements.17 The point of departure for this distribution policy is the active and responsible social state. In another research article, Kuhnle has, together with Sven E. Olsson, argued that this universalism was supported by a typical community building, risk exposure, human dignity (the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1948), and economic and bureaucratic efficiency.18 Other scholars have underlined that this political turn was presupposed by a common political, cultural, and demographic climate in the post-war Nordic countries, paving the way for their typical and common welfare state systems.19 In the context of this book, the common Lutheran background is not without significance for the understanding of the necessity of community and ethics of universality, as becomes apparent in the Nordic countries in the twentieth century.
 
              What pertains specifically to post-war Norway, is a particular characteristic that the period from 1945 through the subsequent decades is characterised by a strong fundamental consensus across the political party lines. The tension between capital and labour, which had caused much agitation in the interwar years, was still present, but the conflict was now replaced by a willingness to cooperate. Or, as historian Francis Sejersted puts it: “The dispute had entered into orderly forms by the establishment of a game of solidarity. The parties played their roles and made compromises which were acceptable for all. This calm development was grounded in the broad agreement on the national integration and development of the welfare state.”20 As a consequence of this unity came a number of measures financed by public funds which ensured the general welfare. Different forms of social securities had already been introduced before WWII, such as the act on occupational pension benefits (1936) and the act on unemployment benefits (1938). However, these laws set requirements for who could be included, for instance, the law on unemployment benefits demanded that the recipient should be able to work and be unemployed through no fault on their own.21 The occupational pension benefits were originally means tested.
 
              After the war, extensive changes in the social security system aimed at including an even larger part of the population in the social benefits. The nuclear family was seen as the cornerstone of society, and the traditional division of labour between men and women was maintained. Consequently, the first decades after WWII have been called the housewife period in Norwegian history.22 In the nuclear family, the child always came first. In his extensive volume on social democracy in Norway and Sweden, Francis Sejersted points to the child’s central position in the countries’ post-war social policy, and that the policy on children became an important part of the social integration project.23 In line with this, child benefits to families with more than one child were introduced in 1946, as the first welfare state reform.24 Single parents were to receive social security from their first child. Soon, other social security rights followed, such as disability allowance in 1961 and widow’s pension in 1964. The means test for occupational pension benefits was dissolved in 1957, and industrial injuries benefits for all wage and salary earners were introduced three years later. The final, and most comprehensive, social security regulation came with the National Insurance Act (Folketrygdloven) in 1966/67. This law, which was adopted with broad political agreement, coordinated previous voluntary and compulsory social security schemes. Its aim can be summarised in three points: 1) it guaranteed everyone the right to an income during short-time illness as well as the right to reasonable medical care and free hospitalisation, 2) it secured elderly people (over the age of 67) the right to maintain an income that was two-thirds of what it had been before retirement age, and 3) it ensured a personal income for a number of groups, who for various reasons could not obtain their own income, either because they are disabled, another family breadwinner had passed away, or they have occupational injury or injury of war.25 The first paragraph of this act describes its comprehensive and fundamental character:
 
               
                § 1 – 1: The purpose of the National Insurance Scheme is to provide benefits in case of sickness, physical handicap, pregnancy and confinement, unemployment, old age, disability, death, and loss of breadwinner. All persons resident in the Realm shall be insured under this Act. The same shall apply to any person not resident in the Realm if he a) is working in the Realm as an employee in return of wages or other remuneration covered by § 6 – 4, b) is a Norwegian national employed on board a Norwegian ship, including periods for which he receives pay in accordance with law or agreement, c) is a Norwegian national and is taking part in a Norwegian hunting expedition or is employed at a Norwegian hunting station or by a Norwegian civil airline as a member of the flight or ground personnel, d) is a Norwegian national and is a civil servant in paid service abroad or is a paid employee of such a civil servant (…).26
 
              
 
              The school played a key role in the development of the welfare state, and nine years of compulsory education came to be at the core of the social democracy’s educational system.27 The school was an important instrument for integration and, in line with this, it became a fundamental principle that children should attend the same school for as long as possible. The school’s role in post-war politics became clear immediately after the war had ended. The first post-war minister of education, Kaare Fostervoll, saw it as an important task to carry out the school reforms implemented in the years before 1940, and in 1947 the Ministry of Church and Education established the Coordinating Committee for Schooling and Education (Samordningsnemda for skoleverket). This committee did not have the mandate to implement new measures for the school, but the school should carry out regulations that had already been accepted.28 These regulations included The Act on Higher Education (1935), The Acts on Urban and Rural Schools (1936), and the Law on Continuation School (1946).
 
              This idea of unity, the idea of the same school for all, also pointed forward toward a more inclusive higher education. As a result of this policy, Lånekassen [The Norwegian State Educational Loan Fund] was established in 1947 to allocate reasonable loans and grants to Norwegian students for their education.29 For its part, a substantial part of the profits from the newly established Norsk Tipping, the governmentally owned gambling company, should provide money for research and science.30 This, in turn, reflected a strong political will to invest in school and education and, in accordance with this, Norway, together with Sweden, spent a greater proportion of GDP on schools than any other country in Europe. This positive attitude towards school and education was also cross-political, as school politics was something that all parties, regardless of political dividing lines, could agree upon in the years after WWII.31
 
              Sweden became a pioneering country in this regard, and the education historian Alfred O. Telhaug has noted that Norway and Sweden can be considered as one nation when it comes to the question of schooling and education in the years after WWII.32 Tage Erlander (1901 – 1985), Swedish Prime Minister between 1946 and 1969 and himself a son of teachers as well as the spouse of a teacher, became a driving force in this regard. In his diary from 1945, he notes his ambition for the school: “a common education for those under the age of 15 in the same local unit, and under the same management”.33 The following year, the 1946 school commission was set up in Sweden, which aimed to design a standardized education for all children up to the age of 15. These ideas coincided with those being discussed in AUF (the Labour Party’s youth wing organisation) in Norway at the same time, as well as in England and the USA.34 In 1947, the secretary of the 1946 Swedish school commission, Stellan Arvidsson, gave a fiery speech at the Socialist Student Union in Oslo, urging that the school be used as a tool in the fight for a changed society, a “new world”. The ambitions were sky-high: “Why not at the dinner table, for example in the home of farmers, discuss the structure of atoms with reliable specialist knowledge? Why should not the mason’s apprentices be able to discuss the social preconditions for Shakespeare’s gestalt formation during lunch with the greatest naturalness? There are no limits here!”35 In interviews with the Norwegian press, he emphasised the school’s importance for democracy: “The purpose of this work is to modernise and democratise the Swedish school system, both in terms of its internal life as well as the external organization”, he told the newspaper Morgenbladet in April 1947.36 The plans for the fundamental changes in Sweden were also duly noted around Norway. According to the newspaper Bergens Arbeiderblad, the Swedish suggestions could be regarded as a big step towards real democracy, while another daily paper, Eidsvold Arbeiderblad, claimed that the report from the Swedish 1946 school commission should be seen as one of the most interesting works of its kind after WWII.37 The Swedes had concluded the largest school report in the world, reported the Oslo-based paper Dagbladet.38 There was a positive attitude all around the country, and the reports in the newspapers awakened a curiosity among its readers and drove their attention towards new possibilities for schooling and education.
 
             
            
              The process towards nine-year compulsory schooling in Norway
 
              Soon nine-year compulsory education also became a goal for the Norwegian politicians and policy makers. The Labour Party became a driving force in the process towards the implementation of this new educational model, and the members stated their goals clearly. The Norwegian press regularly published statements and discussions that reminded the readers of the party’s intentions. In April 1952, Arbeiderbladet (Oslo) shared the party’s long-term plan for schools and education.39 The articles reiterated Helge Sivertsen’s speech in the Socialist Student Union on 25 April of that year.40 In these texts, Sivertsen stated the goal for the Labour Party’s school policy: “It is time to continue the basic idea of the unitary school from childhood to adolescence (…) This development of the continuation school, and a unification with the real school, in order to get a common upper secondary school, is a main point in the draft that the committee has put forward for discussion”, he claimed. The rationale was clearly linked to the Labour Party’s goal of social equality:
 
               
                The access to further education has become easier since the Labour movement came to power in 1935, but the access to education after primary school still gives a strong impression of social and geographical injustice in society. The real school and the gymnasium, which provide the longest education, are dominated by children from the occupational groups who can best afford it. There is also a big difference between the western parts of some cities, where almost the entire cohort continues in the real school and the gymnasium, and those regions in the country where it is most difficult to obtain more general education than secondary school, or possibly primary school and a course in the continuation school.41
 
              
 
              The Labour Party’s youth wing organisation (AUF) defended the party’s proactive school policy eagerly, not only in Oslo, but also elsewhere in the country. In April 1953, the paper Dagningen, based in Lillehammer, published an interview with the young 20-year-old Martin Leren from Brennhaug in Dovre.42 Leren had been appointed as the district’s representative for the Labour Party’s leadership trainee program in Asker outside Oslo in 1952, and was therefore regarded as an up-and-coming talent in the Labour Movement. On the question of what he regarded to be the most important tasks for the Labour Party’s youth wing organisation, he replied: “Full employment and the school programme implying nine years of compulsory schooling. Everyone should have the opportunity to get the education they have the right to claim, according to their talents.” Leren’s views were representative for young voices from the Labour Party at that time. Two years later, the Church Minister Birger Bergersen stated with great certainty and optimism that, within 20 years, Norwegian youth would receive nine years of compulsory education. The occasion for the statement was the 70th anniversary of Lillestrøm gymnasium in September 1954, attended by several prominent politicians and cultural representatives.43
 
              Bergersen’s statements reflected the certainty of changes in the school system that had established itself within the Labour Party at that time. Systematic measures which aimed to realise their visions were now implemented. An important step in this regard was the committee that should work with the long-term plan for the Norwegian school system. This committee included influential Labour Party politicians such as Werna Gerhardsen (1912 – 1970), Gudmund Harlem (1917 – 1988), Per Almaas (1898 – 1991), Karsten Heli (1898 – 1976), Olav Sundet (1909 – 1983), and Erling Østerud (1899 – 1979), in addition to Helge Sivertsen. Werna Gerhardsen was Einar Gerhardsen’s wife and a member of the Oslo school board and Oslo city council. Gudmund Harlem was a professor of medicine, deputy chairman of Oslo Labour Party, minister of social affairs (1955 – 1961), and defence minister (1961 – 1965), while Almaas, Heli, Sundet, and Østerud were teachers and schoolmen with leading positions. However, Sivertsen is undoubtedly the most important, and while the ministers of education held the final power to implement new plans, the strategist Sivertsen worked behind the scenes and laid the foundations for the reform work to be carried out. Helge Sivertsen had taken part in the debate under the auspices of the Worker’s Youth League immediately after the war and sympathised with the attitudes on schooling and education that was expressed there. After Sivertsen was appointed as the secretary for the minister of education in 1947, an orientation towards a restructuring of the Norwegian school system began soon afterwards.44 In 1950, Sivertsen sat in the audience in the Swedish Riksdag (Parliament) during the debate that led to the decision to attempt compulsory nine-year education, and one year later he led the committee that worked on the school’s long-term plan.45
 
              In addition to the work with the long-term plan for the school, Sivertsen also prepared a White Paper which discussed improvement of schooling and education (Meld. St. 9 (1954), Om tiltak til styrking av skoleverket/On measures to strengthen the school system)). The White Paper concluded by stating that the school should strive towards a clear goal:
 
               
                (…) to secure children and youth in the cities and in the countryside a full basic education up to the age of 16 – 17 (…) as soon as it becomes possible, a joint secondary school that includes both the “real school” and the “continuation school” as different lines. All upper secondary education must be built on this foundation with equally good conditions for practical and theoretical education.46
 
              
 
              At the same time, an advisory board should be set up to lead experiments with different forms of school organisation. This advisory board should “represent professional knowledge in questions concerning the school and scientific pedagogic research”, and they should work in close contact with the University of Oslo, the National University College for Teacher Education, the scientific research institutions, and the National Research Council.47 The administrative responsibility for this should be placed with the Ministry of Church and Education. Thus, the White Paper emphasised that the school should be scientifically grounded, which, in turn, reflected a belief that science could become a useful tool for politics. In line with this, the Norwegian Research Council (NAVF) was established in 1949, financed with funds from Norsk Tipping.48 The Research Council was divided into five different groups with different subjects, and group C was intended for psychology, education, and youth issues.49 This scientific grounding could help Sivertsen and his political co-partners to legitimate the political line that they drew up in the post-war period, and to emphasise the necessity of knowledge, truth, objectivity, rationality, neutrality, and logic.50 Or, to put it in Rune Slagstad’s precise formulation: “The new regime after 1945 became a political regime in the guise of social sciences: a new form of state with drastically expanded governing capacity, attached to new experts and their knowledge.”51

              
                [image: ] 
                  Fig. 3: The Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education carried out extensive activities and had a correspondingly great need of help. This announcement, from Aftenposten 26 October 1954, states that the Council had a vacant position for an assistant, with entry as soon as possible. The right person should have an examen artium and business education, and preferably training in office work.
 
               
              This pointed forward to the establishment of the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education in 1954. Through their attempts to establish a nine-year compulsory education in Norway, this council functioned as an advisory board for the Department of Education, and they received wide powers and great political influence. The Act on Experiments in school was sanctioned on 8 July 1954, and Tønnes Sirevåg (1909 – 1984), a historian and an experienced teacher, was elected as the leader for the council.52 The council should lead and coordinate various experiments that pointed towards a new school system. One of the experiments carried out was a three-year teacher training course at Hamar teacher training college, one year shorter than had been the practice since the 1930s. The council also underlined the need of further training for the school’s teachers and took an active part in the design of courses that could promote and strengthen teachers’ competencies. Another experiment was an attempt to include English as a compulsory school subject, which started in Tønsberg in 1955. However, their most important task was to advise, control, and follow up local authorities that wanted to implement nine-year compulsory education in their municipality. Local authorities were given good conditions if they were willing to try the system with nine-year schooling: rural municipalities received a grant of 75 % of the operating expenses, while the cities were granted 30 %.53 Newspapers around the country could document great interest and curiosity: “Stryn municipal educational committee is in favour of establishing a nine-year school, and would like to cooperate with the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education in the process of development”, the local newspaper Fjordabladet in Stryn (Western Norway) wrote in November 1955.54 Ørsta, another municipality in the western part of Norway, was even earlier: “Nine-year school in Ørsta already from the autumn. There is a good hope for approval of the plan”, the newspaper Sunnmørsposten wrote in March 1955.55 The schools that wanted to participate in the experiments with nine-year schooling were met with specific expectations related to implementation and logistics, as Lars Beite documented in his analysis of schools in Rogaland from 1950.56 This centre periphery model was typical for Norway in the twentieth century. Alfred Oftedal Telhaug has pointed out that the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education reflected the time-typical understanding on the necessity of distribution, wherein a national institution should spread culture and knowledge from the centre (the capital) out into the districts.57
 
              As a result of the work done by the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education, a proposition to the Odelsting was delivered in January 1958.58 This proposition came to attract a lot of attention among the population and created significant discussions at the Storting. The ministry’s objective was to obtain promises to give the municipal council the right to make decisions on a nine-year school. Their objective can be summarised as follows:
 
               
                The bottom line of these school reforms could be summed up in the idea that all ordinary pupils should obtain a longer compulsory teaching period than they did before, so that schooling should not end earlier than the age of 16. Within this framework, there should be different educational programs, allowing the individual student to receive training that is in accordance with interests, abilities, and aptitudes. This division in different programs should not create social stratification in the school, and it must be ensured that abilities and aptitudes form the basis for the selection of educational program, and not a desire for prestige.59
 
              
 
              The bone of contention was the statutory objective (§ 1), which was now slightly changed in relation to the previous legislation (1936), as well as the omission of § 9c, which was regarded as the fundamental paragraph for Christian education in Norwegian schools.60 In § 1, a new sentence was added to the opening section: “The school’s foremost task is to make students good citizens”. The rest of the paragraph was unchanged, except for one word: the expression “useful citizen” in the last sentence was changed to “able citizen” (“The school shall help to give the pupils a Christian and moral upbringing, and work in order to make them citizens who can benefit others/useful citizens both in moral and physical matters”). § 9c was adapted into § 7.61
 
              The proposition to the Odelsting was intensively discussed in the newspapers all over the country during the spring of 1958, and the discussions documented much activity in the local communities. Public meetings were arranged, and the proposition was on the agenda in teacher organisations’ meetings. Both clergy and laity were concerned, not least with respect to the apparent reduction in the importance of Christianity and Christian teaching. The country’s bishops issued a joint statement, indicating that the proposition was a sign of two recent tendencies in the relationship between church and school. 62 On the one side, it signalled a view on cooperation and cohesion that had been evident since the war years, and on the other side, it depicted a tendency to detach the school from the church and weaken the ecclesiastical and confessional character of the Christian subject. These critical voices were often opposed by representatives from the Labour Party, on both local and central levels. Some examples from newspapers in the spring of 1958 can illustrate the public mood. The high-profile vicar and later bishop Monrad Norderval (1902 – 1976) wrote a series of articles in the newspaper Sunnmøre Arbeideravis in May 1958, on invitation from its editor Simen Kr. Hangaard (1922 – 1983).63 Norderval had been invited to write because he had been involved in a debate on the proposition in the school board in his hometown, Ålesund. The debate was referred to in an editorial in the same newspaper on 12 May, and the editor asked critical questions about statements that Norderval should have made during the meeting.64 The text was written in a characteristically sarcastic and condescending tone. Norderval’s reply used a similar style, and he rebuked editor Hangaard by saying it was regrettable that Hangaard portrayed him in a bad light in respect to the labourers. Hangaard gave an indignant reply in the same newspaper one week later, complaining of the form of the debate. Moving to the capital, the debate there was equally fierce as elsewhere in the country. “The school is as little a sovereign master as other cultural institutions are. It shares a common responsibility for the welfare of our people in its broadest sense and must therefore be in close cooperation with home and the church”, said Bishop Karl Marthinussen (1890 – 1965) in Aftenposten in April 1958.65 IKO leader Bjarne Hareide, on his hand, was more than ready for a fight.66 “The school act is synonymous with battle”, the newspaper Vårt Land wrote in a heading in late March of the same year. The heading quoted Hareide, who had indicated that if this White Paper was accepted, it would be the most powerful blow against the Knowledge of Christianity that had ever been seen. Sverre Aalen (1909 – 1980), a biblical scholar and professor at the Free Faculty of Theology, highlighted the legal foundation of “Knowledge of Christianity” as a school subject: “‘Knowledge of Christianity’ must take a special position among the school subjects. No other subject is, according to its content, defined in the Constitution”. And, he added, “the constitution does not speak about Christian teaching in general, but teaching should be based upon the Evangelical-Lutheran doctrine”.67 The Storting, on their side, had a great influx of people who wanted to protest. During the spring months, they received ca. 1400 petitions in total.68
 
              The proposition also caused much debate at the Storting, after the Committee of Church and Education had made minor changes to the proposal’s first paragraph.69 The statutory objective, which now became the subject of debate, had the following wording:
 
               
                The school’s task is, together with the homes, to work to make the pupils become good citizens. It should help give the pupils a Christian and moral upbringing, develop their abilities and talents and give them good general knowledge, to make them citizen who can benefit others, in both moral and physical matters.
 
              
 
              The pedagogue Torstein Harbo, who gives a throughout presentation of the debate in his book on the introduction of nine-year schooling, summarises the discussion at the Storting in the following points: 1) § 1 was given much emphasis. It was underlined that the preamble should make a point of departure for the work with the curriculum. 2) The committee of church and education altered the original formulation of § 1. Many of the representatives at the Storting expressed their satisfaction with these changes, and the committee’s proposal for the preamble was adopted with only one vote against (Emil Løvlien, (1899 – 1973, The Communist Party)). 3) During the discussions in the Storting, the different parts of the sentences in § 1 were commented upon. The comments can be summarised as follows:
 
              
                	 
                  “Good citizens”: seen independently, this expression was unclear, and the expression must rather be seen in relation to the other central concepts in this paragraph.
 

                	 
                  “Help giving the pupils a Christian and moral upbringing”: this part of the paragraph could be interpreted in light of § 2 in the Constitution of Norway, and the Christian character of the school was underlined by a number of speakers. Most of the representatives at the Storting agreed that the school in the future should also remain a Christian school. The exception was the representative from the Communist Party.
 

                	 
                  “Develop their abilities and talents”: this formulation was interpreted according to a principle of differentiation, that the school should educate all pupils according to their abilities and aptitudes.
 

                	 
                  “Give them good general knowledge”: this formulation can, according to Harbo, be seen as a consequence of recent pedagogical tendencies (which will be elaborated below) and can be seen in relation to the importance of cultural knowledge.70
 

              
 
              In 1959, the Storting decided that the municipalities could extend compulsory schooling to nine years.71 The new act for primary school followed immediately after, and the curriculum for trials with a nine-year school came the following year. It has been argued that the proposition to the Odelsting (no. 30/1958) changed the climate in the Norwegian public debate on education. Twenty years after the proposition was presented, Tønnes Sirevåg, who was chairman of the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education, wrote that there was hardly a document relating to schooling and education that had caused as much attention as this one.72 Clergy and defenders of traditional Christian values were concerned about the school’s Christian education. The teachers’ organisations and many teachers, on their part, believed that the ministry of Church and Education had presented a proposition based on poor preparatory work which lacked a democratic foundation.
 
              In a political sense, the curriculum introduced in 1960 can be seen as a result of the Labour Party’s school policies in the years after WWII. The political forces were uncompromising and goal-oriented, and critical voices could find themselves overrun, without having political authorities considering their objections.73 It was also a trueborn child of the Norwegian social democracy. The curriculum opens with a general introduction, consisting of three comprehensive chapters, which emphasise the individual’s opportunities for democratic Bildung, the necessity of introduction to the national cultural heritage, as well as individuality and independency. These were important components of the post-war social democratic project: social integration and equality for all. The comprehensive introduction in the 1960 plan contrasted with the previous curriculum (1939), which started with a descriptive explanation of the subject’s hours and timetables.74 In line with the renewed focus on the necessity of general Bildung, social science was now introduced as a broadly oriented subject including history, social studies, and geography (which previously had been separate subjects), so that it could help realise the school’s new democratic mandate.75 The curriculum called for the school to be a democratic society in miniature, which was founded on the national cultural heritage and Christian morals and faith, in addition to democratic ideas and scientific method. This goal could be reached through the implementation of an ambitious programme, incorporated in the curriculum:
 
               
                Pupils in the nine-year school will afterwards gain social and political rights and duties as adult Norwegian citizens. What the school could do in order to prepare the pupils for an active citizenship, is first and foremost to give all pupils as good an orientation as possible about the local, national, and international society in which they belong, institutions, organisations and functions, and knowledge on how society, organisations and institutions have emerged. It is important that as many people as possible are activated to take interest in social issues, and that they can make use of tools to orient themselves on their own. (…) It is an important task for the school to promote respect among the young for democratic ideals (…) such as interpersonal skills and willingness to cooperate, ability and willingness to take factual considerations into decisions, respect for law and justice, tolerance towards people who are different, people with different beliefs and other opinions.76
 
              
 
              The equalising dimension of the curriculum was evident on several levels. In a social-economic sense, it was argued that a nine-year school could contribute to delaying pupil’s choice of educational paths. This would, in turn, mean that that the choice they made was to a lesser extent conditioned by socio-economic background, but more by their abilities and interests.77 It was also now specified that the school should give equal opportunities to pupils with different interests, abilities, and aptitudes. So far, the school had prioritised gifted pupils, and pupils with theoretical talents rather than practical. Moreover, the municipalities were now required to provide additional help to pupils who had difficulties keeping up with the progression. In 1955, the municipalities were required to present a plan for extra tuition, and it was decided that the government should reimburse expenses to school psychologists who would assist in determining how tuition was presented. Initiatives were also taken to even out the differences between town and country. The government gave differentiated financial grants that were conditional on the municipalities’ finances, and legislative changes which made it easier for the municipalities to centralise the schools were made.78 The 1959 school act was the first common school act for schools in the cities and schools in the countryside.
 
              During the 1960s, the policies that led to the 1969 School Act were carried out. The Norwegian education system continued to strengthen fundamental structural transformations that gave opportunities to everyone, regardless of gender, economic situation, geographical location, or social status. Kim Helsvig has therefore referred to the period from 1960 to 1975 as the most significant in the history of the Norwegian Ministry of Education.79 The main characters in this book, Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland, continued their political and strategical work. Sivertsen became the Minister of Church and Education in Einar Gerhardsen’s third government in 1960, holding this post until 1965, when he returned to the position as the school director in Oslo. Sivertsen particularly worked to strengthen upper secondary education, and his work pointed forward to the 1974 secondary school reform. Eva Nordland, on her part, had a central role in the committee that drew up the Labour Party’s school and cultural program in 1962 – 1965. Nordland was also appointed as head of the council of teacher education in 1961, remaining in this position until 1969. This council had an important role in the improvement of the school, and in the years under the auspices of Eva Nordland, this council designed a completely new teacher education program in Norway, both for primary and secondary education.
 
              The school’s Christian foundation was challenged towards the end of the 1960s. The governmental change in 1965 broke the Labour Party’s long monopoly on governmental power, and from 1965 to 1971, Norway had a conservative coalition government under the auspices of Per Borten (1913 – 2006).80 This government secured, among other things, an act for independent schools, which granted parents the right to choose schools other than the government schools.81 However, in line with the Labour Party’s objective of the emergence of a democratic state, it was now defined as the parents’ task and right to take the responsibility for a Christian upbringing of the children. In the Odelsting’s proposal for a new primary school act in 1969, the parents’ responsibility was clearly spelled out:
 
               
                In our country, as in many other countries, the primary school has been based upon the Church’s teachings. In this connection, the committee would like to point out that Christian and moral upbringing must be seen in close connection with parents’ own parenting responsibilities. By having their child baptised, most of the population has assumed responsibility for the child’s Christian and moral upbringing. This responsibility rests with the parents themselves. The school’s education in Christian knowledge has provided and should continue to introduce Christian faith and morals, which can help parents in raising their children.82
 
              
 
              Baptismal education was the responsibility of the church, and the school’s task was to guide the parents in the upbringing of the children, and not the church in baptismal education: “The church has considered Christian education in schools as part of its baptismal education. The committee will underline that the church itself is responsible for providing baptismal education in an ecclesiastical sense.”83 Thus, the school’s Christian education had become something completely different from what it had been since 1739. It was now based on the parents’ rights, rather than the church’s dogmas. The 1969 school act also allowed teachers who were not members of the Norwegian Church to teach “Knowledge of Christianity”.84 In order to secure the confessional grounding, this had been reserved for members of the state church since 1739.
 
             
           
          
            Cultural Conditions
 
            The next part of this chapter highlights the cultural conditions that applied in Norway in the actual period under consideration. In this context, the relationship between Christianity and culture is particularly relevant, but also the inflamed language dispute will be briefly dealt with in this part. What premises does society set for the position Christianity occupies in society? What is the general mood in the people at large? We will start with the so-called hell debate, which characterised the Norwegian public sphere during much of the 1950s. Even if the debate in its essence is about theological standpoints, it gained influence far beyond the church and congregational life. This can, among other things, be confirmed from the subsequent activity in the press.
 
            
              The Hell Debate – from a cultural perspective
 
               
                I am probably speaking to many tonight who know they are unconverted. You know that if you fell dead on the floor at this moment, you would fall straight into hell (…) How can you who are unconverted calmly go to sleep at night, you, who do not know whether you will wake up in your own bed or in hell (…).85
 
              
 
              These words, broadcasted on Norwegian radio on a cold Sunday evening in January 1953, were the starting point for one of the most extensive cultural and theological debates in Norway in the twentieth century. The words were part of a sermon delivered by Ole Hallesby (1879 – 1961), professor at the Free Faculty of Theology and chairman of the executive board of the Norwegian Lutheran society of Inner Mission, in Storsalen, the Inner Mission’s meeting house in central Oslo. Hallesby had grown up in a Pietist revival tradition, and in his adult life he was as much a preacher as he was a professor of theology. One of his central aims was to save as many as possible from eternal perdition. In his cultural contexts, Erik Pontoppidan’s explanation of Luther’s catechism was still firmly established. In the catechism, perdition is referred to as the eternal torment of hell. What was new, was that this message was broadcast to a wide public through radio.
 
              Hallesby’s words caused an immediate commotion, and already on the following day, the newspaper Dagbladet had this headline on their front page: “Hallesby threatens hell through the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation”. The subheading quoted an explanation from the broadcasting manager Kåre Fostervoll: “We have no rights to control religious programs in advance”.86 Other newspapers followed immediately. Arbeiderbladet made sure they had correctly understood what Hallesby had said and called upon him to control his speech.87 On the next day, they wrote in their editorial: “Professor Hallesby transforms God into a giant-Hitler, who punishes people with eternal torment if they don’t believe in the dogmas”.88 In such a context, where WWII was close in history, this claim must have had a strong effect. In the coming days, weeks, and months, the texts on this subject in the newspapers were almost endless. It was polemised and debated, scrutinised, and incorporated into narratives. It seemed like everyone was involved, from the unknown man in the street to politicians, university professors, and intellectuals. A couple of examples from the debate’s first weeks might illustrate the climate. The writer “Nils” turned Hallesby’s sermon into something melodramatic, published in Dagbladet on 29 January, where the radio became the source of fear:
 
               
                I do not touch that devil’s device anymore. I apologize, I do not know what I am saying, I do not know what I am doing. I do not dare to lay down in fear of falling asleep, I do not dare to sit down in fear of falling asleep. I might wake up in hell. And I do not dare to stand, and I do not dare to walk, in fear of falling over and go straight into hell. I believe in Hallesby and all his being.89
 
              
 
              In the newspaper Friheten, published by the Norwegian Communist Party, a writer sarcastically focused on Hallesby’s use of what the writer considered to be a swear word:
 
               
                To hell! These words are not normally considered to be enlightened. But now the word is used in the national broadcasting by a Norwegian theological professor, and now an ordinary man could use the word without being accused of swearing. Professor Hallesby, by the way, speaks very expertly about hell. Without real knowledge of his topic, he cannot be so locally known.90
 
              
 
              The cultural radicals had a field day with this. There was an imminent danger of Hallesby himself ending up in hell, said the writer Helge Krog (1889 – 1962), referring to the Bible’s teaching about man’s judgement on the last day.91 How could Hallesby put himself in God’s place? “In my eyes, Hallesby is a monster, and he belongs within this order the most bloodthirsty of them all, the Evangelical-Lutheran (…)”, Krog concluded. Krog was known to be a critic of everything that had to do with Christianity. Several medical doctors, on their part, used the press to warn against the harmful effect of Hallesby’s speech. “During a discussion the other day, on the incessant Hallesbyian hell, I was asked if I thought a hellfire sermon could cause morbid disturbances in the audience. To this, I had to answer an unconditional yes. That a psychotic shock in an individual with a neurotic disposition can cause or worsen a mental disorder (neurosis), is something all doctors know”, wrote the neurologist Ragnar Forsberg in Dagbladet February 1953.92 Others pointed out that the reactions were a sign of Norwegians’ low level of education, and that this gave additional reason to be worried about how Hallesby’s words could affect the population. In the periodical Samtiden, professor of psychiatry and one of the founders of the Norwegian Humanist Association, Gabriel Langfeldt (1895 – 1983), wrote:
 
               
                How far behind Norwegians are when it comes to the view upon hell in the population at large, is immediately apparent from the fact that Hallesby’s radio speech had a frightening effect on quite a few people. It is very illustrative what the Danish theology professor P. G. Linhardt wrote in Verdens Gang 12. March this year: In Denmark, most people would have thought (if they had listened to Hallesby’s radio speech) that they had mistakenly turned on Saturday fun in Islev cinema.93
 
              
 
              The debate also threw light upon the cultural position that the church had in society. The issue at stake was the relationship between state and church. What was the consequences of the state church system? Could the state interfere in what the church should teach and learn? These questions were particularly brought to the fore in the wake of Kristian Schjelderup’s statements on Hallesby’s speech. Schelderup, who was a bishop in Hamar diocese, was known to be a liberal theologian in the interwar period and he was a popular bishop in the broad strata of the population in the years after WWII.94 Hallesby and Schjelderup had been bitter enemies in the theological debates in the 1920s, due to their different views on central theological issues. During WWII, however, they were imprisoned together at Grini prison camp and became good friends. This friendship was now put to the test.
 
              Schjelderup’s first statement came in Arbeiderbladet 31.1: “To threaten hell I consider not only wrong, but also downright harmful (…) for me, the doctrine of eternal punishment in hell does not belong to the religion of love”.95 The discussions continued in the newspapers some days later. “Notably, one of the church’s bishops stands up and denies the church’s confession and the Bible’s word about eternal perdition”, Hallesby argued in Aftenposten 4.2.96 In his opinion, Confessio Augustana spoke clearly about eternal perdition, and that this was also well documented in the Gospels of the New Testament. In the same edition of Aftenposten, Schjelderup gave a reply, this time in a more moderate and cautious tone than in his previous text. Yet, the conclusion remained the same: for Schjelderup, it was impossible to understand Jesus’ words about perdition in a way that he could believe in a place of eternal physical torment.97
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                  Fig. 4: The Hell Debate became a frequent topic in Norwegian newspapers in 1953, and the discussion also included poems and artistic illustrations. This illustration of Mephisto was printed in Dagbladet 5. February 1953.
 
               
              The debate continued with new contributions from both Hallesby and Schjelderup, as well as from their like-minded supporters. It soon turned in the direction of an ecclesiastical and juridical discussion about how inclusive the church should be. Conservative voices wanted Schjelderup to resign from his position as bishop, and Christian newspapers, like Vårt Land and Dagen, ensured that these views became known to the public. The pressure against Schjelderup soon became so massive that Schjelderup wrote a letter to the Ministry of Church and Education, asking them to take measures in order to “clarify the question of whether I, with my statements about the eternal punishments of hell, have put myself outside the confession of our Evangelical-Lutheran church”.98
 
              The ministry allowed relevant bodies to give their opinion, and the case was sent for a hearing to the theological faculties and the bishops. Most of the bishops, as well as the Free Faculty of Theology (MF), were against Schjelderup’s views, without concluding that he had to withdraw from his position as a bishop. The university’s theological faculty (TF), on their part, argued that Schjelderup both could and should continue as a bishop: “a different outcome of this case would lead to many who rightly belong to our church feeling homeless”, the college of teachers concluded.99 Frede Castberg (1893 – 1977), a professor of law, was asked to write a report on behalf of the Ministry of Church, published in November 1953.100 Castberg was to comment on the constitutional and legal aspects of the case. His conclusion is clear:
 
               
                No spiritual coercion should be exercised against the individual in the church when he himself – to use the words of Bishop Schjelderup – feels in deep spiritual agreement with the gospel and with the living confession as it is read every Sunday in our churches. A strict orthodoxy characterised by a literal interpretation of the scripture and confession cannot today be present within a church that is governed by the state and principally aims to gather under its vault all the members of society.101
 
              
 
              Castberg’s point of view gave rise to new debates. Only a few days after the report was published, Eivind Berggrav published a rebuttal.102 Berggrav’s opening section left no room for doubt:
 
               
                The first thing that strikes me when I read Castberg’s book, is that if this book had existed before the occupation, the Norwegian church’s struggle during this period would have been impossible. This interpretation of the law presented by such a writer would have knocked us down before we had lifted our legs to march.103
 
              
 
              Berggrav believed that Castberg’s writing violated the church’s integrity. Nevertheless, as Schjelderup’s biographer Pål Repstad argues, the debate about church and state soon took on a certain hypothetical character, as it soon became clear that the state had no ambitions to rule the church in a sovereign manner, independently from ecclesiastical advisers.104 In February 1954, the Ministry of Church and Education concluded that Kristian Schjelderup could not have excluded himself from the church’s confession with his statements in the hell debate.105 In autumn of same year, the bishops sent out a pastoral letter in which they questioned the extent to which the government in the Schjelderup case had overstepped the limit for what kind of power they could exercise over the church.106 The Ministry of Church Affairs had seen state and church as two sides of the same coin, while the church perceived them as two parties that were in a tense relationship with each other. The pastoral letter provoked sharp reactions in the Labour movement and the debate eventually turned into addressing the treatment of Schjelderup. Powerful voices in the Labour movement sympathised with Schjelderup and criticised the church for treating him badly.
 
              The hell debate and the dispute between Ole Hallesby and Kristian Schjelderup reactivated the early twentieth-century tensions between liberal theology and a conservative Biblicist Christianity. In the first decades of the twentieth century, the theological landscape in Norway was characterised by conflict between liberal and conservative interpretations of the Christian message. The conflict resulted in the so-called Calmeyergate meeting in 1920, where over 950 conservative delegates from the church and Christian organisations decided to boycott all cooperation with liberal theologians, bringing the dispute between liberals and conservatives into a new context. 107 The dispute between Schjelderup and Hallesby highlighted that the church could include a humanistic understanding of Christianity that embraced the human and ethical aspect of religion in addition to a dogmatic faith. This reveals the societal impact of the hell debate. The debate contributed to integration rather than polarisation: Christianity was transformed within the culture, and the liberal theological image of an ethical Jesus who met the needs of the modern human being was now played out on an open stage. This transformation also helped clarify the relationship between church and state. In theological matters, the church was sovereign, and the state had no rights to interfere with its teachings.
 
              In the years after the hell debate, Schjelderup also used other opportunities to highlight this form of humanistic Christianity. An example is his statement about Albert Schweitzer on the radio in autumn 1956, on the occasion of a recently published book by and about Schweitzer.108 Schweitzer, who had received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1952, had been an important voice in early twentieth-century protestant theology, not least through his sharp distinction between the historical Jesus and the Jesus of faith.109 Among other things, Schweitzer believed that the personality of Jesus was the link between the historical life of Jesus and Christianity, and that Jesus summoned people to follow him in changing the world. Christ demonstrated an ethical will that persisted through all times. Thus, it was not the historical Jesus or Jesus as God’s son, but Christ as spiritually arisen within men, that counted.110 In his own life, Schweitzer strove to put the words of Jesus into practice. As a medical doctor, he opened a hospital in Lambaréné in what was then French Equatorial Africa (Gabon) in 1913, and ran this until his death in 1965. The Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to him for his “reverence for life” and his tireless humanitarian work. In the interwar years, Kristian Schjelderup had shown that he was well acquainted with Schweitzer’s theology.111
 
              The Norwegian public sphere became fully aware of Albert Schweitzer after he received the Nobel Peace Prize, and both Christians and humanists cited him in support of their view. Johan Hygen was one of the main speakers when Schweitzer came to deliver his Nobel speech in Oslo in November 1954. The event, which we will return to in the next part of this chapter, was duly covered in the press. In Dagbladet on 30 August 1956, Johan Hovstad (1896 – 1959), one of the founders of the Norwegian Humanist Organisation, compared Schweitzer’s ethics with secular humanist ideas: “Albert Schweitzer’s basic ethical principle is in full harmony with a humanist philosophy of life, while it stands in direct opposition to the notion that the ethical norms should rest upon a divine revelation, given once and for all”.112 In the radical newspaper Orientering some months earlier, the writer Alf Martin Jæger (1895 – 1967) criticised the church for being absent in connection with the awarding of the Nobel Prize to Schweitzer.113 “I saw no action from the church to pay tribute to him”, Jæger complained. He found this completely unreasonable. Jæger meant that, more than anyone else in the twentieth century, Schweitzer had fulfilled the commandments of the Sermon on the Mount through his humanitarian work, and churchmen should therefore be the first in line to pay him tribute.
 
              Schjelderup’s statements on the radio program were printed in the periodical Samtiden in January 1957. Central to the text is the following:
 
               
                Albert Schweitzer a Christian? I feel it as a presumption and a shame for the Christian church that this question is raised at all, and even from some quarters have been negatively answered. Admittedly, he falls outside the usual ecclesiastical and confessional qualifications, he breaks all traditional ecclesiastical-theological thinking, and he is as unorthodox as he can be. But he lives in the spirit of Jesus, and all his work is done in the name of Jesus. He has followed in the footprints of the Master, without taking a moment to consider what sacrifices this will cost him.114
 
              
 
              Secular humanists seized the opportunity and exploited it for all it was worth. In a two-issue article in Verdens Gang in February 1957, Gabriel Langfeldt wrote extensively on Schweitzer’s views on religion and morality.115 He concluded his essays by stating his agreement with Schjelderup, that it was indeed a presumption and shame for the Christian church that the question of whether or not Schweitzer was a Christian had been raised. Yet, with this confession, Langfeldt argued, Schjelderup had admitted that it was possible to be a Christian without believing in any deity apart from man and the rest of the creation, and that it was not necessary to believe in Jesus as the son of God and in the doctrine of atonement to be called a Christian. “Truly, it is brightening in Norway when the church, through its unprejudiced attitude, allows a bishop of Schjelderup’s character the freedom of speech.”
 
              Many Christians reacted strongly. In the periodical Luthersk Kirketidende, which was closely connected to the Free Faculty of Theology (MF), the rector of MF’s practical theological seminary, Carl Fr. Wisløff (1908 – 2004), discussed Schjelderup’s radio speech.116 The most grave circumstances for Wisløff, and for several others who spoke out in this periodical, was that Gabriel Langfeldt had used Schjelderup’s statements to emphasise that a Norwegian bishop indicated that one could be a Christian without believing in the doctrine of atonement.117 This was a call to battle, and Morgenbladet’s 25 April edition announced that several Christian organisations should gather on 1 May to discuss how they could preserve the true Church.118 The overall topic for the announced meeting was the battle against heresy, not least that which was mediated through Schjelderup’s recent statements. The public was informed of Schjelderup’s view upon this matter in Morgenbladet some days later.119 The newspaper referred to a debate which had been held a few days previously, where the participants had been discussing the church’s situation and particularly the consequences of Schjelderup’s radio speech on Schweitzer. The referee was Arne Fjellberg (1907 – 1960), rector of the practical theological seminar at the university’s theological faculty (TF). According to Fjellberg’s account, Schjelderup repeated what he had said previously:
 
               
                Schweitzer tears down the usual barriers and cannot be placed into the ordinary categories. But he lives in the spirit of Jesus and all his work is done in the spirit of Jesus. His life and his work are proof that Christ has defined this man far more deeply than his philosophical writings suggests. (…) Before Schweitzer, we must all bow our heads in shame. His life is a life in the footsteps of Jesus Christ.120
 
              
 
              Schjelderup also emphasised that he felt solidarity with the Norwegian church, and that he wanted to be its servant. However, he would not be a slave to any faction. Nevertheless, he assured that every sincere Christian in Hamar had the right to know that he stood with them in the Christian truths.
 
              We will return to the theological context of this debate in the next part of this chapter. Here, we shall preliminarily conclude that Schjelderup’s statements on Schweitzer strengthen the theological discourse he has created with the hell debate. Liberal theological currents are again brought to life, and they merge into a larger cultural discourse.
 
             
            
              The Norwegian Humanist Association
 
              The hell debate also contributed to a favorable situation for the Norwegian Humanist Association, established in Oslo in 1956. The superior objective for this association was to detach morality from religion, i. e. to establish an ethical humanism.121 The initiators believed that morality should and could be justified on the basis of reasonable human needs, not on the basis of religious revelations and myths. In the previous section, we have already mentioned two of those who took the initiative in starting the association, Gabriel Langfeldt and Johan Hovstad, but two others were also central, the botanist Kristian Horn (1903 – 1981) and the lawyer Bjarne Didriksen (1884 – 1956). Just like Langfeldt and Hovstad, Horn and Didriksen had both been active in the public debate for several years prior to the establishment of the association. Horn became the first leader of the association and remained in this position until 1976.
 
              The Norwegian Humanist Association had been preceded by the Association for Civil Confirmation, which was also Kristian Horn’s idea. Horn had aired the idea of an alternative to church confirmation for some friends already in 1947, and three years later, after an invitation had been sent out to a statutory meeting, an association for civil confirmation was established in September 1950. Civil confirmation was arranged for the first time in the University Aula in Oslo the following year.122 From 1952, the ceremony took place in the city hall of Oslo, which was made freely available by the municipality of Oslo for this purpose.123 The founder’s idea was that confirmation should be arranged as a formal and ceremonial party for the youth, as an alternative to the church’s confirmation which traditionally had a strong cultural position in Norway. A course in citizenship, particularly aiming to awaken a sense of moral and ethical values on a non-religious basis, was to be arranged before the party. This replaced the biblical teachings and dogmas which were a part of the confirmation in the church.
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                  Fig. 5: Civil confirmation attracted a relatively high number of participants in the 1950’s. This text, announcing that 93 adolescents participated in youth party in 1953, was printed in Dagbladet 11. May that year.
 
               
              This institutionalisation of a secular life philosophy was well aided by the press, and the Oslo-based Dagbladet used this as an opportunity to promote their liberal profile and to demonstrate the paper’s redactional line.124 In January 1951, the paper published an interview with the first chairman of the Association for Civil Confirmation, August Schou (1903 – 1984), who was also the director of the Nobel Institute.125 Schou stated that the program for the youth party was being developed, and that the course to be held ahead of the party would include several ethical topics relevant to young people. The newspaper edition also made the readers aware of the registration deadline, as well as the address for registration.126 Later editions of Dagbladet informed readers that a similar organisation had already existed for some years in Denmark, and that the Norwegian association aimed to arrange a “beautiful party for the youth” in May.127 The ceremony received a correspondingly large space in the newspapers. “Civil confirmation is a great success!”, Dagbladet wrote on 7 May 1951, and continued by stating that this would likely become a tradition in Norway.128 The arrangement in the Aula also aroused attention in a broader public sphere as well as in the political life. The fact that the Minister of Church Affairs, Lars Moen, was present at the ceremony was particularly noted. Conservative representatives at the Storting now asked whether the state church system was in danger, and whether Moen’s presence meant that the Ministry of Church and Education supported the initiative.129 In his reply, Moen stated that the church should demonstrate greater tolerance and accept a diversity of meanings than it had done in his time. The church did not have exclusive rights to the word confirmation, and confirmation in the church had been voluntary since 1911.130
 
              The official character of the civil confirmation in Oslo attracted international attention, and Kristian Horn was invited to the annual conference of the British Rational Press Association in Oxford, United Kingdom, in 1954. In 1955, he attended the regional conference of IHEU (International Humanist and Ethical Union) in Antwerp, Belgium. On the way home to Oslo, Horn wrote an article describing how humanists in Belgium had organised themselves, and how this had contributed to an organised opposition to the Catholic privileges in schools. It was now time to organise a similar association in Norway, Horn argued. The article was printed in Dagbladet on 4 October 1955.131 The invitation to the statutory meeting for a Norwegian Humanist Association was sent on 2 April 1956, and the Association’s first meeting was held one week later.
 
              The establishment of the Humanist Association in Norway must be seen in light of the Norwegian freethinker tradition, which could be traced back to the Reformation.132 Historians Henning Laugerud and Arne Bugge Amundsen have explained that freethinking in Norway came as a consequence of the close ties between church and state and the cultural monopoly held by the Evangelical-Lutheran confession. The freethinkers included both separatists, such as Quakers and the followers of the lay minister Hans Nielsen Hauge (1771 – 1824), liberals with roots in enlightenment ideas, as well as political opportunists such as the radical labour leader Marcus Thrane (1817 – 1890).133 Eventually, the confessional criticism developed into a direct criticism of religion. Several of those who supported the establishment of the Humanist Association had been eager critics of religion in the previous decades. The foremost among them was undoubtedly the writer Arnulf Øverland (1889 – 1968). Øverland had been accused of blasphemy (the last person in Norway to be formally accused) after his speech in the student society in Oslo in 1933, where he had been invited by the revolutionary communist group Mot Dag [Towards Day].134 The provoking title of the speech, Christianity, the tenth plague, resulted, according to Øverland himself, in the “professors Hallesby and Moe approaching the police”, who had a referee present during his appearance.135 However, during the trial, Øverland was acquitted by six to four votes. He was invited as a guest speaker at the first meeting after the Humanist Association was founded, and he read poetry at the ceremony for civil confirmation in the city hall in Oslo in 1956. The civil confirmation had by then been taken over by the Humanist Association. As an old friend of Kristian Horn from the student society in the interwar period, Øverland became an important associate in the years up to his death in 1968.136
 
              Øverland’s role as a freethinker and humanist is particularly interesting in this context. Jeanette Sky has underlined that Christianity, the tenth plague can be seen as a reply to Ole Hallesby’s text Den Kristelige Sedelære [Christian moral philosophy], published in 1928 and used as a textbook at the Free Faculty of Theology.137 In his speech, Øverland passed a merciless sentence over Hallesby’s work: “The book oozes zeal. It is dark as a dungeon and boring like eternal salvation. Completely unreadable. (…) It is written by a man who cannot control himself.”138 Yet his speech can also be seen in a wider context. It is a revolt against the church as an authority in society, as well as a confrontation with the supernatural character of religion and its claim to be believed. During the trial, this was also highlighted by Øverland himself.139 In its concrete historical surroundings, Øverland’s speech was a reply to the conflict around the play “The Green Pastures”, which was to be staged at the National Theatre in Oslo in the winter of 1932/1933. Problematically, the play, which, among other things, depicted black people’s religious life in the southern United States, portrayed God as a person on the stage. As a consequence, an almost united Christian Norway concluded that the play was blasphemous.140 For Øverland and his like-minded peers, this was a good example of the powerful strength of literal and dogmatic Christianity. Hallesby’s teachings also dominated the culture, and it was even extending to the National Theatre.
 
              The protests against Christianity’s cultural influence and religion’s claim to power over human minds built bridges between the religious criticism of the 1930s and the criticism that appeared twenty years later. The driving force behind the establishment of NHA was not primarily to establish an institutional atheist life orientation, but to build up an organisation that anchored ethics rationally and independently of religion. This is evident through several chronicles by and interviews with key persons in the NHA during the first year.141 In this respect, ethical humanism as it appeared in 1956, was by virtue of their ideas (and paradoxically enough) not far from liberal theology. This is reflected in the fact that both humanists and theologians demonstrated their enthusiasm for Albert Schweitzer’s views upon ethics and morality, as we have demonstrated above. However, it is also demonstrated in minutes from debates between high-profile humanists and theologians, such as in the interesting discussion between Kristian Horn and Johan Hygen in the socialist student society in Oslo in October 1956. The debate is referred to in Dagbladet on 3 October 1956.142 In their introduction, the newspaper stated that, to their surprise, the two opposing debaters were much closer to each other than one might think:
 
               
                Anyone who expected that the debate between the humanists and the theologians at the meeting for the socialist student organisation yesterday would demonstrate a gap between these two philosophies of life, went home somewhat surprised at midnight, when the debate closed. It ended with both sides confirming that there is reason for cooperation between them on very important points, even though there is no connection between the parties’ justification for their moral views.
 
              
 
              The newspaper quoted verbatim from the discussion between Horn and Hygen, and the debate is characterised by a mutual respect and openness to each other’s positions, as well as by attempts to meet each other’s points of view. Hygen, on his part, demonstrated his scepticism towards a dogmatic Christianity, and the reluctance of many Christians to engage in a broader dialogue with culture. This reluctance could indicate that these Christians did not recognise the high-value ideals of the humanists, Hygen pointed out. He clearly showcased a historical critical interpretation of the Bible: dogmas are historically determined, and various religious motives may be seen in the different religious formulations. Hygen also admitted that, in his opinion, too much emphasis was placed on a literal adherence to what are believed as Christian truths. The principle for judgment in the Bible was to refuse to show mercy to one’s fellow man, he argued. Thus, Hygen concludes: “when this is the premise, one must indeed be careful not threaten others with eternal torment. I do not agree with Bishop Schjelderup’s antagonists”.
 
              Hygen’s statements were immediately taken up by Horn:
 
               
                There is such a strong statement of rationalism in what Hygen has said that his view – if it is extended – must lead to ethical humanism. It cannot be on such rational conditions that the power of Christianity is founded. My biggest complaint against the Christian doctrine is that it has solved the problems with collective ethics. There is no moral system that has solved these problems.
 
              
 
              Horn started his presentation with defining what humanistic rationalism is about: a humanist is a rationalist. He does not think that everything is rational, but he turns against the devaluation of human reason. The justification for not wanting to join a religious system thus became individualistically motivated: the humanist cannot think that his own moral or ethical view should be valid for others.
 
              The debate between Horn and Hygen demonstrates a proximity between Horn’s association and current theological views that previous research has tended not to communicate sufficiently.143 There is a will to dialogue from both parties as well as efforts to reach an agreement on fundamental points. The two parties were united in a desire for freedom and tolerance, the difference lies in the extent to which the ethics are rooted in a religious revelation or not.144 The openness demonstrated from Horn differs from Øverland’s militant atheism, even though this, as it appeared in the 1930s, was also a confrontation with intellectual coercion and religious systems.145 The endeavours of freethinking, seen among Horn and his fellow peers, or the reluctance to adhere to religious dogmas, seen with Schjelderup and Hygen, points in both cases towards the autonomy of man. This forms an interesting background for the project in this book. Autonomy, regardless of ethical foundation or faith, requires education, knowledge, and independence.
 
              It is worth noting that high-profile members of the Labour Party were also counted among the pioneers in NHA. Historian Paul Knudsen emphasises that these members particularly came from the radical academic tradition within the Labour Party movement, not least as this materialised through the Mot Dag movement.146 August Lange, mentioned above, was one of these members, but so also were the literary historian and film producer Olav Dalgard (1898 – 1980) and Werna Gerhardsen – thus demonstrating the breadth of variety in the Labour Party.147 Their members and high-profile politicians represent a broad range of ideological positions.
 
             
            
              The language dispute in the 1950s
 
              The picture of the cultural climate in Norway in the 1950s will not be complete without briefly mentioning the ongoing dispute concerning the Norwegian language. The language debate, and its consequences, demonstrate humankind’s autonomy, as well as a need not to succumb to any normative system, including when it comes to language.148 The Norwegian language consists of two juxtaposed and official variants, bokmål (book language) and nynorsk (new Norwegian, previously landsmål). The history of those language variants has its origin in the nineteenth century, and their roots were an important part of the growth of national identity in Norway. While the history of bokmål can be traced back to the Danish-oriented written language that came as a consequence of the Dano-Norwegian realm lasting until 1814, new Norwegian came to be built on Norwegian folk language. In the last half of the nineteenth century, the development of new Norwegian had been an important part of the country’s nation-building process, and in the first decades of the twentieth century, writing reforms were introduced to standardise language forms. Already in 1917, efforts were being made to merge the language standards into a common language form, while a reform in 1938 proposed two levels of regulation: a textbook standard, which gave grammatical rules to be followed in schools’ textbooks, and permitted non-standard forms, which could be used in students’ work, but not in textbooks. There was an extensive variety of non-standard word forms, both forms which had previously been used and new forms which were regarded to be important in the future. The forms could be freely selected by the students.
 
              The linguistic and cultural development in the nineteenth century impacted on school and education. In 1885, the Norwegian folk language (landsmål or new Norwegian) was juxtaposed with the “common written and book language”. Legislation in 1892 gave the local school board the right to decide whether a school’s textbook should be in the Norwegian folk language or the common written book language.149 The fact that the right to teach Norwegian folk language was established by law provoked the cultural elite. The poet and public debater Bjørnstjerne Bjørnson (1832 – 1910) initiated a campaign for the established Danish-oriented written language, and the term rigsmaal (riksmål, language of the realm) was used from 1899. Eventually, in 1907, the campaign organization Rigsmaalsforbundet (Society for the Language of the Realm) was established in order to promote the use of this language variant.150
 
              The language dispute in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century points forward to the debate in the 1950s. This discussion was caused by a statutory provision that allowed local school boards the right to decide which language form to choose. Battlelines were drawn between those who defended the common language forms and those who were adherents of riksmål. From the view of the defenders of riksmål, the national linguistic policy appeared as authoritarian, not least because schoolbooks were adapted to the 1938 standard. In 1939, school authorities in Oslo adopted a regulation on using radical language forms in textbooks that were used in the schools.151 This situation provoked both parents and students, and ten years after the Oslo resolution, a group of parents organised themselves in a Parental Campaign, striving against the use of radical language reforms in their children’s textbooks.152 This campaign included resourceful cultural profiles, which used their networks to spread the message. Pamphlets were printed and distributed, strategic public speeches were held, and campaign participants raised funds for the cause. The campaign soon spread to other parts of the country, and it became one of the most influential grassroot movements in the 1950s. The periodical Frisprog, published by the Parental Campaign from 1953, extended important pressure upon language policy makers up to the 1990s.153
 
              Indeed, one should be careful to equate freethinking with the opposition against radical language forms. The parental campaign was supported by people from all strata of society, and from all ideological backgrounds. However, there are overlapping ideological driving forces, which can be seen not least through Arnulf Øverland’s commitment to the language debate. Øverland was among the most ardent advocates of the riksmål, together with other writers, such as Andre Bjerke (1918 – 1985), Sigrid Undset (1882 – 1949), and Sigurd Hoel (1890 – 1960), as well as intellectuals such as the literary professors Andreas H. Winsnes (1889 – 1972) and Francis Bull (1887 – 1974) and the editor Ernst Sørensen (1903 – 1972). Arnulf Øverland functioned as the chairman of the Society for the Preservation of the Traditional Standard Norwegian (Riksmål Society) between 1947 and 1966.
 
              Øverland demonstrated the same commitment to an idea of the free development of language as he did for free thought. This can be seen through his position as a leader of the Society for the Preservation of the Traditional Standard Norwegian, but it can also be seen through his uncompromising polemics, which were closely related to his fight against religion. An example can be seen in his 1950 text in the periodical for the Society for the Preservation of the Traditional Standard Norwegian, Fri Sprogutvikling, in which he argued for the preservation of language as a natural process which could not be subjected to any form of external coercion.154 The article was later printed in the volume Sprog og Usprog [Language and Non-Language]:
 
               
                In the political watch exchange, cultural values are not highly esteemed, and at the Storting our language is for sale at a bargain price. But we cannot calmly accept that a departmental committee decides to take the mother tongue from our children and makes them tacit.155 This is such a serious intervention in the children’s mental life that a people’s movement should be raised against it.156
 
              
 
              Øverland clearly ties humankind’s autonomy and the ability for critical thinking to the use of language: a living language creates itself, in the process of being used and in interaction with others. Likewise, it is destroyed while we are members of a committee, he states polemically, with reference to the dead character of bureaucracy. Øverland ends his pamphlet by drawing parallels to the Nazi regime: “Der Führer denkt für uns” [the Führer thinks for us], someone said. This does not suit us. We will think for ourselves. In our own language.”
 
              The language debate in the 1950s was a part of an intellectual climate where intellectual independency was a motive power. As a leading figure in this debate, Øverland draws parallels between autonomy in both the linguistic and religious sense, but ideological lines can also be drawn between linguistic independence and other ideologies where human autonomy has a significant place, for example anthroposophy. Andre Bjerke was strongly oriented towards Rudolf Steiner’s world of ideas and wrote textbooks for the Waldorf School. Ernst Sørensen had been a teacher at the Waldorf school in Bergen and later belonged to the innermost circles of anthroposophy in Oslo.157 The language debate in the 1950s is thus part of a complex interplay in humankind’s autonomy and forms an important part of the context in the present book.
 
             
           
          
            Theological Conditions
 
            So far, we have treated the theological questions as a part of the cultural context. But what was the landscape of the professional theologian like, and what about more traditional Lutheran environments, like those belonging to the circles around Bjarne Hareide and IKO? What was it that was protested among those who wanted more intellectual freedom and autonomy? These questions are also an important part of the background for understanding the ideological landscape which is subject to investigation in this book. In the following, we will take a closer look at the theological contexts surrounding Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland.

            
              [image: ] 
                Fig. 6: Bjarne Hareide had a huge number of followers. In June 1955, the newspaper Vårt Land announced that Hareide had published a book thematising the relationship between pedagogics and the Christian gospel. The book was called Pedagogikk og Evangelium [Pedagogics and Evangelium]. The note is published 30. 6. 1955.
 
             
            
              A complex theological landscape: Consensus theology, a Christian offensive, and a divided Christian public sphere
 
              The theological landscape in the 1950s is characterised by reactivation of tensions seen in the interwar period, as I have argued earlier in this book. These tensions could be traced back to the very first decade of the twentieth century, with a rift between conservative and liberal factions in the church. The tension between these factions resulsted in the establishment of the Free Faculty of Theology (MF) in 1908. In the previous decades, the theology faculty had oriented itself in a liberal-theological direction. In line with this, the faculty’s teachers built their lectures around modern critical research, as had been developed in Germany towards the end of the nineteenth century.158 This was hard for conservative Christians to accept, and after MF was established in 1908, Biblicist Christians rallied against liberal theology. As a consequence of this new theological orientation, Ole Hallesby proposed a separation between state and church at the Calmeyergate meeting in 1920. However, this was not adopted, but the decisions at the meeting helped to put pressure on the authorities to prevent liberal priests and churchmen from gaining ground within the church.
 
              The establishment of the Institute for Christian Upbringing (IKO) in 1946/1948, which was discussed in the introductory chapter, must be seen in light of this desire to protect society against all forms of secularisation or liberal influences. The institute’s charismatic and hard-working leader, Bjarne Hareide, was as polemical in his writings as his antagonists who strove for intellectual freedom independent of religious doctrines or institutionally rooted ethics. Hareide wrote diligently in newspapers and periodicals and participated in discussions which were duly referred to in the daily press, besides writing several pamphlets printed on a relatively large scale. One of these was Skal kristendommen ut av skolen [Should Christianity be taken out of school], published in 1956. To give a familiarity with Hareide’s ideas, this text will be used as an example below.
 
              Hareide’s pamphlet is divided into six small parts, in addition to a preface which functions as a prolegomenon to the book’s content. In a cultural climate where a number of motivations were available, he saw a need to defend his cause. The preface left no doubt about the author’s intentions:
 
               
                What I want with this writing is to draw a picture of a situation that is a threatening danger for church and people. Perhaps some of it has become a bit polemical. But I am a representative of the attacked party, the Norwegian Church, which in recent years has hardly given a unified response to the many attacks it has been exposed to on this front. With these lines, I do not mean to strike in any direction, but rather to defend. This is about values and ways of living which are still dear to many Norwegians. Yet my intentions are more than a protective defence for old positions. The positive goal can be formulated like this: Fill the institutions!159
 
              
 
              Hareide used his book to demonstrate how he believed that Christianity’s position had gradually lost ground in both school and society. His aim was to tell a tale of decay, already starting the first chapter’s with the first sentence: “In the recent generations, Christianity’s position in schools and the history of ‘Knowledge on Christianity’ have been resembling a receding front”, he expressed with considerable concern. In his view, Christianity had now entered a confusing struggle with other philosophies of life, and the school subject was now so curtailed that a further reduction of teaching hours or of the subject’s content would be equivalent to wiping it from the curriculum.
 
              Hareide proceeded systematically and drew long arguments, thus using the first chapter to provide a historical framework for the decay. According to him, the negative development could be traced back to the publication of Peter Andreas Jensen’s reader in 1863. However, in his view, much of these changes were due to the Christians themselves. Jensen’s book, which had caused much commotion in its own time because it included folk tales and other secular texts, was a good example of Christians not choosing their battles right, he argued.160 The antagonists of Jensen’s book had fought for “Knowledge of Christianity” to remain the only subject in school, rather than fighting for the subject’s content and status. However, said Hareide, they had misunderstood what the battle was about. To reduce general education had never been Martin Luther’s goal – in fact, he could be considered as the father of general education. Luther had fought for the school to become the state’s responsibility, rather than the responsibility of the church. Since then, the development had gone in the wrong direction. In the 1880s, an intellectual trend hostile to Christianity had gained ground in the country, and many now believed that the goal was to get rid of Christianity and Christian education. The attacks on Christian identity soon became organised and systematised. In 1891, a demand that the school should be non-denominational was added to the party program of the social democrats, and in 1915 Labour politician Carl Bonnevie (1891 – 1972) had raised a proposal to delete the confessional character of the school subject. Three years later, the Labour Party’s general meeting had proposed to remove “Knowledge of Christianity” from the school’s portfolio and include instead Christian education as part of the history curriculum. Notwithstanding, this proposal resulted in far less support for the Labour Party, and already in the following year they altered their formulations and argued for a non-denominational school.
 
              The decay continued during the interwar period. The Labour Party went on with their battle against the school’s Christian foundation, led by several key figures in the party. One of these was history professor Edvard Bull, another was the leader of the Mot Dag movement, Erling Falk (1887 – 1940). According to Hareide, the Mot Dag movement had also turned the Labour Party in a far more radical direction. Yet, the Labour Party was not alone in its attempt to weaken the school’s Christian character. The political tendencies had also been helped by liberal theology. Primarily, this had happened because that the higher schools had recruited teachers who had been educated in the university’s theological faculty. These theological tendencies were also seen among teachers in primary education. Hareide gave a crushing verdict for his own time: “We have probably never seen a more tragic chapter in the history of Christian teaching. (…) Its consequences for church and society will be seen for a long time. This cannot be restored in a generation or two.”
 
              The results of these new political and theological directions came to the fore in the 1939 curriculum (Normalplanen). This curriculum reduced the influence of Christianity in the school, both through a decline in the number of teaching hours in “Knowledge of Christianity”, as well as through alterations that changed the very lifeblood of this subject. The latter occurred by taking out the doctrine of the fall of man, and the pupils were no longer to learn about Luther’s catechism, the most important confessional writing in the Lutheran church. Generally, throughout the first part, the reader is given the impression that the Labour Party had been an important driving force behind the religious decline in school and society, and that their struggle against dogmatic Christian teaching had been supported by representatives of liberal theology.
 
              This impression is further strengthened in the three preceding chapters of the book, all of which are linked to the Labour Party’s policies through short introductory quotes.161 The chapters depict how the Labour movement continued their fight against Christianity and Christian education, after the Mot Dag movement had been dissolved. Hareide describes how Christianity was now attacked from several sides. The party’s youth wing movement (AUF) aimed to free the school from church patronage and were supported by the radical cultural elite. This could particularly be seen through their periodical Kontakt, edited by Torolf Elster.162 Elster, who had worked as a journalist in the Labour Party’s daily paper Arbeiderbladet after Kontakt folded in 1953, had also written the article “De Vergeløse” [The defenceless], in which he, according to Hareide, described schoolchildren as unguarded persons, exposed to abuse of power through the teaching in “Knowledge of Christianity”. This view of the school and Christian education had also reached the streets. In protest marches in Oslo in May 1955, there were banners of a blasphemous character, carried by members of the Labour Party’s youth organisation (AUF), reading “Away with preaching – neutral religious education!”, and illustrated with a horned and hooved figure, carrying a book with a cross under its arm. The figure was swept away by a large broom.
 
              The new tendencies had caused changes in school and society. The most recent school acts had enabled secular interpretations of the law formulations, resulting in a general education on secular grounds. There was also a change in who was allowed to teach in schools. The Church ministry had recently established several principals at teacher training schools who were not members of the Evangelical-Lutheran church. This had serious consequences, said Hareide. It meant that “even an atheist or an opponent of Christianity, or a man with a completely different view of life than the Christian, could become the leader of an institution that should be characterised by a Christian life view and have ‘Knowledge of Christianity’ as its main subject”.163 The secularising tendency was thus obvious: emphasis was now placed on the child being brought up to become a good member of society, rather than to become a good Christian. The school should primarily serve society rather than serving church and Christianity. With this background, the Coordinating Committee of School and Education (Samordningsnemda for skoleverket) had oriented the school towards a clear strengthening of the humanities. This was at the expense of school’s Christian character.
 
              After briefly going through the challenges associated with the dissenter’s demands to take part in the school’s Christian education in chapter five, Hareide uses the sixth and final chapter to summarise the present situation on Christianity, schooling, and education. Point for point, he goes through several of the objections that had been raised against the church and Christianity, and against Biblicist and normative Christian teachings. In his own time, human autonomy was the goal, not least seen through the opinion that morality should be detached from religion and the idea of a child realising itself. This new view on human autonomy could be exemplified with the establishment of civil confirmation. In Hareide’s opinion, this practice was doomed to failure: when morality was to be built on absolutes, one would in any case arrive at a point where morality had taken on a religious character, because the absolutes would function as a religion. It had also been argued that the school’s religious education should be non-denominational. This would, said Hareide, undermine the church’s primary mission. The goal for Christian education should be to convey pure, confessional, and dogmatic teaching, which reflected the fact that the dogmas were results of generations of pedagogical and theological work and struggle. The state and the political authorities did not have the authority to decide which doctrine was preached, as had been recently attempted. The church was a confessional church and not only a state church, and this meant that the church itself should take the responsibility for securing the faith to which the people was baptised. Church and school could also accommodate a demand for tolerance. The Norwegian curricula contained a tolerance passage: the teacher should be aware of anything that may be offensive and hurtful to the opinion of others and teach the pupils to show patience and tolerance towards people who think differently from what they do themselves. Against the accusation that Christianity created guilt, which had recently been proposed, one could point to the essence of Christianity. The aim of the Christian gospel was to free people from all feelings of guilt, through the forgiveness from God and the people. Hareide also used the last chapter of the book to counter criticism from the dissenters. He repeated that the Norwegian church was confessional, and as long as school and church were as intertwined as they were, this required that Christian education should adhere to the confession. Thus, all the challenges in his own time were a strong motivation for the theological-pedagogical work which he himself had initiated:
 
               
                Only the inner life and pulse of a school subject and a philosophy of life could save it. No power in the world can save the life that loses its inner heartbeat. Only a living renewal can preserve “Knowledge of Christianity” in Norwegian schools. (…) “Knowledge of Christianity” is the most important pedagogical power in the schools.164
 
              
 
              In conclusion, the pamphlet Skal kristendommen ut av skolen demonstrates that Hareide’s Christian-pedagogical activities, as well as his writings, serve as attempts to preserve the school’s evangelical-Lutheran nature, at a time where much could be perceived as an existential threat to the Christian character of school and society. His aggressive and polemical style and the topic of his struggles can be traced back to the early twentieth century, when the Association for the Inner Mission decided to fight against what they saw as secularising tendencies in society.165 The school was then viewed as an important strategical area for religious revival, as was the case with social care. Hareide’s proactive attempts to preserve the school’s Christian character also adapt to what Aud Tønnessen has called “the ecclesiastical narrative of the war”.166 In this narrative, the war was seen as a consequence of the secularising tendencies that took place in the interwar period. Consequently, the Norwegian defence during WWII was perceived as a narrative of Christianity’s central position in people’s life; the national community during the war years was strongly rooted in Christian tradition and teaching. Thus, it became more important to facilitate the strengthening of the Christian community than to take part in the development of the welfare state.167
 
              The ecclesiastical narrative of the war could also be traced elsewhere. When the war ended in 1945, many were engaged in implementing measures that could contribute to strengthening the Christian belief within society. The foremost goal was a re-Christianisation of the population.168 One of the measures carried out was the establishment of the Christian daily paper Vårt Land in Oslo 1945. In the programmatic writing Norsk kirke i dag [Norwegian Church Today], published just after the end of WWII, theologian Stephan Tschudi (1908 – 1996) suggested the establishment of a Christian daily newspaper, “raised above class and party antagonisms”. This newspaper should assess the trends of the time with an objective eye and convey a clear Christian attitude to social and cultural issues, similar to what the newspaper Dagen had done in Bergen since 1919.169 The paper should teach Christians to see society’s challenges in light of biblical teachings and to raise them to take responsibility in their surroundings. It should also erase the dividing lines between conservative and liberal Christians and publish on behalf of a united Christian community.
 
              Stephan Tschudi had also been an important spokesman for a unified Norwegian church, and, in his opinion, Vårt Land was thus to act as this church’s extension. Tschudi’s unified church should be based on the local congregation and should have the church service as a common meeting place for prayer and edification. The church of the future could be seen in light of what he called “the third position”, which aimed to unite the different directions and points of view which were then existing within the Norwegian church.170 This “third position” could be seen in light of the manifest Kirkens Grunn [The Church’s Foundation]. Kirkens Grunn came out in 1942 and served as confessional writing in which the church expressed a united front in the fight against the Nazi regime. However, Tschudi’s line of theological and ecclesiastical consensus did not appeal to the conservative wing of the theological landscape. Neither was it well received in the contemporary Inner Mission environments. The tension between liberal and conservative factions of the church was still existing beneath the surface of unity that emerged during WWII. Tschudi provoked the Inner Mission circles with his ecclesiastical profile and openness towards profane culture, and the board of Vårt Land consisted of many members with backgrounds in Inner Mission environments.171 When the editor for the paper’s religious section was to be appointed, it was not Stephan Tschudi who was given this post, even though he had been an obvious candidate for the job. Rather, the board chose the theologian John Nome (1904 – 1980). Nome’s traditional and low-church Lutheranism was more important to the board than his lack of journalistic experience.172 Thus, rather than becoming a newspaper for all Christians in the country, the establishment of Vårt Land became a symbol of a divided Christian public sphere.
 
              The dispute rose out of several theological aspects. Firstly, it was an ecclesiological matter related to the question of the true church. For Tschudi, for example, baptism served as the point of departure for the church, while low-church representatives wanted to build a congregation that was based on Christian revival in local religious meeting houses. Moreover, it was also a cultural question. Should Christians engage in a dialogue with the culture and develop their theology in dialogue with the surrounding contexts, as liberal theology had done since the last decades of the nineteenth century? Or should the church separate itself from a secular society, as the pietists argued for? And how should one relate to the liberal theological currents, which in their time had resulted in the establishment of the Free Faculty of Theology (MF) and the decisions at the Calmeyergate meeting? These questions were among those dividing the theological and ecclesiastical landscape in the post-war decades.
 
              The divided Christian public sphere was also expressed through other channels. Stephan Tschudi had previously also worked as a journalist for the magazine Bymisjonæren [The City Missionary], published by Oslo Inner Mission Association since 1887. Bymisjonæren was an edifying magazine that also engaged in humanistic work outside the Norwegian borders. In 1951, the magazine changed its name to Vår Kirke [Our Church]. The title was deliberately chosen: “When Bymisjonæren changes its name to Vår Kirke, this is not a narrowing. Rather, it means an expansion. We want to open doors where everyone can enter and open windows with a fresh draught”, the paper read.173 Vårt Land and Vår Kirke came to represent opposite sides of the theological landscape. Where Vårt Land was strongly tied to low-church environments and the Free Faculty of Theology, Vår Kirke became a newspaper for culturally oriented Christians who counted baptism to be the true precondition of the church.
 
              The establishment of Vårt Land, and the religious public sphere this newspaper became a representative of, anticipated the conflict between Hallesby and Schjelderup (the hell debate) a few years later. Among those who initiated the newspaper was also the writer and journalist Ronald Fangen (1895 – 1946). Fangen had explicit and high-pitched cultural ambitions for the new paper. His goal was for Vårt Land to become a Christian equivalent to Aftenposten, one of the leading cultural newspapers in Oslo.174 Yet, Vårt Land did not become what Fangen hoped for. During the paper’s first years, there were, among other things, fierce disputes on whether the newspaper should include cinema advertisements.175 Fangen, who was in favour of an inclusion, had made an agreement with Oslo Cinematographs that the newspaper would advertise cultural and social films, but not pure entertainment films. This was intended to be a compromise with board members and readers who believed that cinema announcements did not belong in the newspaper. Nevertheless, many conservative voices reacted against the inclusion of cinema announcements, and not least among them was Ole Hallesby, president of the newspaper’s general assembly. At the general assembly in 1946, Fangen managed to get a narrow majority for his view, thanks to Hallesby’s absence due to illness. However, the day after the general assembly, Fangen was among those who perished when on a Stockholm-bound plane which crashed right after departure from Oslo. Eventually, Hallesby was again able to mobilise his like-minded peers, and get a majority for his point of view a few months later. The antagonists viewed entertainment films as morally reprehensible and saw Christianity as a counterweight to all secular culture. Ronald Fangen, on his part, had argued that Christianity had to engage in dialogue with culture, in order not to end up as the “curse of our time”.
 
              Despite this theological discord and divided Christian public spheres, Christians managed to gain influence over the political landscape. In the 1945 election, the Christian Democrats received a support of 7.9 %, and were declared the big winners of the election, together with the Communist Party. The support was evenly distributed throughout the country, and eventually all counties had their own party organisation. The leader of the party, Nils Lavik (1884 – 1996), stated that one of the most important tasks for the party was to build the Kingdom of God on the earth. This task was given to them from God.176 At the Storting, the Christian Democrats became a clear voice in matters concerning moral issues and the place of Christianity in school and society. In all negotiations in parliament, the Christian Democrats stressed that “Knowledge of Christianity” should be a central and compulsory subject in all types of school. They were also engaged in moral questions, not least in issues relating to sexual education. One of these questions concerned the Family Planning and Maternity Clinic, where the party clearly opposed the idea that the clinic should provide training in “preventive techniques” to unmarried women. Neither should the soldiers in the German brigade have access to contraceptives, as the Ministry of Defence had proposed, not least since venereal diseases were an increasing problem. The Christian Democrats also waged an uncompromising fight against all forms of alcoholic beverages and used all means to reduce the consumption of alcohol. Moreover, gambling was viewed as a moral matter. In their view, games and bets were an obstacle to good morals, and built up an unhealthy view of money.177
 
              In the post-war years, social work was also strongly influenced by the church. The national confederation of church care (Menighetspleiens Landsforbund) was established in 1945 in order to coordinate the church’s social aid. Two years later, the organisation initiated a fundraising campaign for the needy in Germany.178 During the first months of 1948, 160,000 NOK was collected though Norwegian congregations, and this money was used to provide food to children, students, and elderly people in several German cities.179 The campaign came to be called Norwegian Church Aid. In 1953, Norwegian Church Aid developed into an independent organisation, and became part of a larger international group of organisations. These organisations were under the auspices of the Lutheran World Federation, which set the premises for which tasks should be given priority and how they should work. Eventually, Norwegian Church Aid developed into one of the largest aid organisations in the Nordic countries. The Norwegian Church was also involved in international church issues, and was among the founders of the Lutheran World Federation in 1947 as well as the World Council of Churches in 1948.
 
              The establishment of other institutions aimed to create dialogue between the church and secular culture followed rapidly in the 1950s. In 1956, Norsk Menighetsinstitutt (the Norwegian Congregational Institute) was founded by the Bishop’s Conference, in order to engage in dialogues with groups that traditionally stood far from the church.180 One of these groups was the Labour movement, and the aim was to set aside old antagonism between the church and members of the Labour Party. Current social ethical issues were also worked on. The idea for this institute can be traced back to 1949, when the bishops’ meeting proposed to establish an institute that would train laity and “ecclesiastical specialists”.181 Similar institutions had also been established in Sweden and Germany. The theologian Tor Aukrust, who we will hear more about shortly, was employed as the leader of the institute, and in his social-ethical work, Mennesket i samfunnet (1965 – 1966), he addressed new challenges in contemporary society. Norsk Menighetsinstitutt was a common church organisation, and all the diocesan councils in the country were involved in approving statutes and appointing council members. The institute was closed in the 1960s, due to economic challenges.
 
              In the same year when the Humanist Association was founded, Norsk Kirkeakademi [Norwegian Church Academy] was also established in Oslo.182 The point of departure for the academy was a young and proactive Christian environment on the city’s west side, which was worried about what they saw as a lack of contact between the church and secular culture. This group, called the Frederiksborg Circle, had initiated a series of lectures and seminars which became very popular, attracting listeners from far beyond church circles.183 The seminars addressed cultural questions and challenged the traditional understanding of which topics the church should deal with, and to what extent culture could engage in Christian questions. Important names in the public sphere were invited as speakers, including both church representatives as well as people considered to be far removed from the church.184 The Frederiksborg circle also brought together occupational groups who worked on the fringes of the church, such as architects and painters, and brought them into dialogue with theologians. The tasks they wanted to solve could be seen as the church’s “boundary problems”. In the extension of this activity, the Norwegian Church Academy arose.
 
              Church historian Hallgeir Elstad has pointed out that it is hardly a coincidence that the Norwegian Church Academy was established in the same year as the Norwegian Humanist Association. The Frederiksborg Circle had reacted negatively to the church’s position in the hell debate and believed that the dispute caused isolation and a crisis of confidence for the Norwegian church. This had resulted in a favourable climate for the Norwegian Humanist Association. The church had too many closed doors, the members of the Frederiksborg Circle argued, and these doors could be seen as a symbol of the church’s attitude to cultural and social life. The following was stated in the first paragraph of the Church Academy’s program statement:
 
               
                The Norwegian Church Academy will be a body for the Norwegian Church’s work with ethical and general cultural issues. On the basis of the church’s heritage and confession, and in awareness of its binding relationship to church and social life, the Norwegian Church Academy will take up questions for consideration by a) creating an open forum for meetings between the church and cultural life, b) undertaking and studying the contemporary spiritual situation, c) carrying out educational work.185
 
              
 
              The Church Academy was thus to be an open door to the church’s community and buildings, as well as providing a space for reflection and thought.
 
             
            
              Liberal theological voices
 
              In the previous section, we have drawn an outline of a complex theological landscape, where many experienced the dominant ideas and currents of the time, i. e., the Labour Party and social democracy, as a contradiction to what the church was supposed to stand for. At the same time, there were strong forces willing to open theology and Christianity to culture and society. It became a question of what the church should be: a congregation of confessors, or a folk church. Kristian Schjelderup, who was a participant in the hell debate, was perceived as controversial and problematic by many within the church. Nevertheless, he may also have contributed to building bridges to culture and society at large. However, other names are also interesting when it comes to drawing a theological context for the subject of this book. One of these is Tor Aukrust.
 
              Of all theologians who must be considered remarkable in post-war Norway, Tor Aukrust is one of the most remarkable of them all, and perhaps one of the most interesting. As a theologian, Aukrust was brave, bold, and productive, distinguishing himself as an important bridge-builder between Christianity, the church, and social democracy in the latter half of the twentieth century. In his work on the Norwegian strategists, Rune Slagstad pointed out that Aukrust had not been given the attention he deserved and Slagstad emphasised his role as the consensus theologian in the Labour Party state.186 What is most interesting in this context is that Aukrust gave theology a humanistic foundation – that is, he created a space for doubt and reflection, within the framework of Christian faith. This humanistic orientation was also tied to an emphasis on humankind’s possibilities and responsibilities. It is not easy to place him within a distinct theological tradition, but he clearly orients himself towards contemporary Protestant theology, with kerygma as the centre of practical faith. Previous research has pointed to Rudolf Bultmann (1884 – 1976) and Wolfgang Pannenberg (1928 – 2014) as theological “relatives”, although Aukrust also uses one of his first publications, Kristendom og Verdensbilde [Christianity and World View] to criticise Bultmann.187 Theologian Svein Aage Christoffersen points out that Aukrust also adapts to postwar Scandinavian creation theology, although without referring to Knud E. Løgstrup (1905 – 1981) or Gustaf Wingren (1910 – 2000).188
 
              Aukrust was educated as a theologian (University of Oslo) in 1949 and awarded a theological doctorate in 1958. In 1959, he was employed as head of Norsk Menighetsinstitutt, and after having worked as a priest in Hamar during the 1960s, he joined the theological faculty as a teacher in the history of religion in 1971. Between 1978 and 1988, he was head of the University’s practical-theological seminary, thus becoming the first rector at the seminary to hold a doctoral degree. Aukrust’s decisive role in the rapprochement between the church and the Labour movement after WWII was particularly given through his cultural analytical work Mennesket i kulturen [Man in Culture, 1958], and his theological social ethics, Mennesket i samfunnet [Man in Society, two volumes, 1965 – 1966]. In the latter work, he places great emphasis on analysing and discussing the relationship between Christianity and socialist and Marxist ethics. When the Labour Party assessed its relationship to Christianity in 1973, Aukrust wrote a substantial part of the report.189 Helge Sivertsen functioned as chairman of this committee.190 Aukrust was also concerned with man’s global responsibility, and became involved in the battles against nuclear weapons, war, and poverty.191 Thus, Aukrust’s practical social commitment coincided with that of Eva Nordland.
 
              However, it is Aukrust’s activities in the 1950s that are most interesting in this context. At that time, the young Aukrust held a university scholarship, and was a diligent contributor in the public sphere, both as a feature writer in the newspapers Vårt Land and Morgenbladet, and as a book reviewer for several newspaper and magazines. In 1954, he also published Kristendom og Verdensbilde, in which he addressed the relationship between theology and science. At the same time, he was also a frequent contributor to the national radio’s devotionals and gave speeches and lectures in various contexts. Thus, a wide audience was familiar with Aukrust’s views.
 
              The young Aukrust’s chronicles and book reviews anticipate the theological and social ethical views that he will present in his more mature works. The theological points of view turn away from dogmatics and towards humankind and open the believer’s possibilities for interaction and social action in a demythologised world. This can be seen in several texts, among them Kristendom og Åndsliv – en ny situasjon [Christianity and Spiritual life – a New Situation], published in three editions of Vårt Land in 1954.192 In this text, which will serve as an example of the views that Aukrust conveys to the public, Aukrust aims to analyse the conditions for spiritual life, Christianity, and religion in his own time. On one side, he says, the present could be considered as the interregnum of the radicals, in the sense that intellectual life is characterised by radical currents to a lesser degree than before. This applies to both atheism and radical preacher enthusiasm, which were far less popular in his time than they had been a couple of decades earlier. Yet at the same time, the radicals had chosen a new strategy, seen in more practical measures such as religious teaching in school and civil confirmation.
 
              Nonetheless, at the same time, says Aukrust, one could notice a more general religious trend. People were interested in religious questions. This can be seen through an increased interest in spiritualism and religious mysticism. Aukrust sees this as an expression of something else: to a greater extent than before, humankind knows the painful choices, the responsibility of decision, and the burden of judgment. At the same time, the human being is overwhelmed by unrest and anxiety, and has lost their fixed point in existence. Thus, we find ourselves in a typical time of crisis and transition, Aukrust points out. Consequently, we need an intellectual and spiritual life. Intellectual and spiritual activities develop our human capacity and can make us more open to creation. It follows from this that by virtue of its nature, spiritual life cannot have any definite ideological anchoring. We cannot claim that spiritual life should be Christian, Aukrust says. In this area, the intellectual and spiritual life has undergone a legitimate secularisation, and the church cannot dictate how cultural life should shape its expressions. The intellectual and spiritual life gives us a recognition of reality and appears as the meeting place where a human makes themselves known as they are. It is also the battlefield where the good and the bad break against each other.
 
              For Aukrust, the intellectual and spiritual life stands out as the great opportunity to meet humankind where they are, with their shortcomings and faults, thus clearly demonstrating their affiliation with creation theology. Aukrust downplays the Christian’s self-understanding: Christ is the only one who comes from outside, all human beings are a part of the sinful world and are sinners themselves. The intellectual and spiritual life thus becomes the most important place for preaching the gospel, not through dogmas and moral injunctions, but rather through taking part in the spiritual life. Through spiritual life, Christians could bring their neighbours in contact with God, and spiritual life thus has a positive Christian value. This could also solve the church’s contact problem, Aukrust underlined. The priests often complained that it was so difficult to communicate with modern people, and that people did not understand the sermons. To solve this problem, the church had to change. Rather than strengthening the faith, Aukrust stressed that the human aspect should be strengthened; Christians should increase their human compassion. In this regard, we could learn from the Catholic church, as the Catholics have a strong and remarkable activity when it comes to the area of intellectual and spiritual life. They write in newspapers and periodicals on theatre, science, and art, and have important contact with academics. The Catholics thus give the outside world the impression that they are interested in life, and that they do not turn away from the world around them.
 
              The views Aukrust conveys in this chronicle can be found in a number of those texts printed in newspapers and periodicals throughout the 1950s.193 As a consequence of his point of departure in creation theology, he can also emphasise the importance of cultural expressions, as he does in his reviews of films and books.194 He can also see the value of his opponents and in political expressions as he does, for example, in his text on Gabriel Langfeldt in Morgenbladet December 1955 and in the analysis of the Labour Party’s cultural programme in Aftenposten 1957.195 His cultural openness was also duly noted in the surroundings. It is criticized by some and admired by others.196 With his cultural openness and public activity, Aukrust forms an important background for the context in this book.
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                  Fig. 7: Tor Aukrust, ca. 1921. Photo: Kristian Stakston / Gudbrandsdalsmusea.
 
               
              Another author and theologian worth noticing is Johan B. Hygen. Hygen was employed as a senior lecturer in systematic theology at the University’s theological faculty in 1942 and defended his theological doctorate in 1948.197 He was appointed full professor of ethics and philosophy of religion in 1954 at University of Oslo and held this position until his retirement in 1978. Hygen had also studied philosophy in Germany and Switzerland in the late 1930s, and was also educated as a sculptor. His publications include theological textbooks as well as several treatises, like Elementær etikk [Elementary Ethics] in 1954, and a major work on the teodicé problem, Guds allmakt og det ondes problem [God’s Omnipotence and the Problem of Evil, 1973]. Hygen also published his open lectures on Albert Schweitzer, held when Schweitzer came to Oslo to deliver his Nobel speech in 1954.198 As Tor Aukrust had done, Hygen brought theology and church into interaction with culture, both through what he wrote in his theological publications as well as through chronicles and articles in newspapers and periodicals.199 He was also a frequent participator in debates and radio programs.200 His theological ideas are influenced by ethical idealism and can, for instance, be traced back to Immanuel Kant, but he also draws inspiration from existentialist traditions and from philosophers such as Søren Kierkegaard and Jean-Paul Sartre.201 These philosophical ideas are conjoined with creation theology, in which the idea of man as created in the image of God also gives man responsibilities towards their neighbour. Also Hygen shared Eva Nordland’s opposition to nuclear weapons.202 Among other things, he was one of the initiators of the campaign De 13 [The Thirteen], which mobilised mass demonstrations against nuclear weapons in 1960 – 1961.203
 
              Hygens theological view can for instance be seen in his article Menneskesyn og moral [View of Humanity and Morals], published in 1949.204 The article is a critical analysis of man’s moral position at that present time. Hygen draws a glum picture of humanity: it has lost its moral compass, and its ideals have disintegrated. The situation can be compared to a burglary: “The storage building of moral values seems to have been broken into. Everything is in a mess, and nothing is in its right place.”205 The contemporary diagnosis is presupposed by three issues which reduces humankind’s intrinsic value, says Hygen. Firstly, his own time was characterised by a strong collectivist tendency. This erased the human aspect and transferred people into a unit in an unmanageable, cold, and inhuman society. Hygen sees this collectivist tendency as intimately tied to individualism. In its eagerness to let humankind reach its full potential, individualism may isolate a person and make them lonely and poor. “If people have lost their roots in the personal, natural, and living community and become lonely, the dead, impersonal and abstract community has its great chance.”206 Secondly, the twentieth-century understanding of humanity is based on evolutionism. In scientific matter, evolutionism is an epoch-making incident, Hygen admits. Yet new scientific insights can be difficult to adapt to people’s philosophy of life. Its philosophy could predispose for naturalistic morals, and consequently, there could be an overemphasis on the animal aspects of humanity. Related to this is the third issue: psychoanalysis. Psychoanalysis had demonstrated the primitivity of our conscious thoughts, actions, and convictions, and showcased the instinctive character of many of our moral and religious life utterances. The ideal was a conflict-free life. A new understanding of happiness arose, where the concept of happiness was tied to a spiritual truth in a rather primitive sense. The truth should be reached through the paths of least resistance. Thanks to the effective distribution systems in our time, these destructive tendencies have reached so far that there is practically no one who has not been affected by this. The consequences were that what was specifically human had become more obscure, and that humans had lost their metaphysical dignity of being human. This went hand in hand with the fact that God had disappeared from humankind’s visual field.
 
              This reduction of human dignity also meant that morality has become relative. Hygen looked upon the situation in his own time: “We are outraged that man is reduced in human dignity and human rights because he is Jewish. Rightly! We unanimously reject anti-Semitism. But what about anti-Germanism? Are we equally outraged when a person is reduced in human dignity and human rights because he is German? There are many indications that we do not.”207 For Hygen, these tendencies proved that our judgment of people was dependent upon accidental, external, and impersonal concerns. These new tendencies had led to our foremost cultural personalities engaging in a quest for a new view on humanity, and Hygen mentions Jean-Paul Sartre, Arthur Koestler, and Aldous Huxley. In their own way, all of them have used their philosophical authorship to emphasise how the modern human is bound and unfree. Through their philosophical systems they aim to restore humanity, and to save humans from disappearing into the collective.
 
              Hygen adapts God into these existentialist life philosophies. Twentieth-century man had lost sight of God, in the sense that God was no longer an integral part of Western culture. It was an important dimension that had been lost in human life. In Hygen’s opinion, the church itself is to blame for this. The church has chosen to isolate itself from culture, including not least the progress of science. Rather than integrating Christianity into the scientific worldview, the church had chosen to declare science as impure and impious. Hygen’s point is that humans must dare to let God have a central place in their life, as a transcendental and holy force. One must dare to make room for a renaissance for the religious, the Christian view on humankind as God’s creation and property. Christianity and morality are closely related, and Hygen can therefore conclude his article with the following proclamation: “Restore the Christian view on humanity, and a restoration of morality will not be long in coming”.208
 
              With this understanding of morality, culture, and humanity’s lack of spirituality, it is easy to understand that the theologian Hygen engages in the broad society and in the contemporary cultural debate. As created in God’s image, all humans have a duty to interact with others, and to take part in each other’s lives. It is a willingness to life, a willingness to optimism, of which Albert Schweitzer’s life and work, among others, is an example.209 On this background, Hygen can refer to Schweitzer as a “reliable adviser in an irresolute time, and an unshakeable guide in a world that is shaken to its foundations”. This is independent of Schweitzer’s own view of life: “Is this humanism, we would like to be humanists. Is this Christianity, we would like to be Christians”. Hygen is more concerned with the fundamental insights of the Bible and the biblical message than with the church’s confession, and this brings him into debate with theologians who maintain the importance of the church’s confessional writings.210 His understanding of Christianity can also allow him to emphasise Gandhi as an example to follow, as he does in his March 1955 Aftenposten review of Johan Galtung’s and Arne Næss’ publication of Gandhi’s ethics.211 Hygen aims to create an open space for man’s search for meaning and give sufficient space for human doubt.212 This makes him an important part of the background in this context.
 
             
           
          
            Summary
 
            In this part of this book, we have drawn a picture of the social democratic order which distinguished Norway in the post-war period, and which is important for understanding the background of contemporary political actors. We have highlighted three contexts which are relevant for understanding the school’s development in the 1950s. These are: a) the political context (the development of the welfare state), b) the cultural context, and c) the theological context. As we have seen, the issue at stake in this book is played out in a complex intellectual landscape, where different movements, currents, and ideas intertwine. Nevertheless, in this complex landscape, it is possible to chisel out a basic narrative that characterises the period: it is about human autonomy, and the autonomy’s foundation in knowledge. Autonomy could arise by detaching oneself from normative systems, be they religious, linguistic, or others. This climate created favourable conditions for organisations with secularisation as a goal, such as the Norwegian Humanist Association, as well as providing the basis for a school that was detached from the church to a greater extent than had previously been the case. At the same time, the development of the welfare state required increased knowledge, and this knowledge could be achieved through expanding the school – through the idea of “the same school for all”. Education was an important determinant for economic and social well-being, and it could potentially increase the human capital inherent in the labour force, thereby also increasing the innovative capacity of the economy. Nine years of compulsory schooling therefore became an overall goal in the post-war development of the welfare state in Norway, rather than seven years, as had previously been.
 
            The narrative of autonomy is also about the extent to which the church, which had been in a symbiotic relationship with the school for centuries, should be part of this post-war development, or whether the church should distinguish itself as a counterculture. Increased autonomy, according to the opinion of many Christians, would contribute to the church losing its power over the school, which in turn would result in a secular society. In order to prevent these secular tendencies from gaining ground, strong and powerful forces attempted to demarcate the school from society, and to maintain the church’s close relationship with the school. This could be seen, for example, through the establishment of IKO and through numerous statements in the press, for example in the newspaper Vårt Land. However, the post-war ecclesiastical landscape in Norway was not univocal. The Christian public sphere was divided in two. One of these public spheres was arguing for the church being a counter-reaction to the effects of political and social development, while the other emphasised the church’s responsibility to communicate with a broader culture. This cultural openness argued by the latter could, for example, result in Christianity’s ethical narrative being preferred over the dogmas. Consequently, the distance between this cultural openness, which many perceived to be the counterpart to Christianity, and Christianity itself was believed to be lessening, as seen, for example, in the dialogue between Kristian Horn and Johan B. Hygen in a 1956 edition of the newspaper Dagbladet. The cultural openness also resulted in institutionalised attempts at dialogue, as could be seen, for example, with the establishment of the Frederiksborg Circle.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          3 Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland. Parts of the Social Democratic Project
 
        
 
         
          This book is based on the fundamental assumption that Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland play a significant role in the development of the social democratic school project in post-war Norway. This assumption is in accordance with previous research.1 However, previous works have paid little attention to understanding their contribution to the school’s development in light of the contexts that surround them. There is reason to believe that the connection between their texts and their intellectual, cultural, and political surroundings can offer new nuances to understanding Christianity’s role in the school’s development in the post-war period. In this part of the book, we will take a closer look at some of the texts they authored in the public debate on school and education. These texts will be seen as a part of the different contexts they relate to, but the texts will also be seen in relation to Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s background. We will start by taking a closer look at Helge Sivertsen: who he was, and what he wrote.
 
          
            Helge Sivertsen – School and Democracy
 
            
              Biographical notes. Grundtvig and the folk high school movement in Norway
 
              Helge Sivertsen was born 12 June 1913 in Mandal, the southernmost city of Norway. His parents were Nils Sivertsen and Marta Haddeland (1883 – 1962), and as previously mentioned, Sivertsen grew up at the folk high schools where his father worked. Thus, at 13 years of age, Helge Sivertsen moved with his family to Inderøy, 120 km north of Trondheim, where his father was to establish new folk high schools. Sivertsen completed the gymnasium with highest distinction in Orkdal in 1933, and continued his education at University of Oslo, initially in law studies and thereafter in philological and humanistic subjects.2 He graduated in 1940, with history as his main subject, and German and Norwegian as subsidiary subjects. Sivertsen qualified to become a teacher through taking the pedagogical seminary, and in 1938 – 1939 he received a scholarship to study economic history at Oxford. At the gymnasium in Orkdal, he had also met his future wife, Merle Five (1914 – 2003), daughter of the country governor Håkon Five (1880 – 1944). They married in Oslo in 1940 and had three children, Bodil, Nils, and Tore.3 Helge Sivertsen was also an excellent athlete, being part of the Norwegian national team in discus and shotput in 1930 – 1939. He became Norwegian champion in discus twice, and in 1936 he represented Norway at the Olympic Games in Berlin.
 
              As a young student, Sivertsen got involved in student politics, and in 1938, he became the leader of the Student’s Joint Committee. By virtue of having this position, he asked, among other things, the Ministry of Church and Education to establish a student organisation at University of Oslo. Sivertsen formulated the draft law himself.4 The proposal was approved, and in 1939, Studentsamskipnaden [The Student Association] was established in Oslo, and between 1941 and 1947, Helge Sivertsen functioned as the leader of its economic board. During WWII, Sivertsen became a part of MILORG, the main Norwegian resistance movement, and as a member of the Besserud circle, he was a keen contributor to the question of how Norway should solve the problems they would be facing after the war. After the end of the war, Sivertsen participated in an organised search for documents that could document contact between the Norwegian traitor Vidkun Quisling (1887 – 1945) and the Germans before April 1940.5 As a historian, Helge Sivertsen published works on medieval history, the home fronts, and the attack on Denmark and Norway in edited volumes on WWII.6 He also contributed to the report from the 1945 investigation committee.7 In 1947, Sivertsen was appointed secretary for the ministry of education, thereby initiating a long political career in service of the school. He was also involved in different kinds of cultural work and was given a number of positions of trust in cultural life over the years.8 Culture became an important part of the political agenda in the years after WWII, and in 1953 the Labour Party set up a committee tasked with formulating a program in line with the Labour movement’s ideology. Helge Sivertsen was appointed chairman of this committee.9
 
              With a background in the folk high school movement, Helge Sivertsen took part in an intellectual tradition that had characterised Scandinavian culture, and in particular that of Denmark and Norway, since the latter half of the nineteenth century. N. F. S. Grundtvig and his ideas are central to this tradition. Grundtvig left a voluminous authorship to posterity, comprising 37,000 pages and more than 1,500 hymns, in addition to popular songs and national poems.10 Previous research has pointed out the existence of different stages in his authorship, with the interpretation of Nordic mythology as the signpost for the most important changes. The years 1825 and 1832 are normally regarded as turning points in Grundtvig’s development as a theologian and author, and are essential for understanding Grundtvig’s role for the folk high school movement.
 
              Grundtvig had caused a great controversy in Denmark in the 1820s. In 1825, he made his so-called matchless discovery, with which he argued that true Christianity was not found in the Bible, but rather in the faith and creed of the church. According to Grundtvig’s opinion, this faith and creed were always present in the living word and they were bestowed and renewed in the sacraments of baptism and the eucharist. Consequently, the living word was not legitimated by the Bible, but rather, the Bible should be seen as a witness of the Holy Spirit’s work in history. The consequence of Grundtvig’s 1825 pamphlet Kirkens Gienmæle [The Church’s Retort], where these ideas were presented to a broader audience, was a theological feud with the young and promising theology professor Henrik Nicolai Clausen (1793 – 1877), which in turn resulted in Grundtvig being put under lifelong police censorship.11 In protest against the case and in great disillusionment with the Danish church, Grundtvig resigned from his pastorate in Our Saviour’s church in Copenhagen in 1826. However, he continued to work as a freelance writer, and in 1832 he authored a volume on Nordic mythology, where he argued for a shared context of the Nordic spirit and the Christian spirit, in the sense that the Nordic spirit represented a continuity in the people’s history that allowed it to live alongside the Holy Spirit. This continuity encompassed a heroic spirit that functioned as a basis for humanity’s interpretations of life, closely connected to the gods of Nordic mythology. This juxtaposition of the Holy Spirit and the Nordic spirit implied a new take on Nordicness in general and Danishness in particular, which was connected to poetry and mythology, in which the myths constituted the key to a specific type of understanding forming bonds between past and present. Grundtvig interpreted the myths as universal parables explaining the extraordinary character of the Nordic people. Consequently, his interpretation of Nordic mythology also implied a new anthropology, in which the Nordic represented the giants of history. In the myths and in Nordic history, the Nordic (and Danish) people were able to find role models for fulfilling their origin and goals as human beings.
 
              In this volume on Nordic mythology, Grundtvig had also argued for a school for “all civil servants of the state who do not need scholarship, but life, insight and practical ability”.12 This had initiated his long-standing battle for the “school for life” (the folk high school), which contrasted with the “school for death”, characterised by memorisation, strict order, book learning, Latin, and lectures.13 This school for life also possessed the key to modern enlightenment as well as the realisation of the Nordic people, and the folk high school was thus given an anthropological motivation, connected to the “nature and character of the people, the country, and the mother tongue, its present condition and natural improvement and progression”.14 The folk high school should orient itself towards man as a spiritual being, and the school’s purpose should be general education. The idea of the folk high school soon spread to other countries. In Norway, the ideas were brought forward by pioneers such as teachers Herman Anker and Olaus Arvesen and the priest Christoffer Bruun (1839 – 1920).15 In particular, Christoffer Bruun’s Folkelige Grundtanker [People’s basic ideas], first published in 1878, came to be regarded as the folk high school’s manifesto.16 The book was based on a series of lectures held in the students’ association in Christiania in 1870.17
 
              Put simply, Folkelige Grundtanker can be summarised in two concepts: Christianity and Norwegianness. These concepts are based upon a particular view of Bildung, or education, which is crucial for understanding the ideological basis of the folk high school. Norway’s geographical location was central to Bruun’s argumentation. Norway was placed at the periphery of Europe, and the Norwegian farmer was little affected by the “over-civilisation” found on the European continent.18 However, in Bruun’s opinion, this was a great advantage. The civilisation seen in Europe was negative, and the Norwegian farmer was in touch with the origin of his own tribe, and with his original roots. These roots were not immediately available, but could be found as a “spark hidden in the ash heap”.19 It became the task of the folk high school to help the farmer out of the darkness in which he had found himself in recent centuries, in order to get in touch with his roots. Bruun’s ideas were based on Grundtvig’s understanding of the necessity of returning the nation to its appropriate cultural foundation to strengthen the nation’s future.20 This could be redeemed, among other things, through using the mother tongue.
 
              The folk high school, in Bruun’s opinion, should facilitate both a rebirth of Norse culture and a Christian revival. Bruun believed that Christianity, since pietism, had been too concerned with the salvation of the individual.21 However, in Bruun’s opinion, the origin of Christianity was linked to the nation and the people. The deeds of Jesus could be seen as a continuation of Moses’ prophetic task of leading the Jews out of captivity and into the promised land. The love for the nation and the people was a prerequisite for being able to develop love for God’s kingdom. The folk high school should strive for a spirituality which could bring the Norwegian people back to their origin and which could unite the people:
 
               
                It is this Christian revival that I hope will have a telling effect on the Nordic people’s life and bring to fulfilment the old saying that what Norway was, it will be again. We need a revival of the old Christianity, wherever it starts in the world. And it is certain that this Christianity must not, in a pietist way, withdraw from the human spiritual life and allow the development to take its course. With the power and clarity of divinity it must enter the struggles of the world and bring the development back into the right path. It is a human spiritual life, which is appropriate for this Christianity, which the folk high school has the ambitions to promote among the Norwegian farmers. Until such a Christianity comes, which will claim a complete use of the human, they would obviously not be able to accomplish much. The prevailing pietism will continue to embrace them. But when a better Christianity comes, they will be able to help in the rebirth of the people, just as a school will also be able to help in such deeds.22
 
              
 
              The basis of all education was, according to Bruun, a Christian revival aimed at the collective nation and human spirituality, and all acquisition of knowledge should build upon this revival.23 Through revival, man would develop a self-awareness, that is, would realise himself and his divine potential. Man was a spiritual being, and if man’s spiritual power could be strengthened, it would result in competent individuals who could solve society’s great tasks. These ideas rested upon the belief that man was created in the image of God, and that he was thereby divine. However, this spiritual awakening was only a part of the process of change implied in the Bildung process. The educated man possessed several personal qualities, such as conscience and spirituality. Spirituality was opposed to anything that could be called material. Thus, if material development should be the goal, the consequences would be a generation whose characteristics would be thuggery, selfishness, and animality. In contrast, through a well-developed conscience, man would have cultivated the ability to distinguish right from wrong and to see what one’s neighbour needed. The Bildung process was also supposed to take place voluntarily, but freedom was something existential that belonged to man’s basic narrative. Thus, man was condemned to be free, as Jean-Paul Sartre would formulate this much later.
 
              The language became an important aid in achieving this educational goal. Mother tongue education was therefore central to the folk high school pioneers, just as the Norwegian language and Norwegianness was an important part of the nation-building in the mid-nineteenth century. Bruun tied the mother tongue together with the folk spirit and the peculiarity of every nation: “The language reflects the people’s innermost and finest peculiarity. (…) The folk spirit has its best reflection and fullest reflection in the mother tongue of every nation”.24 Bruun believed that the original Norwegian language was still alive among the farmers, and that this language was a direct descendant of the language spoken in ancient times. Consequently, this Norwegian language – the language spoken by the farmers – should be implemented as the country’s official written language. Bruun’s understanding of the language built upon Grundtvig’s idea of the mother tongue which was, in Grundtvig’s view, an important part of the identity of the nation. The mother tongue could be characterised as a heart language, thus being the verbal expression of the national spirit that Grundtvig saw as a parallel to the Holy Spirit. Language provided for communication in and across history, making it possible for humanity to distinguish itself as the privileged work of creation. Grundtvig saw the mother tongue as the “natural, living expression” for the thoughts and feelings of a nation, and the mother tongue laid the foundation for the specific identity of a nation. It was a closed semantical system, only accessible to those born into the nation and the language.25
 
              These ideas became central to the folk high school pioneers. However, it should be noted that the pioneers did not agree upon what should be the main purpose of the folk high school. In Olaus Arvesen’s view, the folk high school should qualify the students to participate in politics and social life. Arvesen meant that Norway’s free constitution had given everyone the possibility to become a part of the political power. Thus, the country’s political structure presupposed a broad enlightenment, and the goal of all education was to raise the young generation to political participation and to service of others:
 
               
                The first thing I want to say is that the goal of these folk high schools is to give the coming generations the enlightenment, or rather, the sense of enlightenment, which their future civic position and their earthly welfare and happiness constantly demand. We are called and we are a free people, but it is impossible that we can use and preserve freedom properly without insight and without an ever-increasing knowledge of the benefits that freedom possesses, and also of the good forces in the people, which are to be released by its warmth and thrive in its shelter. We are considered to be a small nation, but we are endowed with several goods and spiritual powers, and by giving us freedom, Our Lord has also given us the right, nay, encouraged us to develop all these spiritual gifts and powers so that they may be of benefit for ourselves and or fellow men and to his glory.26
 
              
 
              For Christoffer Bruun, on the other hand, the folk high school should educate the students for freedom and independence and help them to become what they were meant to become. Thus, in Bruun’s view, the purpose of schooling was self-realisation. Political freedom should be regarded as a means to achieve a higher goal than itself, it aimed towards Bildung and independence. For the folk high school pioneers, the original purpose of the school was thus both political and personal development.27
 
              The folk high schools eventually became a national movement, and nation-building and public education soon became the school’s foremost goal.28 The founders were idealists and public enlighteners, and in the first decades, the folk high schools were financed privately and without government support.29 In order to keep the costs as low as possible, the schools were frequently moved around to where temporary and cheap school buildings could be rented. In this way, they could also get closer to people’s life, so that the school idea could spread further. Although the folk high school was originally initiated for young people, it soon became common to keep it open to everyone in the village. This was in accordance with the idea that the folk high schools should also be involved in a general enlightenment. Some folk high schools had been open for students down to the age of 14 – 15.30 In 1911, the age limit of 16 years was introduced.31
 
              The schools were supported economically by the state from 1898, which improved their financial situation. Between 1898 and 1912, nine new folk high schools were established. In 1912, a decision was made at the Storting which implied that the state should cover 4/9 of teacher’s salaries. In 1919, the governmental subsidies increased even more, and the responsibility for the folk high schools was in principle taken over by the state. The number of these schools now grew substantially, and already in 1914, there were 21 folk high schools in Norway.32 The development of the folk high schools in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century coincided with the development of youth organisations, which in turn was a result of a strong national identity that had developed in the Liberal Party towards the end of the nineteenth century.33
 
              Nevertheless, the folk high schools were relatively small institutions, and at the turn of the twentieth century the number of students was often no more than 10 – 20 in each class. This trend continued in the interwar period, and in 1937 10 % of the total number of 17 year olds were students in folk high schools.34 The folk high school teachers and headmasters were often enthusiasts with a great personal commitment to the school and its students, as was the case with Helge Sivertsen’s father and uncle.
 
              The Labour movement’s folk high schools should also be mentioned as an important part of Helge Sivertsen’s background. Public enlightenment had been part of the Labour movement’s activities since the Labour leader Marcus Thrane ran his labour unions in the 1850s.35 In the years before WWII, public education and democracy had been actualised as a part of the party’s program. In 1939, the Labour Party’s local organisation in Hedmark county succeeded in establishing a folk high school at Ringsaker.36 The previous year, initiatives had been taken by LO (Labourers Work Organisation) in order to establish a folk high school at Sørmarka outside Oslo. Through practical education in political work as well as through general Bildung, it aimed to strengthen student’s abilities for democratic participation. The purpose clause for the folk high school at Sørmarka stated the following: “The aim of the school is to give the youth knowledge about social life today and knowledge of the forces that have worked together to create it, and which continue to work and recreate it”.37 In particular, Sørmarka addressed the working-class youth, and it supported a political vision of creating better life conditions for “the working people”. Social science became the most important school subject, and this subject included social economics, economic geography, and social legislation, as well as knowledge of the government apparatus. The students were also educated in the Norwegian language, history, science, accounting and bookkeeping, drawing, and singing. Yet, the pedagogical methods were more important than the school subjects. In pedagogical matter, the school was inspired by contemporary reform pedagogy, and it became important that the students should be qualified in practical and useful working methods. The students should also be trained to be reflective individuals who could form their own opinions. Thus, the folk high school at Sørmarka came to strengthen the student’s knowledge on politics rather than its ideological dimension. Sørmarka Folk high school was run until 1955.
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                  Fig. 8: The Labour movement’s folk high school at Sørmarka. Photo: Unknown / The Norwegian Labour Movement Archives and Library.
 
               
             
            
              Helge Sivertsen’s ideas on school and education
 
              Helge Sivertsen sets the agenda for his policy on school politics in the pamphlet Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole [Democratic and national upbringing in the Norwegian school], published in 1946. The pamphlet is a relatively short work, counting 77 quarto pages. Throughout the work, Sivertsen demonstrates great insight into the history of the Norwegian school in general and the history of the folk high schools in particular. In the introduction, Sivertsen starts off with a rhetorical question: Should the school create a positive attitude towards democracy and Norwegian cultural heritage, and would it be able to create such an attitude? To answer this query, Sivertsen informs the reader that he will proceed historically. He criticises the public school for not paying enough attention to the task of developing students into democratic citizens. In his opinion, the folk high schools had been alone in having a democratic and national aim. Already from the outset, Sivertsen announces that the folk high school will be a significant part of the book.
 
              After a brief review of the Norwegian school’s development in the nineteenth century, Sivertsen draws a picture of how the folk high school introduced a democratic and national program into Norwegian cultural life. These schools were founded by men who were passionate about their ideas, says Sivertsen. The school’s pioneers, such as Olaus Arvesen, Herman Anker, and Christoffer Bruun, had emphasised that the schools should be private and independent from the state, in order for them to be able to work in accordance with their own program. Throughout this part of the pamphlet, Sivertsen placed much emphasis on Bruun’s ideas on the folk high school, as had been expressed in Folkelige Grundtanker and elsewhere, and Bruun thus appears as Sivertsen’s main source. Bruun had been an important source for making Grundtvig’s ideas known in Norway, and particularly Grundtvig’s ideas on the folk high schools. Like Grundtvig, Bruun had argued for the necessity of a national spirit, and based on this, he had also underlined the importance of national identity as the point of departure for the folk high school’s educational program. At the same time, Sivertsen underlined, Bruun had highlighted the necessity of the love of one’s fatherland. This was in accordance with God’s words: “God himself had said that you should honour your father and mother that you may live long in the land the Lord had given you. Bruun referred to this commandment as one of the old basic life rules given to humanity to shed light upon their life, and he extended this [the obligation to honour your father] to the fathers in distant lineages.”38 Sivertsen saw this as an expression of a particular view of history: “He [Bruun] believed God controlled the course of history (…) thus, it was also God who stood behind history’s victorious ideas.” The folk high school aimed at realising the most important ideas of Bruun’s time: nationality and individual freedom. Consequently, Bruun’s national educational program was directed towards awakening love for everything that was Norwegian. His motto was patriotism in its widest sense: it included love for the nation, the people, and everything that was created by the particular folk spirit.
 
              Sivertsen continues with a systematic review of the folk high school’s educational program, as had been presented when the schools had been initiated. He gives particular weight to the folk high school’s role in the national awakening: “The folk high school came to work for a cultural renaissance in which intellectual properties characterised by a Norwegian flair came to be the basis of all education.” This renaissance, he explains, had certain characteristics. One of these was the living word:
 
               
                Bruun and all folk high school teachers agreed with Grundtvig’s belief in the living word, and this came to leave its mark on the teaching methods at the Norwegian folk high schools, just as it did in the Danish folk high schools. Through oral speeches, story telling and performance of Norwegian poetry they hoped to awaken their goal: to awaken the love for one’s fatherland.39
 
              
 
              This love was implemented in all practical work and all teaching at the folk high school, and Bruun had underlined that the school taught about the “importance of belonging to a people and a fatherland”, and about the “fight for the right of the peculiarity of all nationalities”. Sivertsen substantiates his claims by quoting one of Bruun’s students, who after 40 years still had a vivid memory of his teacher’s lectures: “And how he could speak about the fatherland and those things – burn his views into us! We saw the pale blue sea out there and felt the fresh taste of salt in our mouth.”40
 
              History and the mother tongue took a particular place in the folk high schools:
 
               
                To Bruun, the respect for the ancestors and for the national history was one of the noble characteristics of humanity, an important part of being human, that he aimed to develop among his students. (…) Every nation had its own history which reflected the national spirit, and the Norwegian national history was thus a product of the Norwegian national spirit.
 
              
 
              However, he criticises the thematic selection of teaching materials in history for being tendentious. The textbooks were chosen in accordance with what was the aim of the folk high school’s history teaching: to give a strongly idealised picture of the past. This idealised presentation of the past could partly be seen as a result of the selection of learning materials, but it was also a consequence of the presentation form: “the enthusiastic living speech”. The students should learn to love the best that had been created in thought, art, and noble deeds, and this could also be awakened through oral presentations.
 
              Like history, Bruun had also viewed the mother tongue as a consequence of the Norwegian national spirit. “What was written in Norwegian literature should be seen as a distinctive Norwegian intellectual work.”41 In accordance with this, the folk high schools emphasised the importance of awakening a love for Norwegian poetry that was in accordance with their conscious national education programme: “Poetry was a part of the national culture that the people had to acquire knowledge of in order to become spiritual beings.” The language also became an important part of the folk high school’s educational program, as it provided the basis for Norwegian national life, as well as becoming one of the major hallmarks of the folk high school in political education:
 
               
                National and democratic conviction has flowed like a stream through all teaching, and the folk high school has contributed to the political education of the people in two areas. Primarily, it provided a social orientation through study of the constitution and an introduction to important social problems. Furthermore, it deliberately tried to give the students a national and democratic attitude.42
 
              
 
              Singing was also important in the folk high school. Singing served national education, both through the students acquiring good Norwegian poetry, and because the selection of poetry could potentially awaken love for the fatherland.43
 
              Sivertsen then continues with shedding light upon the folk high school’s democratic-political education and the Liberal Party’s [Venstre] school acts. He points out that in the nineteenth century, the folk high school was perceived to be a political school, and a school in the service of the Liberal Party. The folk high school pioneers had emphasised the connection between education for the love of the fatherland and education for good work in public and political life. The farmer could be seen as a good example of the need for these schools. The farmer was often tempted to bury himself in his daily work, and consequently did not look beyond the boundaries of his own farm and village. The folk high school should broaden his perspectives: love for the fatherland should be transformed into a willingness to sacrifice for the country. The folk high school students should be a part of a society that was built on the Norwegian constitution, and the Constitution of Norway and the constitutional ideas were thus central to the teaching: “Bruun had proclaimed that 1814 was an outcome of God’s will, an event in history that had been under the law of the great blessings.”44 The democratic-political influence in the folk high school could also be experienced in other ways than providing knowledge about the constitution. The pioneers had been working in order to involve young people in political issues and to orient political themes towards contemporary ideas and actual societal problems. Accordingly, to a fairly large extent, the teachers had consciously taken a stand on concrete issues.
 
              The compulsory school also plays a role in Sivertsen’s presentation, and the school acts in the last decades of the nineteenth century are presented as the work of the Liberal Party. However, the Liberal Party’s clear democratic and national programme had not been sufficiently adopted into public schools’ curriculums. According to Sivertsen, the reason for this was twofold. First and foremost, the Norwegian school system already had a fixed form.45 The public school could not adapt to radical ideas and changing ideas as easily as newly established folk high schools. Yet, more important, said Sivertsen, was the contemporary understanding of the relationship between the state and the individual: “It would break with the principle of full freedom for the individual to give students a certain attitude in profane matters.” Both liberal and conservative voices had agreed that the school had to be neutral, just like the folk high school pioneers had argued against a state-controlled school. The last decades of the nineteenth century were thus characterised by an idea about the freedom of the individual which also had a great importance for the school. The individual person was not to be influenced in any kind of direction, but he should have the freedom to develop himself, completely independent of others.
 
              Nevertheless, the 1889 and 1896 school acts marked a watershed in this regard. In these school acts, one could find traces of the current societal ideas. However, it was teaching in language, history, and eventually also science, that had been prioritised in the school’s curricula. In higher education, teaching in the mother tongue had been given a strong position at the expense of Latin, and history teaching had likewise been given high priority. This was in accordance with Grundtvig’s view on the importance of history and the mother tongue. The political landscape had not always agreed on what the school’s curricula should be, not least when it came to methods of teaching the Norwegian language. Should Old Norse be taught, and to what extent should the pupils be educated in New Norwegian? The school had thus been an important political issue for many decades. According to Sivertsen, one could interpret the strong position given to the mother tongue in the 1889 and 1896 school acts as a consequence of a national tendency, even though this tendency had not been clear.
 
              Yet, when it came to the question of democratic-political upbringing, this had been defined as a question of knowledge rather than a question of forming the students to become democratic citizens. However, there had been a concrete attempt to awaken a democratic attitude among the students. In 1877, Johan Sverdrup (1816 – 1892), at that time editor in chief for the newspaper Verdens Gang, published a series of editorials called “Politics in School”. To Sivertsen, this was a rare example of how the late nineteenth-century school could develop a democratic mindset among the students. In the articles, Sverdrup had emphasised the importance of pupils’ political and civic education:
 
               
                Admittingly, Sverdrup claimed that it was not intended that the school should develop into a political club, but it is clear from the analysis that the students were to be educated in a democratic view of the government. They had to learn to judge history correctly, learn to discern which men should be loved and admired, (…) and they had to understand why. Sverdrup mentions that in a school, a written assignment had recently been given with the heading: “Which state constitution is the best?” He [Sverdrup] continues: the fact that among the answers, there was a praise of absolutism, which for the youthful imagination assumed the form of a Roman or Napoleonic empire, was a clear indication that the uncritical, thoughtless reading of history leads one astray.46
 
              
 
              However, Sverdrup’s proposal did not gain ground, Sivertsen explained. It had been opposed by the conservative voices, not only because it was put forward by the leader of the Liberal Party (who would also be the first prime minister after parliamentarism was introduced in 1884), but also because it opposed the liberal principle that individuals should develop freely. Sverdrup’s proposal for “politics in school” thus had no influence, either in the 1889 and 1896 school acts or in the school’s curriculum. The liberal understanding of the state’s task and the belief in the individual had created too much opposition.
 
              For Sivertsen, Sverdrup’s idea on “Politics in school” became an ideal model for democratic education and development. This model was pursued by the Labour movement’s folk high schools. In these schools, political science had become the major subject. Sivertsen saw this as a consequence of the Labour Party’s school policies: “It was an old idea that was now put into practice.” Already at the Labour Party’s national convention in 1918, a decision had been made on a committee to prepare the case, but at that time, the plans had not been implemented. When the folk high schools finally started in the late 1930s, their curricula had included much more political science than any Norwegian school previously had.47 Political science was broadly defined: it included economy, politics, and history. History education should be organised in order to be relevant for the modern student, rather than giving insight into antiquity or the Norwegian heyday. The teaching in political science was in accordance with the aims of the Labour movement:
 
               
                The schools aimed at creating an attitude in the students that made them valuable employees in a democratic society that was built upon socialist principles. The Labour movement’s folk high schools aimed at training students who had competence in democratic social work, while the old folk high schools believed that one had to awaken a national feeling in order to be able to solve problems in a democratic spirit.48
 
              
 
              The teaching at the Labour movement’s folk high school gave knowledge about what society was like, and how it had become that way. It was highly relevant, as it supported the peasant youths’ thirst for knowledge and complied with a strong need among the youths from the working classes. The school was also oriented towards international work and interpersonal issues, and the curriculum thematised important issues such as peacekeeping and disarmament.
 
              In Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole, the value of the folk high school lies in its goal of a broad education, Bildung, as well as its aim of students’ future democratic participation in society. However, in Sivertsen’s view the nineteenth-century folk high schools were too individually oriented. He rejects the goal of self-realisation, as this particularly had characterised Bruun’s Folkelige Grunntanker. The Labour movement’s folk high school aimed at democratic and political participation, and they were thereby in accordance with Sivertsen’s ideas on what childrens’ upbringing should be. Sivertsen’s mentioning of Johan Sverdrup’s editorial articles on “Politics in school” is highly interesting. When Sverdrup published his editorials in VG in August 1877, they were primarily written as a protest against that period’s education in “Knowledge of Verdens Gang”.49 Sverdrup meant that Christian education was characterised by spiritless rote-learning, rather than a love for the Christian gospel. Thus “Knowledge of Christianity” could just as well be taken out of the school and be replaced with a broadly oriented political subject, “Politik i skolen” [Politics in School], which would aim at getting the pupils involved in political life. This could take place through a “heartfelt appropriation of the constitution’s spirit”, rather than learning the most important paragraphs of the constitution by heart.50 Political knowledge was defined by Sverdrup as being able to reflect upon history and society in order for it to benefit the immediate environment. In later editions of the same newspaper, Sverdrup elaborated his argumentation. According to him, the situation in Norway could be compared to that of Hungary.51 In Hungary, the need to educate the students to become good citizens had been taken seriously: each school was obliged to provide education in civic rights and duties. This included constitutional law, public law, and private law. Additionally, the Hungarians also offered education in rhetoric. This was engendered by the fact that Hungary was a country where many different people lived together, causing the government to recognise the need for training in communication. Consequently, Hungary could be called a “mature” country, in contrast to what Norway at that time was still aspiring be. Correspondingly, Sverdrup’s aimed for a school subject that generates maturity and independence, where each individual should be trained to see the value of democratic participation and political activity. Sverdrup’s argumentation is in line with that of Olaus Arvesen, who underlined that the school’s aim was to qualify the students to participate as democratic citizens in political and social life.52
 
              Sivertsen is right in indicating that Sverdrup’s editorials on “Politics in school” were controversial at that time, and that the subject was never directly included in the school’s curricula. The articles caused extensive discussion in the press, and Sverdrup was criticised both by the political right and by teacher.53 However, Sverdrup’s ideas on the democratisation of the school had a major impact on practical school policy. One of the first things Sverdrup did after he took office as a prime minister in 1884 was to send a letter to his nephew Jakob Sverdrup (1845 – 1899), then minister of church affairs, about his ambitions for the school. The letter was later published in Dagbladet, causing much commotion because it was seen as the first time a Norwegian prime minister had used his lawful rights as a prime minister.54 In this letter, Sverdrup advocated a democratisation of schooling and education, and stated that it was his duty to work for the people’s enlightenment, just as he had also worked for the people’s self-government.55 Sverdrup’s ambitions pointed forwards towards the 1889 School Act. This act entailed, among other things, a significant democratisation of school and education, not least because the previous ecclesiastical school board was replaced by an elected school board.56 The change both reduced the clergy’s power over schools and strengthened the secular dominance respectively.
 
              Sivertsen’s visions of a school which aimed at shaping the students for democratic participation seems thus to be shaped by his Grundtvigian legacy to a greater extent than he might have been aware of. In his opinion, the Labour movement’s folk high schools were in accordance with the ideal of his own time: they put political participation at the centre and strove towards internationalisation and community, rather than the individual development characterised by the previous century. On the one hand, this can be seen as a response to the post-war fear of nationalism. WWII was fresh in their minds, and intellectuals and policy makers wanted to avoid everything that reminded them of the nationalist ideologies of the Nazi regime.57 On the other hand, this can be seen as an obvious transformation of nineteenth-century school ideas and a continuation of a legacy that has become a part of the school’s practice and policy. Sivertsen highlights Sverdrup’s “Politik i skolen” [politics in school] and makes it a role model for schools and teaching in his own time, without considering the influence Sverdrup actually had on education and school policy towards the end of the nineteenth century. He also seems to place too much weight on Christoffer Bruun’s Folkelige Grundtanker as the ideological basis of the folk high school movement and pays no attention to the differences that actually existed between ninetenth-century folk high school pioneers, not least when it came to the school’s main purpose. Helge Sivertsen’s goal for the school is in accordance with that of Olaus Arvesen, as had been formulated in Høiskolebladet in 1864.
 
              In the postscript to Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole, Sivertsen advocates that the school should put more weight on education in social sciences. This was in accordance with its superior goal: “It is a main task for the school to give students social knowledge and civic spirit; one could call it democratic education”.58 Admittedly, Sivertsen says, education in social sciences had gained an increasingly strong importance in Norwegian schools from 1814 to the present day. From the 1930s, social studies had been integrated in the school’s history teaching, and in the Labour movement’s folk high schools it had even become a major subject. Moreover, the subject included a much wider scope than it previously had done. In the nineteenth century, it had largely been defined as knowledge on the constitution, but as the modern state had developed, it had also included political science and economy. Yet this was still not sufficient. Scientific research was needed to find the pedagogical forms that gave the best results, and a radical will was needed to implement this in practice. The need was actualised by WWII: “It dawned on many that democracy was in danger when Nazism came to power in Germany.”59 Radical measures had now to be taken when it came to the school’s curriculum, and social studies had to become a separate school subject, at the expense of other subjects. Sivertsen suggests, perhaps not surprisingly, to reduce the teaching hours in German.
 
              The subject should also, in accordance with prevailing tendencies, offer schooling in international perspectives: “Promoting international cooperation and solidarity is an important aspect of good democratic education.”60 Nevertheless, interestingly, Sivertsen also pursues the understanding of the value of national education promoted by the folk high school pioneers:
 
               
                Social studies, as it has been defined here, also includes the ideas that have been mentioned in this presentation as the basis for national education in schools. Knowledge of the Norwegian language, history, literature, and geography is a significant part of Norwegian social studies. (…) At the same time as the society has increasingly been influenced by its relation to other countries, the national aspect has also steadily increased, until the last school act, when it perhaps became slightly reduced. Today, it could seem appropriate to scale down the national aspect, because the world is becoming more international than before. Yet the question is still not that simple. A large part of the Norwegian subject is necessary education in Norwegian language. Norwegian schools must put a lot of effort into giving the students good language tools, and perhaps more than other countries, because our language situation is difficult. When it comes to knowledge of the fatherland, what Christoffer Bruun mentioned is correct, that it is necessary to acquire a certain amount of one’s own cultural heritage before adapting what other nations have made.61
 
              
 
              Thus, a close reading of Helge Sivertsen’s 1946 text throws a new light upon the debates on Christianity and the school’s curriculum in the years immediately after 1945, given the influence he had on post-war school policy. As we have seen in the previous parts of this book, the Labour Party was accused of instigating the weakening of the school’s anchoring in Christian values in general and the position of “Knowledge of Christianity” in particular in the years following WWII. This caused, among other things, the establishment of IKO as well as a polarised public debate. Helge Sivertsen’s use of Grundtvig nuances this picture, as well as the picture that research has subsequently drawn. The Labour Party included a broad spectrum of voices in the post-war period, not only those who were sceptical of the school’s Christian values. One of those who was most significant with respect to the Labour Party’s school policy demonstrates a clear Grundtvigian anchoring, as well as a willingness to apply and actualise Grundtvigian ideas to the current political and social situation. Sivertsen performs a transformation of a Christian legacy which keeps schools’ and society’s ideological basis unaltered. His strengthening of social studies, by many Christians regarded as a weakening of school’s Christian values, can be seen as an expression of a Christian tradition different from that which many of the critics represent. He does not intend to take Christianity out of school, as Bjarne Hareide will later express, but rather applies an understanding of Christianity in which the church’s creed and faith is at the centre. This is in accordance with Grundtvig’s matchless discovery. Protestant Christianity is, as Mette Buchardt has formulated, still at the nation’s inner core, despite many eager attempts to reduce the church’s influence over schools, not least by members of the Labour Party.62
 
              Helge Sivertsen pursued his visions on school and education in other writings. Already in 1947, the same year in which Sivertsen was appointed as secretary of the Ministry of Education, he published the text “Moderne samfunn, meir skole” [Modern society, more school] in the youth magazine Jorda Rundt, in which he advocated an increased emphasis on school.63 In this text, his concrete plans for the school, which will be realised in the coming years, start to take shape. Sivertsen states that the compulsory primary school is a school for all children, and that it is absolutely crucial for most Norwegians to be able to use their potential. Consequently, the school had to be further developed and extended. More school buildings had to be built, more teachers had to be employed, and the school had to be better organised pedagogically and to build on current research. Furthermore, the school hours should be extended. Teaching should be in accordance with the needs of the society, and one had to break free from old habits and fixed traditions.64 Because school should always provide the societal knowledge which was necessary to take part in the government of state and the municipality and in organised society in general, social studies [samfunnsfag] should be regarded as the most important school subject. In a later text, he defines education as a human right, in line with the guidelines laid down by the UN.65 Accordingly, he believes that there is reason to ask a critical question: Do we fill our educational system with the categorical demand for equal right to full education for all? For Sivertsen, human rights are a significant driving force for fighting for an extended and improved compulsory schooling, and according to him, an improvement of the school would contribute to social and geographical equalisation. Thus far, the cities and the countryside had not been able to offer the same schooling. The schools in the cities were generally better equipped, with better teachers and better school buildings. As many as one third of the pupils left after the compulsory seven years, and only one fourth of the pupils who continued schooling would continue with the theoretical “real school”. There were also large socio-economic differences. In the West End districts of Oslo, for example, 80 – 90 % of the cohort went on to schooling in “real school” or gymnasiums.66 Oslo was then (and to a certain extent still is) a segregated city, with significantly higher income, real estate prices, and cultural capital in the West End districts than in the East End districts.
 
              According to Nina Volckmar, Sivertsen was as much a cultural politician as he was an education politician, and he saw the school as our foremost institution for the spread of culture.67 Formally, cultural policy was the responsibility of the Ministry of Church and Education, and as a state secretary, cultural policy became a part of Sivertsen’s tasks. Sivertsen was given a formal role as the head of the Labour Party’s cultural committee, and he disseminated the committee’s work in several contexts. One occasion was the Labour Party’s national congress in 1955, where he gave a lecture that later came to be published under the title Sosialistisk kulturpolitikk [Socialist cultural policy].68 This text is primarily an account of what socialist cultural policy is all about, even if Sivertsen in this same text also argues for the necessity of expanding the school.
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                  Fig. 9: Helge Sivertsen’s article in Kontakt 9/1953.
 
               
              However, Sivertsen is significantly clearer when it comes to the school’s role as a cultural institution in the cultural policy articles published in the periodical Kontakt.69 These articles can be seen as an explanation of how the Labour Party will facilitate a strengthened and more fair school and educational system. Sivertsen’s presentation is based on the Labour Party’s working programme for cultural initiatives 1954 – 1957.70 The Labour Party will, says Sivertsen, expand the school’s physical premises, and enable everyone to finance their own education. Consequently, they had established Lånekassen [Norwegian State Educational Loan Fund] and increased the students’ grants. Lånekassen was supposed to provide interest-free loans to young people. Initiatives had also been taken to establish student associations, which could take care of the students’ interests at their place of study. As well, the Labour Party had invested significantly in adult education, for instance by strengthening the folk academies and expanding the libraries. Furthermore, they had taken an initiative to develop cultural institutions throughout the country.71 Art should also be mediated to the young generation through the school.
 
              The articles in Kontakt also demonstrate Sivertsen’s strong roots in Grundtvigianism. He connects cultural life with schools and points out that the Labour Party’s cultural committee had tried to create a framework for cultural policy in their outline for cultural politics. This framework demonstrated the connection between culture and education:
 
               
                We must create a cultural life that develops thinking, socially conscious people, and we must establish democratic freedoms and rights as inviolable. It is a program that the Storting and our government must transfer from guidelines to practical policy. This program is not new. A major part of the educational system possesses teaching plans that aim to develop people who can think and evaluate for themselves, and who know the rights and responsibilities that follow with living in a democratic society. In most cases, in school, it is only a matter of finding the best methods for carrying it out and ensuring that the teaching materials are in accordance with the purpose.72
 
              
 
              In order to achieve the goal of democratic freedom, safeguard intellectual freedom, and promote tolerance, it was necessary for schooling and education to improve. Through its cultural work programme, the Labour Party had shown that it was committed to a complete expansion of the educational system, from childhood education up to university. With respect to science, the Labour Party had, among other things, ensured the establishment of the university in Bergen.73 They had also secured that the number of university employees would increase in the years after WWII.74 This proactive effort for scientific work was in accordance with the Labour movement’s ideological basis: they believed that humankind had opportunities to acquire intellectual control over natural forces and social development through their own thought. Science and universities had therefore been given a considerable space in the new working program. Correspondingly, the Labour Party had also increased funding for research.75
 
              It was also an important cultural task to ensure that basic schooling was extended. Nine years of compulsory schooling should be introduced, rather than the practically oriented “continuation school” [framhaldsskole] and the more theoretical “real school” [realskole]. This would ensure that all young people received an equally good general education. There was no reason why young people who chose agriculture, forestry, or fishing should receive less general education than those who, for example, chose commerce, said Sivertsen. The new nine-year school should incorporate both the practical orientation of the “continuation school”, as well as the theoretical framework of the “real school”. It was not Sivertsen’s aim to academicise practical education and create polarity between theory and practice. Thus, the articles in Kontakt demonstrate the strong connection between the Labour Party’s cultural policy and school policy in the post-war decades, and can be seen as a concretisation of the Labour Party’s long-term program for schools, which Sivertsen had published in Arbeiderbladet a few years previously.76
 
              The broad range of subjects that Sivertsen argues for in these articles, and which is also central to the Labour Party’s 1952 school programme, finds clear support in Grundtvig’s ideas on schools. A fundamental principle in Grundtvig’s ideas on schooling and education was that the school should offer the broadest possible range of subjects in order to communicate with a manifold of human qualities.77 When Sivertsen integrates practical and theoretical knowledge in nine-year compulsory school, he advocates the interplay between general education and practical education that Grundtvig also emphasised in several of his writings.78 This view is later continued and put into practical life in the folk high schools, including those established in Norway. For Grundtvig, the school’s task was to help students to find out what they were good at, and therefore a broad and general education was necessary.79 In his opinion, this followed as a consequence of man being created in God’s image.80 Sivertsen transfers this view to his own time and reconciles it with the Labour Party’s policy: “It is in accordance with our cultural ideal that everyone utilises their abilities”.81
 
              Also in terms of practical pedagogy, Sivertsen adapts to Grundtvigian principles. He argued that the theoretical education had to be more vivid, as the “real school” was “too grey and too dry for a young person”.82 Admittingly, says Sivertsen, the folk high schools had met this principle in a good way and in this regard they were worth looking at. This resembles Grundtvig’s idea of the “living word”.
 
              Several commentators and scholars have pointed to Sivertsen’s roots in the Grundtvigian tradition, and his dependence upon the heritage of the folk high schools.83 Just like Grundtvig, they have argued, Sivertsen showcases a commitment and a willingness to take an active part in the development of society, and he equates school and culture. Heredity and environment became a compelling commitment to efforts for society. In accordance with this, the folk high school also became his ideal model for the public school. Yet Sivertsen’s Grundtvigian legacy points beyond his own writing and political practice, and towards post-war social development in general. It has greater significance than research has so far indicated. Given his great importance as a schooling and education politician, this also sheds new light on a polarised cultural landscape. As a secretary for the ministry of education, as a leader for the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education and the Labour Party’s cultural committee, and as a member of the Labour Party, Helge Sivertsen pursues his legacy and merges it with the Labour Party’s visions of developing the welfare state and the need to rebuild a war-ravaged Norway. In parallel with him gaining more political influence, these ideas also flow into concrete school policies.
 
              Consequently, Helge Sivertsen clearly demonstrates the ideological connections that existed between the Liberal Party [Venstre] and the Labour Party. When Sivertsen moved to Oslo in 1933, he was a member of the Liberal Party, but like many others he quickly changed his political affiliation and joined the Labour Party.84 In an interview with Dagbladet in 1956, he criticised the Liberal Party for having lost its old affiliation with the common people.85 It had transformed itself into a conservative party, and it viewed the Labour movement as its worst enemy. The Labour Party had now taken the place previously held by the Liberal Party. Sivertsen thus appears as a good example of how the mid-twentieth-century Labour movement also included perspectives that had traditionally been part of the Liberal Party’s policies. When the Liberal Party was established in 1884, it had strong ties to school and teacher organisations, just as the Liberal Party is also considered to have represented and defended traditional cultural and national interests.86 Many members of the Liberal Party were part of the folk high school environments, and the Liberal Party was established in the wake of the typical nineteenth-century folk grassroot movements. In the 1930s, the Liberal Party became an important partner for the Conservative Party in a common front against the Labour Party.87
 
             
            
              Helge Sivertsen and Christianity
 
              With Helge Sivertsen’s Grundtvigian heritage in mind, it is relevant to ask to what extent he mentions Christianity, and what understanding of Christianity he himself possibly represents. In her thesis, Nina Volckmar points to Helge Sivertsen’s positive view of “Knowledge of Christianity”, and to the fact that he defends Christianity’s place in school on a number of occasions.88 Volckmar had access to his private archive and refers to a number of letters written to people who have criticised the Labour Party’s stance on the school’s Christian education during his years in service. In these letters, Sivertsen made it clear that the Labour Party had never intended to interfere with the school’s Christian education. He meant that there were many people who had a wrong idea of the Labour Party’s opinion on “Knowledge of Christianity” and admitted that the Ministry of Church and Education had difficulties in reaching public opinion with the right information. Volckmar also emphasises that Sivertsen eventually came to chair the 1973 committee, established in order to assess the Labour Party’s relationship to Christianity. As we have seen, Tor Aukrust was also a member of this committee. In an interview in Arbeiderbladet in June 1963, Sivertsen argued for an open and inclusive church strongly tied to the state. In his opinion, good church work was not characterised by Christian dogma, but rather by idealism, honest conviction, and willingness to sacrifice.89
 
              However, Volckmar does not analyse Sivertsen’s understanding of Christianity and her description is generally descriptive. One of the texts where this understanding is clearly shown is Sosialistisk kulturpolitikk. Sivertsen opens the section on religion with the following:
 
               
                The Labour movement is aware that it is indebted to Christianity, and it places Christianity’s commandment of charity at the centre of its politics. Christianity is part of the heritage we have inherited in our country, and it is passed on through the school to new generations. This heritage is a part of our cultural foundation, and it should not be taken out of the school. That would be detrimental to the way of life that the Labour movement is working towards.90
 
              
 
              He continues by stating that the claim of a contradiction between the Labour movement and Christianity is absurd. Religion can provide essential values to the human mind. The Labour Party had also ensured a significant increase in the number of clerical positions.91 However, it is a particular form of Christianity that Sivertsen will promote. In accordance with contemporary liberal theology (cf. Aukrust and Hygen), Sivertsen advocates religious tolerance: “Included in the education for charity and tolerance which is our first goal, is also the recognition that there is more than one faith in this country and in the world. There is more than one symbolic language for that which is beyond human comprehension.”92 He also believes that too little has been done in order to promote the necessary religious tolerance. In this area, Sivertsen is clearly on a collision course with conservative voices in Norwegian church life. He advocates religious freedom for school administrators as well as an exemption from civil servants’ duty of confession, while conservative Christians underlined the importance of their Evangelical-Lutheran affiliation. Other countries were much more developed than Norway, said Sivertsen, and pointed to the fact that he recently had met a principal for a higher school in India, who was a confessing Christian. All teachers and all students at the school were Hindu, but they had no objections to the government appointing this man as the headmaster. This demonstrated an openness he believed that Norway had to strive for. In accordance with his Grundtvigian view, Sivertsen also spoke in favour of art and human cultural values. He argued against the puritan religious understanding of art and cultural expressions having no place in school or social life, and he believed that it is a task for the democratic state to create contact between art and culture. He had also defended this view earlier, in direct opposition to Ole Hallesby.93
 
              Helge Sivertsen’s understanding of Christianity is thus in several ways characterised by his present time as well as his Grundtvigian heritage. He communicates with the openness of liberal theology, as well as with a general demand for intellectual freedom and independence. His understanding of the church is in accordance with Grundtvig’s ecclesiology: Grundtvig believed that the church should go out into the world and be integrated into society and that cultural life, church, and culture were in living interaction with each other.94 In Grundtvig’s view, different expressions of life, such as love, beauty, truth, and goodness, can exist outside the Christian congregation, and Christians should support any expression of a shared humanity, regardless of their world-view.95 The contemporary demand for intellectual freedom had resulted in the establishment of the Norwegian Humanist Association, and contributed substantially to a polarised public sphere. Profiled members of the Labour Party were active in the efforts to establish civil confirmation and eventually came to become members of NHA. As a state secretary and an ambitious politician, Sivertsen should be able to communicate with the entire range of opinions within his own party. By promoting these views, he is in accordance with this range without compromising his own integrity.
 
             
           
          
            Eva Nordland – the Cultivated Human Being
 
            
              Biographical notes. Reform pedagogy in Norway
 
              Eva Nordland was born on 3 January 1921 in Bærum outside Oslo.96 Her parents were Hans Bauge and Ester Egede Nissen (1894 – 1992), and Eva came as the fourth of six children. Like her father, her maternal grandfather Christian Egede Nissen (1866 – 1950) was also a priest. Soon after her birth, the family moved to Levanger in Trøndelag, where her father worked as a teacher of religion at the teacher training seminar. After five years, Hans Bauge was employed as a vicar in Bud in Romsdal, a small settlement at the mouth of the fjord in western Norway. In her autobiography, Eva Nordland tells of how the hard life and the poverty of the rural community made an impression on her, and in the family home she learned that this poverty was something that could be avoided if one shared fairly with others. In 1932, Nordland’s father was appointed as a minister in Sandviken in Bergen, and already two years later the young Eva Bauge met Odd Nordland, whom she eventually came to marry in 1944. Eva and Odd Nordland had four children, Kari, Lars Erik, Sigrid, and Ester. Eva Nordland completed Sydneshaugen gymnasium (Bergen) in 1940, and together with her prospective husband, she helped ensure that young people in Bergen could get a study offer and be able to take exams during the war years. This happened through the establishment of Språkinstituttet [The Language Institute], where the young couple, together with others, taught foreign languages until the war ended.97
 
              After WWII, Eva and Odd Nordland went to Oslo to study. After courses in English and German at University of Oslo, Eva Nordland continued her studies in pedagogy under the influential reform pedagogue Helga Eng. The university’s pedagogical institute was established in 1939, and Nordland was among the first students to graduate from the institute.98 She had become acquainted with the pedagogue Erling Kristvik’s (1882 – 1969) ideas through her husband’s studies at Stord teacher training academy during the war years, and became interested in pedagogy as an academic discipline. Nordland graduated as Magister Artium in 1947 and received her philosophical doctorate (Dr. Philos.) from University of Oslo in 1955.99 In addition to having an academic career at University of Oslo, she also worked as a professor of psychology at Århus University in 1970 – 1971. Her husband studied cultural history, and eventually became a professor in this field at University of Oslo.
 
              Eva Nordland’s authorship extends from 1947 well into the 2000s, and includes academic dissertations, textbooks, articles, and speeches. Thematically, it includes the entire wide range of Nordland’s interests. As a scholar and university professor, she is first and foremost known for having implemented social psychology and sociology into pedagogics. Harald Jarning points out that already from the beginning of the 1950s, she was writing about fundamental pedagogical issues related to key concepts such as the school’s place in society, professional elite cultivation, social education, and education of the personality.100 In accordance with Wolfgang Klafki’s theories, she prioritised formal over material Bildung, and she emphasised the importance of competence rather than expert knowledge.101 From the very beginning of her career, she proved to be well-versed in relevant specialist literature, but she also oriented herself towards a wider cultural landscape. In her autobiography, Eva Nordland refers to Ellen Key, in addition to Helga Eng, as an important source of inspiration, but Leo Tolstoy and Mahatma Gandhi also get their own chapters in the autobiography.102
 
              Nordland’s presentations of Key and Eng are primarily biographical. However, she also addresses how Ellen Key focused on the child and became a role model for a pedagogy that puts the child at the centre. Ellen Key was particularly known for The Century of the Child, published on New Year’s Eve 1900. According to Nordland, Ellen Key had, among other things, emphasised how the school should be a place for interaction with others, and how the child should be perceived as inquisitive, active, and curious. Based on Charles Darwin’s theory in the Origin of the Species, Key had also been interested in the idea of eternal development. This should start with the quality of life experienced by the child, which in turn had to be based on the inherent naturalness of childhood. Key had asked a number of important questions: What would happen when humans were allowed to develop in accordance with their own abilities? What could happen when children could be raised at their own tempo, without dancing to another’s tune? The child had to be given freedom to live their own life. According to Nordland, Ellen Key had transformed Friedrich Fröbel’s (1782 – 1852) well-known statement Let us live for the Children into the somewhat more meaningful Let us ensure that the Children get to live. In Norway, these ideas had been taken forward by Helga Eng, who, among other things, had contributed to ensuring that the aesthetic aspects of education had been secured. Eva Norland’s interests in the child and the living conditions of childhood, as is evident in her authorship, can be seen in light of the role Ellen Key and Helga Eng played as role models for her writing.
 
              Ellen Key and Helga Eng both belong to the era of reform pedagogy, which gained great influence in the Western world in the twentieth century. Its roots can be traced back to Rousseau, but it acquired more concrete delineation at the turn of the century. The early twentieth-century reform movements had different characteristics. While Georg Kerschensteiner (1854 – 1932) emphasised manual work through his Arbeitsschule, launched in a book published in 1912, others preferred intellectual work and individual character.103 Reform pedagogy also became important for Norwegian twentieth-century educational thinking, but it was only through Helga Eng’s efforts in University of Oslo’s pedagogical environment that it was given institutional significance.104 As Harald Jarning has pointed out, pedagogy is a relatively young subject in Norway.105 It was not until 1899, almost 90 years after the Royal Frederik University (University of Oslo) was established, that the first pedagogical doctorate was approved in Norway. Two pedagogues came to shape the early Norwegian reform pedagogy in different ways: Anna Sethne (1872 – 1961) in Oslo argued for effective and inclusive education, while Erling Kristvik, connected to the teacher training seminar in Volda, focused on a revitalisation of Christianity and Norwegianness.
 
              Eng held a doctorate in psychology from 1912, when she defended a thesis on the child’s understanding of abstract concepts.106 She was particularly interested in how reform ideas could be transformed into educational practice and carried out a number of study trips to Germany, the Netherlands, and Italy, where reform pedagogics had been adopted into practical pedagogy in various ways. Eng became a professor in 1932, as only the third woman in Norway and the first woman in a historical-philosophical faculty.107 After she had founded the pedagogical institute, she prepared the study plan for their courses, together with her colleague Einar Høigård (1907 – 1943) and a committee appointed by the university. Her primary aim was to establish a research environment in educational science, and according to Erling Lars Dale, this plan could be described in four phases: 1) to establish a specific empirical research profile, 2) to make educational research an important basis for teaching, 3) to base the psychological research on an educational philosophy called universal realistic humanism, and 4) to conduct empirical school research.108 In accordance with this, the study of pedagogy should be divided into three main parts. In the first main area, the student should develop their knowledge of general psychology, particularly child psychology, youth psychology, and educational psychology. In the second study area, the students were to be presented with systematic and historical studies of pedagogy, while the third study area covered didactics.109 In Helga Eng’s view, humanism had to form the basis of her psychological and educational activities and she argued that the school should create a humanistic culture that enabled students to meet the challenges created by contemporary materialism. This culture should be universal and world-wide, thus different from the pedagogy in her own time, which was too much adapted to “one state, one class, one race”, and was different in Soviet, in Germany, and in America.110 This meant that the school had a mandatory cultural task. The school should
 
               
                (…) orient the student in the world of which they are a part. It must provide situations with the aim of leading the student to guide their behaviour in accordance with integrated and harmonious attitude. The school must encourage the development of the student’s independent, aesthetical, intellectual, or practical interests, and create an environment where everyone, by taking an active part in organisation and control, can grow in understanding of the deeper meaning of a democratic way of life.111
 
              
 
              Eng’s argumentation for the child’s freedom was based on empirical studies. Among other things, she had studied her niece Margrethe’s drawings from the time she drew for the first time until she was eight years old. Eng used this study to argue that the child had to develop at their own pace and draw from their own imagination and memory. She was also concerned with testing, and she is regarded as having paved the way for test psychology in Norway.112 Eng believed that testing could be an important pedagogical tool, arguing that tests could be used to distinguish between gifted children and children who needed extra teaching.113 Thus, Helga Eng belonged to a strongly empirical branch of the reform pedagogy tradition.
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                  Fig. 10: Helga Eng, ca. 1925 – 1935. Photo: Unknown / Oslo Museum, CC0 1.0.
 
               
              In the post-war period, the reform pedagogical line at University of Oslo was pursued by Johs. Sandven (1909 – 2000), who had spent six months at the Teacher’s College at Colombia University in 1947 in order to qualify for a full professorship in Oslo. John Dewey, by many regarded to be the most significant thinker within reform pedagogy, came to Colombia University in 1905 and taught there for 30 years, until he retired in 1930 and eventually became an emeritus. Dewey was still associated with Colombia when Sandven stayed there. Like Dewey, Sandven believed that the most important task for the science of pedagogy was to develop teaching and education that promoted the pupil’s maturity and adaptability in a modern and complicated society.114 Dewey had also been an important inspiration for Helga Eng, and Sandven thus continued a tradition already established at the university’s pedagogical institute. Sandven saw himself as Helga Eng’s successor, not only as the head of the department, but also because they both carried out research of an empirical-pedagogical nature.115 Under Sandven’s leadership, the institute gained access to important research funds from the Norwegian Research Council, and the 1950s and 1960s is characterised as the “golden age of Johs. Sandven” for the university’s pedagogical institute.116 This implied an increased opportunity to strengthen the academic identity set out by Sandven and his peers.117 Kim Helsvig has pointed out that Sandven’s educational program was characterised by an Americanisation which was also in a general sense a typical feature for the social sciences in Norway at that time. Fredrik Thue, on his part, has emphasised that this American turn was particularly influenced by the activities in the Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues.118 Literature from American research environments and the Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues came to be central to the curriculum at the university’s pedagogical institute in the 1950s.
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                  Fig. 11: Johs. Sandven, ca. 1950. Photo: Schrøder / Sverresborg Trøndelag Folkemuseum
 
               
              However, the pedagogical research environment at University of Oslo was by no means uniform and unified. IKO (Institute for Christian Upbringing) was also represented at the pedagogical institute not least through Reidar Myhre, who in 1953 had obtained a magister’s degree in pedagogics with a thesis on Ludvig Holberg’s pedagogical ideas.119 The same year, Myhre was employed as an assistant teacher at the institute, in order to give weekly lectures on the history of educational ideas. In the first year of Prismet, IKO’s pedagogical journal, two views were drawn that outlined the differences between IKO’s pedagogical view and the pedagogical view represented by Sandven.120 IKO’s views were presented by the young theologian Åge Holter, to whom Johs. Sandven replied in a later issue. The main argument was as follows: IKO (and Åge Holter) argued that the university’s pedagogical environment prevented people from developing a true Christian identity. For Sandven, the Christian pedagogy defended by IKO represented an obstacle to the pragmatic educational philosophy that he had set himself the goal of developing.
 
              Myhre and Sandven also had different understandings of what pedagogy should be. While Sandven argued that academic pedagogy should be based on psychological perspectives and be related to scientific ideals, Myhre was concerned that pedagogy should be a spiritual science that embraced the human being.121 The contradictions between Myhre and Sandven eventually led to an fiery conflict, which resulted in Myhre being dismissed from the institute in 1958. This happened despite the fact that Myhre was a very popular lecturer, and undoubtedly added valuable perspectives to the academic community at this pedagogical institute. After being dismissed, he continued to work as a lecturer at Oslo Lærerskole [Oslo Teacher Training Academy] and, together with Torstein Harbo, he did his best to prevent Johs. Sandven from having sole power to define the field of pedagogy in Norway.122 Harbo and Myhre were also in charge of targeted campaigns to ensure that the school maintained its Christian values.123 This contributed to the eventual formation of an alliance between defenders of parental rights and Christian conservative voices in the Norwegian public sphere.
 
              Thus, in her daily working environment, as a young scholar and lecturer, Eva Nordland was surrounded by one of the conflicts that characterised the Norwegian public sphere in general. It was a conflict between a conservatively oriented Christian opinion, strongly connected to IKO and the Christian lay movement, and a more culturally open landscape which had tributaries both inside and outside the church. The conflict reflected a tension which had also surrounded Eva Nordland as a child, as the daughter of a priest with strong ties to liberal theology in environments where these aspects were not always respected or well received.
 
             
            
              Eva Nordland’s authorship 1947 – 1961
 
              Eva Nordland’s great oeuvre was initiated with two texts on children with developmental disabilities, one printed in Norsk Skuleblad and the other in Norsk Pedagogisk Tidsskrift.124 In the years up to the beginning of the 1960s, Nordland published more than 100 different texts, the vast majority of these in the periodical Norsk Skuleblad. Several texts also appeared in print in the pedagogical journal Norsk Pedagogisk Tidsskrift and the newspaper Arbeiderbladet. Many of her contributions were shorter works, such as book reviews, short debate articles, essays, and papers in journals. She also authored four books during this period, in addition to her doctoral dissertation. Two of these address psychology, with one shedding light upon the debate on the school in Swedish newspapers from 1920 – 1956, while the other is a collection of translated short educational texts written by different American scholars.125 The two books on psychology, one on youth psychology and the other a textbook written together with Eva Balke (1921 – 2002) and Aasta Vegum (1920 – 2003), are both clearly influenced by Helga Eng’s ideas, and much of the reference literature are American titles written by authors more or less connected to the Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues. In the textbook, testing and test regimes receive much attention.126 The influence of Helga Eng and Johs Sandven is also obvious in many of the shorter texts she published.127
 
              However, in this context, the most interesting texts in Eva Nordland’s early authorship are those where she takes a clear stand on value-related issues, and those where she discusses the Labour Party’s plans for a new curriculum. One of these is “Oppdragelse til menneske. To ulike pedagogiske syn i vår tid. 1. Et sosial-radikalt syn, 2. Et kristent syn” [Education to become human. Two different pedagogical views in our time. 1. A social-radical view, 2. A Christian view], published in two issues of the periodical Kirke og Kultur in 1957.128 In this two-part article, Nordland outlines two basic educational views: a secular (social-radical) one and a Christian one, which she believes are in a tense relationship with each other. Her overall aim is to show that the secular and Christian views of life can be united in a superior purpose: to make people citizens who have a responsibility for everyone else. The text is a very interesting example of how Nordland combined the time-typical Americanisation within the Norwegian social science with a culturally open and liberal theology. All the sources she refers to are American, as are those which she uses to emphasise the importance of the value of Christianity. It is in itself interesting that she chooses to publish these articles in this particular journal. Since it was established by Christoffer Bruun and the liberal theologian Thorvald Klaveness (1844 – 1915) in 1894, Kirke og Kultur had been (and still is) a leading national outlet for publications thematising the church’s place in society. The journal also addressed cultural and value-related questions. When Nordland was publishing in Kirke og Kultur, she was also participating in a theological debate, and she communicated her pedagogical and theological view to a readership with broad theological interests.
 
              Nordland starts the first part of this article by describing the great weakness of the time, as the American reconstructionists, represented by George Counts (1889 – 1074) and Theodore Brameld (1904 – 1987), had outlined it. According to Counts and Brameld, says Nordland, the present time was characterised by a typical individualism, which stressed that man must realise himself and be in constant development. This caused isolation and made each individual think primarily about themselves and not care for other people. This could, in turn, lead to conflicts between different groups with monopolies and particular interests. In the text, Nordland makes the American’s words her own and uses dramatic images and powerful images to illustrate her points. The world is tyrannised by these special interests, she says, and in the end, these perspectives may destroy humanity.
 
              In contrast to this independence and selfishness, Nordland demonstrates that Counts and Brameld assert a collectivist view of life, in which man is brought up to the good through interaction with others. The good man must be created by the good society; it is not what they are, but what they are for each other, that separates men from the animals.129 This collectivist approach must be built on a common plan and a common control. Not least, it must allow space for each individual to be able to find their own religious conviction. The ideal society should be built up by cultural human beings. These cultural human beings were formed in living interaction with their peers only, and by expressing themselves through artistic and cultural expressions. This means that one could be knowledgeable and well educated without being a person of culture. And, conversely, one could be a person of culture without having higher education. Counts’ and Brameld’s theses could be substantiated by social psychological research, said Nordland. Psychologists like Kurt Lewin (1890 – 1947), Ronald O. Lippitt (1914 – 1986), and Robert W. White (1904 – 2001) had conducted experiments in boys’ clubs, in which they had studied how the environment in these clubs changed according to how the clubs were managed. The experiments showed that clubs characterised by a democratic leadership created significantly more harmonious participants than clubs with a strict leadership or a laissez-faire leadership. Similar results had been shown in the case of changes in a company, and in experiments that studied different methods of changing people’s habits. The more democratic the change was carried out, the less resistance or production failure was experienced in the transition to what was new.
 
              It was now time to transfer these principles to school and education. However, several scholars had pointed out how the school fell short in this area, among them the American Ernest Melby (1891 – 1987). Melby had called attention to the fact that both teachers and students had to be involved in schools’ administration, as well as in all the pedagogical activities carried out. The future of all cooperation between people depended on whether one succeeded in creating a better atmosphere at home and in the schools, and in larger communities of society. According to Melby, the school’s goal was to “create security and respect for everyone”, and to “provide training for the individual to help lead and decide in matters that have to do with the community, so that we get the most active and positive support for the various social initiatives”.130 The school could thus potentially play an important role in training for a democratic community. Hence, Eva Nordland will emphasise the importance of a society where everyone is an equal participant, and where everyone is allowed to grow freely.
 
              In the second part of the texts, Nordland starts by pointing out that Christians have often raised criticism against the philosophy behind recent pedagogical trends, and against its results.131 On the contrary, her aim is to demonstrate that the essence of the new pedagogy fits well with Christianity. In this part of the article, Nordland mainly builds her argumentation upon the works of two scholars who must have been relatively unknown to a Norwegian audience, the pedagogue Tunis Romein (1912 – 2004), and the philosopher Theodore Meyer Greene (1897 – 1969).132 She also refers to the Swiss theologian Emil Brunner (1888 – 1966), who studied under Adolf von Harnack (1851 – 1930) and who must have been more familiar to her readers, as well as to the philosopher Martin Buber (1878 – 1965). Nordland’s point of departure is clearly connected to creation theology and Christian existentialism. She introduces the text with the following statement: “Every single person is not only an accidental product of heredity and environment, but the eternal creation of God or the timeless value that cannot be measured and compared with others, because man is an end in itself.”133 Thus, she continues, it was also necessary to subordinate all qualities that man possessed, for example knowledge, intelligence, balance, security, etc., to a higher power and a higher purpose. This transcendental power should also be the point of departure for human freedom.
 
              In accordance with Protestant theology, Nordland maintains that humanity is sinful. Man therefore needs a personal God who functions as an authority in one’s life. She argues by quoting Tunis Romein:
 
               
                We must find our way back to an authority that does not bind us to a certain opinion or the discretion of certain people. Therefore, the notion of God as the highest authority is our only option. God is the permanent lasting relationship and the unchanging authority that we have only partially experienced, and that we only imperfectly, partially incorrectly, have seen. But if we experience God as a reality and as a personal power, we can feel obligated to him and we can be on a lifelong search for God, each based on his own assumption with his special abilities and possibilities.134
 
              
 
              For Eva Nordland, the theoretical value of Greene and Romein is related to the fact that they differ from the theology on which many institutional churches are built. This differs, for example, from the Catholic church, where God is portrayed as a transcendent authority who reveals himself as an ontological other. Nordland places particular weight on how Romein had emphasised the need for a personal God who is also the highest being. This experience is independent of time, but is nourished by people having improved their conditions of life: “The external circumstances and the improved conditions must clearly be understood as means to achieve this goal.”135 However, the depersonalisation of God was one of the great dangers of our time. The depersonalised God, i. e. a God who appeared only as a symbol and a principle, had no power to become the supreme authority, and it caused a depersonalisation between people. This depersonalisation, which also could be seen in some Christian denominations, had recently been criticised by more liberal Christians. They had pointed to how people in the name of religion had gained power over others and prevented fellow human beings from a personal development and spiritual growth. The result of this depersonalised society, said Nordland, again with reference to Romein, was that relationships between people were measured in terms of time and material goods. What people did for each other was work that should be paid for with money. People had less personal contact and there was little opportunity for conversations and community.
 
              To prevent this depersonalisation from gaining ground, man needed a personal experience of God. Home, school, and church could here take on a shared task. The child must be raised to believe in a personal and loving authority above all else. Such faith can give confidence and personal strength, security, direction, and independence. The family home did not have to be rich in material goods, but the child could encounter God’s love through parents’ care, and thereby be better equipped to face their environment later in life. In this way, the family home could also become a model for the relationship between people. The church’s overall aim was to lead people to the same personal relationship with God. Although man could never gain full clarity as to what God’s being was, they could be taught the concept of God that their educators had arrived at, and at the same time be brought up to be in search of a better understanding of what God actually is. “A person with a firm conviction of a supreme personal power will be able to be safe and stable, and a person who is at the same time receptive to new knowledge will be an independent person and a person with the ability to show respect for those with a different view of life.”136
 
              In a final comment to the article, Nordland points out that both Christians and rationalists were taught that Christian and social-radical views of education were not compatible with each other. This weakened the possibility for raising strong and stable human beings. Yet the believer and the non-believer could be united in a belief in timeless values. The Christian was brought up to believe in a personal God, yet at the same time to an inadequate understanding of what God is. The Christian could grasp God’s attributes, such as goodness, love, beauty, and truth, but constantly had to make sense of what these concepts were. The imperfect, tied to an understanding of oneself, would always fall short due to the status of being a sinful creature: “Man constantly falls short, most often because selfish motives interfere and prevent one from seeing what gives the highest sum of goodness, beauty, and truth for the community and for the individual person.”137 The values tied the Christian and the non-Christian together. The non-Christian humanist could, said Nordland, teach his child that the idea of God was not in accordance with his reason, or he could teach the child that he knew no means of knowing whether God existed. But like the Christian, he could emphasise a need to believe in eternal ideas of value. Neither the Christian nor the non-Christian could know exactly what these ideas were, but one could know what they were not. All people, regardless of who they were or what they believed, could identify what was unloving, deceitful, and dishonest, what is ugly and evil, and what is empty and vacuous. Therefore, both Christians and non-Christians needed help to achieve the goal of realising these ideas. Nordland was able to conclude with the following:
 
               
                What I would like to emphasise with these reasonings is that in our daily practice, in dealing with each other, there are no significant differences in the ethical situation of the open Christian and the value-conscious rationalist. We strengthen each other as human beings if we, in the new generation, strengthen the awareness of the values we have in common, without thereby destroying anything for our particular convictions. As far as the Christian is concerned, the cooperation can take place without it destroying the growth of Christianity, if the rationalist does not demand that Christianity should be taken out of school and society. The awareness of the common values – the common faith – is the basis which unites the new generation (…).138
 
              
 
              In this article, Eva Nordland seems to end up in a position where she rejects the question of whether there is a specific Christian material ethics, roughly identical to that defended by the Danish philosopher and theologian Knud E. Løgstrup at about the same time.139 However, also similar to Løgstrup’s ideas, Nordland’s understanding of a Christian material ethics seems to be based on fundamental Christian ethics, which takes the idea of man as created in the image of God as its point of departure. Løgstrup’s project marks a break with all forms of subjectivism, and he uses the phenomenon of “the other” as the ground for his ethics. He advocates an ontological understanding of the moral imperative: it is silent, radical, one-sided, unarticulated, and anonymous, and it involves a basic trust.140 Thus, there can be no Christian morality or secular morality, only human morality. Løgstrup’s Den etiske fordring [The Ethical Demand], was published the year before Nordland published her article, and at that time was more or less unknown to a Norwegian audience.141 It is therefore not likely that she could have been aware of Løgstrup’s ideas upon publishing her articles in Kirke and Kultur. However, Løgstrup represents a broader phenomenological moral philosophical tradition which also includes Martin Buber and Emmanuel Levinas (1906 – 1995), among others. These philosophers are, among other things, characterised by their awareness of human interdependency. With the article published in Kirke and Kultur, Eva Nordland can also be included in this tradition. For Nordland, the idea of Creation functions as a corrective to an individualistic and subjectivist understanding of an ontological normativity, yet with this understanding of creation as the background, she can also include non-Christians in value-related questions on the same level as Christians.142 The fundamental moral and ethical outlook for both Christianity and humanism should be seen as being the same. This communicates well with the broad general public that Nordland, and others, had to deal with in the 1950s.
 
              It is hard to know how Eva Nordland has become familiar with the works of Tunis Romein and Theodore Meyer Greene. Greene has a more extensive authorship than Romein, but both of them seem to have been rather unknown in Norway at that time, even if Reidar Myhre later came to mention Theodore Meyer Greene as one of the “leading representatives of the American philosophical idealism”.143 However, Eva Nordland wrote a review of Tunis Romein’s main work, Education and Responsibility (1955), in the first edition of the periodical Skole og Samfunn [School and Society] in 1956.144 In this review, Nordland places emphasis on showing the responsibility we have for bringing up a democratic society, and on the recognition that everyone has a responsibility for each other. The review is relatively short, and Nordland does not mention the theological background underlying Romein’s text.
 
              In a theological sense, Romein’s and Greene’s ideas can be seen against the backdrop of contemporary theology, not least the ideas of German-born Paul Tillich (1886 – 1965), who at that time had finally achieved his breakthrough in the USA.145 One of Tillich’s most important achievements was to reform liberal theology in order for Christianity to meet the challenges of the twentieth century. Yet more important than the theological anchoring in their native America is that Romein and Greene fit well into contemporary liberal theology in Norway as well as with Eva Nordland’s background. Both Johan Hygen and Tor Aukrust downplay the Christian self-understanding and emphasise the importance of universal depravity. Hygen and Aukrust are representatives of a negative understanding of the present: it is characterised by a collectivism that depreciates man’s intrinsic value and replaces it with a cold and selfish individualism. In an ontological sense, man is thereby in need of a personal and forgiving God. Through her articles in Kirke og Kultur, Eva Nordland comports with a tradition with strong roots in contemporary theology, both in Norway as well as internationally. This tradition surrounds her as a young adult, and it has been a part of her intellectual context since she was a child.
 
              Eva Nordland presented related views in a much later edition of Kirke og Kultur. In the article “Trenger kristendomsundervisningen en fornyelse” [Does Christian education need a renewal], published in 1966, Nordland advocated that Christian education had to become far more inclusive, and that Christian education, as it appeared in the schools at that present time, could not be regarded as being suitable for meeting the challenges of her time.146 In her opinion, Christian education was unable to give ordinary young people a life pattern that they could perceive as their personal vision for the beginning of adulthood. This resulted in only a few having a personal relationship to Christianity. Nordland pointed to a survey conducted by the newspaper Aftenposten earlier that year.147 In this survey, 80 % of young adults said they believed in God, while only 14 % said they were devout Christians. This was related to the fact that those who defined what Christianity should be, understood it so narrowly that many felt excluded. The dogmas largely defined the content of true faith. Consequently, Nordland meant that the church could be understood as a culture of fear: it gave requirements for what people should believe and deviations from these requirements were not accepted. An example of how narrowly Christianity was understood, was seen in the fact that the hymn Leid milde ljos [Lead kindly light] was not included in the school’s hymn selection, as it was considered to be too dogmatically weak.148 Christianity and Christian education extolled itself, said Nordland. Believers should be more humble, and Christian education should strive towards engagement in moral and ethical problems, rather than the dogmas. One should endeavour to work towards an inclusive understanding of Christianity where, on the one hand, no demand was made for dogmatic achievements, and, on the other hand, there was no need to distance oneself from one’s own reason. This inclusiveness was also the essence of the Christian gospel:
 
               
                What is important is that the teachings of Jesus so insistently emphasise the self-sacrificing love and the humble attitude in relation to what is perfect. The initial Christianity, as it meets us in the Gospels, embraces the weak people, those who made mistakes, those who were selfish and self-loving, those who were publicans and sinners against the perfect. Jesus, on the other hand, sharply distanced himself from the attitude that characterised the Pharisees: self-righteousness, the feeling of being better than others, the feeling of having the truth. (…) The initial Christianity assumed that there was neither Jew nor Greek, neither male nor female, neither slave nor free. Everyone was equal, with the same opportunities to realise their own values.149
 
              
 
              Based on this, the school’s Christian education had to be reformed, Eva Nordland believed. Instead of marking boundaries and being concerned with everything that made Christianity special, the school’s Christian education had to aim for everyone to experience charity, a shared responsibility, and cohesion. This teaching could be conveyed through the teaching and it could engage when it was mediated through the Gospels, as well as other religious and ethical images, stories, and parables.
 
              Thus, this article in the 1966 edition of Kirke og Kultur substantiates Eva Nordlands previous theological points of view, and she uses these points of view to argue for the necessity of a new orientation in “Knowledge of Christianity”.150 She allows herself to be personal: “My expectation of Christian teaching is in many ways subjective. I have personally experienced our educational dilemma and believe that the solution lies in us working towards an inclusive understanding of Christianity.”151 On the background of her ideological orientation, she was also able to underpin the school policies that the Labour Party defended in the post-war period, both when it came to the school’s anchoring in Christian values in general, and the content and place of “Knowledge of Christianity” in particular. These policies can also be defended in a theological sense: Nordland demonstrates strong ties to contemporary liberal and culture-oriented theology and its emphasis on the ethical and universal.
 
              Eva Nordland came to take these ideas into a general defence of the Labour Party’s school policy, as this had been developed earlier in the 1950s. In an article published in two editions in Skole og Samfunn in 1956, Nordland presents three different views on education and upbringing: the pragmatic, the humanistic, and the Christian.152 The pragmatic upbringing, represented by John Dewey among others, aimed to realise the value of the individual human being. The humanist view was based on common values and a common goal, without necessarily linking it to a deity or a transcendental force, while representatives of a Christian view believed that the most important thing was to teach the child how to live in a community with God. The topic in this article is thus related to what she will present in Kirke or Kultur one year later. Nordland was concerned that these different views were unable to gather around a common goal for the child’s upbringing. In light of this, she argued, the school’s statutory objective was outdated, because it had a wording that failed to include all those who were supposed to interpret its content. The statutory objective had a pronounced emphasis on Christianity. It stated that the “folk school should help to give the children a Christian and a moral upbringing and work to make them useful people both spiritually and physically”.153 Nordland believed that the definitions of the words in the statutory objective were to a large extent up for interpretation: “What those who represent different philosophies of life should put into words as Christian, moral – or honest – and useful, or skilled, is up to each individual.”154 The situation was aggravated by the fact that the different life philosophies were regarded as representing irreconcilable opposites. Thus, the young generation grew up with the understanding that it was not possible to reach an agreement on fundamental issues. The question of values was always relative, and it was dependent upon time, person, and place.
 
              This caused the young scholar and theologian Ivar Asheim (1927 – 2020) to react. Asheim was a part of the environment around Bjarne Hareide, and he held a scholarship from the Free Faculty of Theology between 1945 and 1960.155 In the third edition of Skole og samfunn the following year, he initiated a debate with Eva Nordland which came to extend over several editions.156 Asheim accused Nordland of going in circles, from the ambiguous and to the ambiguous. A key issue was the fact that Nordland believed that there existed some overarching values that people could agree upon. The universal aspect was relative, Asheim believed, because the definition necessarily had to include “materialists, Marxists, and Nazis”.157 Thus, the statutory objective could, by virtue of its nature, not be unambiguous, a fact that Eva Nordland also admitted by pointing to the impossibility of rejecting the objection that “each individual has its own accidental content in the concept of values”. Another objection against Nordland, said Asheim, was that most philosophies of life would agree upon the fact that our faith was incomplete, and that we all needed to be growing towards greater clarity. But would the development necessarily lead us in the direction of a common faith, he rhetorically asked. Was it not just as close to think that greater clarity could also mean greater differentiation? In Asheim’s view, the different philosophies of life also represented different values, which were not necessarily compatible. One should therefore not underestimate the difficulties in arriving at a joint, clearly formulated statutory objective.
 
              Eva Nordland’s reply to Asheim was published in the same edition of the periodical, in which Nordland demonstrates how the different words in the statutory objective actually had different meanings.158 This applied not least to the word Christianity. She connects to the differences between herself and Ivar Asheim: “I could well imagine that if Ivar Asheim and I raised a group of children to become Christian people, we would consciously use two types of education because we put different content in the terms.”159 These different understandings of Christianity also had consequences for practical life: some parents deeply mistrusted the schools because they encountered frightening, threatening, or strictly dogmatic forms of Christian education. A Christian education could also have opponents because the term failed to be interpreted or elaborated: some could attribute a sectarian content to it, while others could think that Christian education was primarily related to Christian culture. Nordland believed that one should arrive at an understanding of man that was common to all. It was possible, she believed, to find a core point that Christians, humanists, and pragmatists could all agree upon – the belief that each person was a final goal in itself, and that this final goal should not be used as a means to promote the aims of groups and individuals. She concludes with explaining her own view on Christianity:
 
               
                Ivar Asheim asks if I react to the statutory objective because it is too clear. By this he means, I think, to ask if I react to it as obsolete because I am against Christianity. I do not realise that what I personally put in the word Christianity has anything to do with this. But since Asheim believes that it is essential for an open and real debate to get an answer, I will try to give it to him: I am very happy to have been brought up in a liberal Christian home, and I have taken with me the knowledge of childhood as something I neither can nor will get rid of.160
 
              
 
              Nordland and Asheim continued the debate in a later edition of Skole og Samfunn the same year.161 In these texts, both sides repeated and sharpened the points of view that they had made in the previous contributions. The disagreements that existed between Nordland and Asheim when it came to their understanding of the school’s statutory objective would also come to the fore in a debate in Norsk Skoleblad in 1961.162 This debate would also come to include other contributors.163 Yet, more important than the actual content of these texts are the actual differences that exist between Asheim and Nordland, which were linked to their basis of values and their perspectives on human life. While Nordland unfolded the same theological ideas that she also came to defend in the articles in Kirke og Kultur, Asheim shows himself to be a representative of an ethic where faith, human utterances, and philosophies of life are inextricably intertwined. Unlike representatives of Scandinavian creation theology, Asheim would give a positive answer to the question of whether there is a specific Christian ethics. The discord in Nordland’s and Asheim’s articles underlines the polarisation in the contemporary theological landscape, in which a liberal and culturally open faction stands out as antagonistic to a normative and biblically grounded theology. Asheim will later develop these approaches and present them in more comprehensive and systematic representations of Christian ethics.164
 
              Eva Nordland also took her views into other texts, and into discussion with other opponents. Another example is an article she published in the newspaper Arbeiderbladet in January 1959.165 This text was published as a response to an article by the resident chaplain Odd Godal printed in the same newspaper some weeks earlier.166 Godal had earlier distinguished himself as an open-minded and dialogue-oriented theologian, something that came to the fore for instance in the book Human-etisk eller kristent livssyn [Human-ethical or Christian philosophy of life] co-published with Georg Langfeldt earlier in 1956.167 In his text in Arbeiderbladet, Godal had argued that the new statutory objective had an incorrect focus. Rather than emphasising what the child was, it emphasised what the child should become. The formulations were imprecise, he stated. What was a useful person? Was it a good citizen? Or was it the streamlined person who could adapt to everything? To a large extent, the formulations in the new statutory objective echoed the contemporary urge to control man and adapt him to the social process that we ourselves wanted to promote, Godal believed. According to him, the older wording of the statutory objective was sufficient, as it pointed out that the school should provide moral and Christian education. This wording was also in accordance with modern pedagogy: the child was growing, and teaching and environment should be adapted to the laws of growth.
 
              In her response, Nordland emphasised that the new statutory objective could give the child opportunities that the previous statutory objective had not been able to include. What was decisive now was to see the child as part of a larger society; to raise them to shape a democracy, just as much as they themselves were part of a democracy. This also provided the basis for the changes that could be found in the most recent statutory objective:
 
               
                In contrast to Godal, I believe that the two most recent statutory objectives, the one from 1936 and the proposed one from 1958, represent important progress compared to the earlier ones. In the last century, the purpose of the school, its structure and work were highly individualistic, in favour of the children who were privileged in terms of abilities and finances. In our century, greater emphasis is placed on the social side of education.168
 
              
 
              Of course, the words that Godal had pointed to as ambiguous were actually ambiguous, Nordland emphasised. But the same could be said about all other concepts, including those that could be found in previous curricula. The most important thing in our time was to raise the children to activities and deeds that served the community: to “learn to enjoy giving and helping and inhibit negative or aggressive actions and attitudes”. Closely related to this was the question of what the school should give to the children. There was no doubt about the main purpose: “The school should help to give the child a Christian and moral education.” However, it did not mean that the school, against the will of the parents, should give the child a specific moral and Christian education, but rather that it had the purpose of providing the best moral and ethical education that the society could offer. In Norway, where 96 % of the population belonged to the Evangelical-Lutheran church, it almost went without saying what should be the basis of the school’s education. The school should provide education in the teachings of this denomination, and by so doing, it supported the choice that the parents also had made. Furthermore, one could expect that the school’s religious education did not become one-sided and intolerant, and that the child heard about other religious beliefs, in order to make their own choices in matters that had to do with religion and morality. Nevertheless, Eva Nordland’s openness is strongly dependant upon her surrounding culture:
 
               
                With the opportunities the children have, no matter how small or weak they may be, the school must take into account the child as an individual and help the child in its present condition to further development: it should teach the child to acquire the culture into which he or she was born, and to work in that culture as a creative being who can receive with joy and who can give back to the group that it belongs to.169
 
              
 
              This background also provides an important frame for understanding and contextualising the religious freedom and tolerance that Nordland advocated on a much earlier stage in her authorship. In the book Ungdomspsykologi. Tilpasningsproblemer i ungdomsalderen [Youth Psychology. Adaption problems in adolescence], published in 1949, Nordland had devoted an entire chapter to religion.170 The first part of the chapter is strictly technical. She goes through central development characteristics in the child’s religious development, as this had been expressed in studies by German researchers H. Frisch and H. Hetzer and Finnish scholar Jan Gästrius.171 Fritsch and Hetzer had shown that religious narratives were most important when it came to the child’s relationship to religion, followed by prayer, and then, to a small extent, religious reflection. Gästrius, on his side, had pointed out that boys were more liable to doubt than girls were. Their surveys demonstrated that the age of 16 was crucial for the youth’s religious development. The 16-year-olds doubted the most, while older youths showed a declining interest and a clarification in either a negative or positive direction. Before the age of 16, the doubt was mainly linked to religious forms, while to a greater extent it was linked to the content of religion for older young people. Nordland concludes this chapter by arguing for the need of religious freedom, and by emphasising the school’s role in the development of this religious freedom. The need was related to adolescence’s character of being a time of exploration. The school cultivated the extremes: on the one hand, it taught natural science, and on the other hand, training in orthodox religion. Religious education also tended to be the subject of instruction and cramming, without considering the problems that preoccupied young people at different levels. Nordland believed that the teacher should be willing to give a more general religious orientation, without pressing his or her own view. She also believed that the different views on life had to be heard, for example through presentations written for young people and through lessons and discussions. This freedom is easy to assert when the school’s confessional basis is taken as a fundamental prerequisite, as Nordland demonstrates in a number of her other writings.
 
              From the preceding discussion, it is clear that the disagreements between Eva Nordland and her antagonists boil down to the fact that the opponents believe that the statutory objective, as it has been formulated since the adoption of the preceding school act, provided a sufficient background for realising the school’s objective, as this was legally mandated. Eva Nordland, on her part, links to a greater extent the idea of man as created and builds upon a phenomenological understanding of reality as the basis for the idea that school must include everyone. Her liberal theological background and upbringing comes to the fore in a number of texts, not least those which are published in Kirke og Kultur. She argues as a pedagogue, but also as a close ally of Helge Sivertsen, a strong sympathiser with the Labour Party and as a person with strong ties to a culturally conditioned understanding of Christianity. With this phenomenological background, she can also encounter the broad spectrum of different voices in her surroundings and adapt to and justify Labour Party’s political orientation.
 
              Interestingly, Eva Nordland’s authorship also reflects the strong connection lines that exist between reform pedagogy and the twentieth-century culturally oriented theology. The religious dimension of reform pedagogy is also emphasised in international research.172 The reform pedagogy, as it appears in Sandven’s and Eng’s texts and in their works as university teachers, as well as in the texts of a number of international pedagogues belonging to the reform tradition, emphasise the opportunities, rights, and duties of each individual person in society. Consequently, it builds its child-rearing and practical pedagogy on these ideas. The individual orientation and the emphasis on the individual’s viability and individual value can also be found in Scandinavian creation theology. This theological tradition presupposes that each individual has an inviolable value as created in the image of God, and that the community that is established through the creation links all people together. Or, in Løgstrup’s words, there is a demand implicit in each encounter between persons that remains silent.173 Thus, both reform pedagogy and Scandinavian creation theology point towards a democratic society in which everyone is responsible for each other and in a binding relationship. Reform pedagogy and theology are anchored in a common theoretical ground; their foundation is clearly phenomenological.
 
             
           
          
            Summary
 
            In the preceding part of this book, we have looked more closely at the two main figures in this book, Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland, and their respective backgrounds. Their early writings have been the subject of close reading as well as of content analyses. We have pointed out that Helge Sivertsen was born into the folk high school movement, and that he took the movement’s ideals and his Grundtvigian heritage into his political life and his work as an educational strategist. This is most clearly demonstrated in the pamphlet Demokratisk og nasjonal oppseding i norsk skole, published in 1946. In this writing, he highlighted the value of the folk high schools as they appeared in Norway in the latter half of the nineteenth century and singled out Christoffer Bruun as the Norwegian folk high school movement’s most important ideologist, without considering the actual differences that existed between the folk high school pioneers in Norway. The pedagogue Sigvart Tøsse has pointed out that Olaus Arvesen and Christoffer Bruun had different understandings of what the aim of the folk high schools were. Arvesen believed that the folk high schools should aim at training for democratic participation in political life, while Bruun emphasised freedom and independence as the aim of folk high school’s education.174 Thus, when Sivertsen highlighted the Labour movement’s folk high schools in the twentieth century and emphasised the need for education for democracy, he drew on theories that were also evident among the folk high school pioneers in Norway. Sivertsen’s commitment to school’s social studies had also been anticipated in the nineteenth century, through Johan Sverdrup’s defence of “Politics in school”. Johan Sverdrup, who took office as Norway’s first Prime Minister after the introduction of parliamentarism in 1884, made a significant effort to modernise the Norwegian school in the 1880s. Sivertsen’s manifesto for the Norwegian school’s development is thus broadly rooted in the Norwegian reception of Grundtvig’s ideas on school and education.
 
            Sivertsen’s Grundtvigian heritage can also be found in other writings. Dissemination of culture was closely linked to the folk high school’s activities, and it was contrasted with dead school and dead books, which Grundtvig believed characterised education in his own time. In the articles written in the periodical Kontakt in the 1950s, he placed great emphasis on the school’s role as a cultural institution and connected the task of cultural dissemination with the need of nine-year compulsory schooling. This reflects Sivertsen’s broad commitment to culture. The need for a cultural offensive is also apparent in practical political life, not least through the Labour Party’s cultural program in 1954 – 1957. Helge Sivertsen was the leader of the committee that worked on this program. Sivertsen’s school politics also echo Grundtvig’s emphasis on the importance of a broad curriculum including different school subjects. In influential writings in the 1830s, Grundtvig had argued for the necessity for the school to provide training in many subjects, in order to be able to communicate with different human qualities. This diversity is also an important principle in the Labour Party’s long-term program for schools.
 
            Helge Sivertsen’s Grundtvigianism is thus far more comprehensive than what Nina Volckmar had argued for in her important doctoral thesis. Volckmar emphasises Sivertsen’s Grundtvigian background but understands his emphasis on the Labour movement’s folk high schools as an orientation away from his original background. Yet there is good reason for Sivertsen’s emphasis on the necessity of educating for democratic participation, and his defence of the Labour Party’s folk high schools is a continuation of Grundtvigian thinking, rather than a contradiction of it. Helge Sivertsen thus becomes an interesting example of how the mid-twentieth-century Labour Party can include political ideas that originally had strong roots in the Liberal Party (Venstre).
 
            The priest’s daughter Eva Nordland, on her part, was brought up in a home strongly influenced by a liberal theological tradition, and in her autobiography she emphasised how the environment in which she grew up had a formative significance for her adult life. As a pedagogue connected to University of Oslo, she was strongly influenced by contemporary reform pedagogy, and reform pedagogy forms an important background for her writings and work as a university teacher. Interestingly, several works in her early oeuvre are examples of how reform pedagogy and a culture-oriented liberal Protestantism can be integrated with each other. Nordland is obviously fascinated by the American Christian educators Tunis Romein and Theodore Greene, and she incorporates their ideas into important journal articles written in the 1950s and 1960s. Romein’s and Greene’s ideas have much in common with the theological traditions that have surrounded Nordland since her childhood, and which are also part of the theological landscape in her adult life. This tradition places strong emphasis on man as created and on phenomenological cognitions as the basis for the individual’s responsibility for the other. In the immediate context of Eva Nordland, this theological tradition is represented by Tor Aukrust and Johan Hygen but, through the articles we have highlighted above, she also anticipates Scandinavian creation theologians such as the Dane Knud E. Løgstrup and the Swede Gustaf Wingren.
 
            Eva Nordland’s views underline the complexity of the theological and cultural landscape in Norway. Through a number of articles and essays in periodicals such as Kirke og Kultur and Skole og Samfunn, her views were contested and debated, not least by the young theological scholar Ivar Asheim. Asheim belonged to the circle around Bjarne Hareide, who from the end of the 1940s had been the charismatic leader of IKO [Institute for Christian Upbringing]. This institute took a central place in the post-war educational landscape and fought in order to preserve the school’s Evangelical-Lutheran character. Ivar Asheim demonstrates an understanding of Christianity that is fundamentally different from that of Eva Nordland. Asheim is concerned with maintaining the Bible as a normative foundation for faith, and also for school and education. Eva Nordland, for her part, is more concerned with the relationship between people as the background for the individual’s responsibility in society. This also allows the individual the freedom to make their own reasoned choices. Eva Nordland’s authorship thus becomes a good example of how theological, pedagogical, and cultural perspectives can merge and be integrated into practical school policy.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          4 Concluding Part: a Social Integration Project. The Labour Party, the Welfare State, and the School. Authors’ Intention in Doing
 
        
 
         
          It is finally time to discuss how the findings we have made in the preceding parts can be seen against larger contexts, and to reflect upon the author’s intentions in writing, as is described in the introductory part of this book. The book’s main actors, Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland, are both part of a larger narrative about how the Labour Party dominated the political landscape in post-war Norway. This dominance was so complete that post-war Norway has been referred to as a one-party state by both historians and social scientists. A central element in this narrative is the account of the development of the welfare state, in which the school also played an important part.  In respect to the school, the history has thus far been related as a goal-oriented process of secularisation, in which the Labour Party was at the forefront in the process of weakening the church’s influence over the school. This referred to a process particularly prevalent in the interwar years, and which was linked to the radicalisation of the party seen in this period. The Labour Party had a background rooted in communism, and high-profile politicians had come across as hostile to religion. This point of departure is also highlighted in recent research, and most recently in historian Nils Ivar Agøy’s book on the Labour movement, the church, and the welfare state in Norway, published in the summer of 2023.1 When considering the legitimacy of the suspicion held by many Christians and church representatives in the post-war decades that the church’s influence over school had been weakened after WWII, Agøy gives the following answer:
 
           
            Were the suspicions justified? The answer must be affirmative, based on the view of the school that most of the churchgoers (including many social democratic voters) took as a basis. For them, one of the primary tasks for the folk high school was to provide solid training in Lutheran Christianity to the members of the church of Norway, and the church had an obvious right to set premises for the schools teaching. The Labour Party’s leadership was in favour of a secular school, where knowledge of Christianity should indeed be included, but which the school should not be able to direct. In the opinion of the party, the school act of 1959 was only a phase in the long struggle to wrest the school out of the church’s grip. The folk school started out as a church school, but this characteristic had to be removed.2
 
          
 
          There is nothing wrong with Agøy’s conclusions, and his book is based on thorough analyses of highly relevant historical material. Seen from one angle, the history of the Norwegian school in the post-war period is a story of how the church gradually loses its grip on the school (continuing a process that had been going on at least since the 1860s). The story reached a peak in 1969 through the enactment of Grunnskoleloven [The law of nine-year compulsory primary and secondary school]. This law enacted that „Knowledge of Christianity“ should be a school subject on a par with all other school subjects, and that „Knowledge of Christianity“ should no longer be a preparation for the church’s confirmation, as it had been since the first school law was enacted in 1739. At the same time, there is no doubt that there were strong forces in the Labour Party who wanted to reduce the importance of „Knowledge of Christianity“ in the school’s curriculum. It was precisely the concern about a de-Christianisation of school and society that led to the establishment of the Institute for Christian Upbringing [IKO], as well as to strong agitation among Christians in the years after WWII. Christians also received support from the conservative wing in the political landscape, and the Christian Democrats [Kristelig Folkeparti] became a political voice which could ensure that Christians entered the political arena.3
 
          However, there may be reason to nuance this picture. On a general level, the Labour Party had a very heterogenous group of members, many of whom wanted to preserve the school’s Christian character and to maintain the content and status of „Knowledge of Christianity“. The discussions at the Storting show that there was often disagreement within the party concerning this matter. This is well documented in Svein Tuastad’s doctoral dissertation, cited in the introductory part of this book, and Tuastad distinguishes between internal and external approaches to religion.4 Those who defended an internal approach meant that the Christian message should be as widespread as possible, while the defenders of an external approach accepted Christianity’s influence over society as a historical fact. Secondly, and perhaps more important, recent scholarship has also to a greater extent problematised the concept of secularisation. It is increasingly claimed that characteristic movements in Western Europe, both in the twentieth century and earlier, are actually expressions of a delocalisation, where religion is transformed into culture and politics instead of being expressed through dogmas and doctrines. Religion, and Protestantism in particular, has circulated globally and been used in nation-building, and has played a central role in colonialisation and globalisation. Educational historians, such as Daniel Tröhler, have highlighted how this circulation can be understood as different languages and transformations which blend into and adapt to the environment in which they are a part. Consequently, secularisation is regarded as not being an adequate research paradigm.5
 
          This rethinking of the concept of secularisation, and the change in the understanding of how Christianity is seen as a cultural force with political significance, allow us to bring in new perspectives on sources that, to a limited degree, have been the subject of examination. Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland are good examples of the ideological heterogeneity in the post-war Labour Party, and the review of their texts shows that the process of secularisation normally regarded as characterising Norway after WWII is not as uniform as has previously been claimed. Their intellectual surroundings are central to this thesis. The so-called pragmatic turn in intellectual history, dominated by the Cambridge school and academics like Quentin Skinner, J. G. A. Pocock (b. 1924), James Tully (b. 1946), and John Dunn (b. 1940), allows a completely different emphasis on the intellectual context and the historical conditions of the discourse of a given historical era than had been seen previously. Sivertsen and Nordland, who represent a different theological understanding than that which dominates their contemporary ecclesiological landscape, integrate their liberal understanding of Christianity into their understanding of politics, culture, and education. This understanding is closely related to theological and cultural ideas that have surrounded them since their childhood. By doing so, they challenge the sharp historiographical distinction between modernisation and secularisation that in particular has characterised theologians’ and church historians’ understanding of post-war Norway. They contribute to making the history of Norway in the aftermath of WWII into a prominent example of how Protestant Christianity blends with culture, or, in the words of Mette Buchardt, they contribute to demonstrating how the state can be sacralised.6 The analyses of Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s texts presented in the previous chapter are based on the intersection between text and context, and they relate to the insight that the meaning in their utterances may transcend what they are able to control themselves.
 
          But how can Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s work be viewed against the overall narrative of post-war Norway? Can the development taking place in Norway be seen against a wider international background? And what was Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s intention in speaking and writing? In this short final part, we will look further into these questions. The first discussion will focus on the development of the welfare state and its international context, while the second discussion will address the authors’ intention in doing.
 
          
            The Welfare State: National and International Aspects
 
            Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland are primarily contributors to an era in Norway’s history characterised by strong social growth and systematic progress. The story of the development of the welfare state in Norway is equally a story about equality and universality as it is a story about distribution of power and integration. On the one hand, the welfare state is characterised by a national welfare policy which aimed at integrating all citizens into a common society.7 The post-war era was characterised by a collectivist norm of solidarity and the understanding that the individual should serve something greater, and social benefits should therefore be given as a right. The Joint Program, which united all political parties in 1945, had already called for strong unity, fair distribution, and an effective and targeted politics. The ambition reflected the unity that had been created during the war, but it also pointed forward towards a society with equal opportunities for all:
 
             
              In light of the tasks of the future, we will call for the same willingness to sacrifice, the same friendship, and the same ability to preserve and stick together. The task for our industry and for all economic activity in our country is to create work for everyone and to increase the productivity, so that a fair distribution of the goods can give everyone good conditions.8
 
            
 
            The system should be secured through taxes and fees, rather than individual insurances and purchased services that could lead to social differences. It built on the idea that everyone should contribute, and that those who had more and earned more should contribute more to the society than those who had less and earned less. Moreover, the nuclear family gained a new position and status, and there was not least a new awareness of the importance of housewives’ tasks in home and society.9 Even the housewife had her own rights, and concepts such as housewife holiday, home help, and the school of domestic economics became a part of the language in the post-war decades.10
 
            On the other hand, the welfare state was also characterised by a strong state which at the same time also emphasised the municipalities’ right to self-governance, as well as integrating the local into the state administration apparatus.11 The public sector took care of the tasks that had previously been classified under the private sector and ensured an increased trust in the state and the municipality.
 
            Education historian Alfred Oftedal Telhaug has underlined that post-war school policy in Norway can be seen as a reflection of the social policy in the same time period, even though previous scholarship had tended to overlook the school’s role in the development of the welfare state.12 Where the social policies of the welfare state were supposed to help and support society’s members, education was supposed to shape and form the citizens of the welfare state. School and education were also one of the areas where the different political wings could more or less agree. In 1975, the well-read educational historian Hans Jørgen Dokka wrote the following: „In post-war school policy in our country, only a relatively few significant issues of principal and party-political controversial issues have developed.“13 This applied, Dokka believed, despite the fact that there had been disagreements when it came to the school’s organisation and structure, about its tasks and purposes, legal content and working methods, assessment, and so on. The general agreement on improving the school ensured that political authorities could be able to work relatively undisturbed with a school program that could include everyone, culminating in the 1969 school act. The school’s further development was founded on scientific grounds, not least expressed through the establishment of the Council for the Pilot Schemes in Education (1954). In order to give the best possible opportunities for everyone, seven-year compulsory schooling was eventually changed into nine-year compulsory education.
 
            The Norwegian post-war era, however, also provided space for a diversity of voices. Norway had a strong Evangelical-Lutheran foundation, and this orientation was incorporated in § 2 of the national constitution. This strong orientation could, however, easily become dogmatic, and Christianity’s dogmatics was difficult to reconcile with a demand for intellectual freedom, as had been apparent among intellectuals in western Europe in recent decades. As a consequence, the Association for Civil Confirmation was established in Oslo in 1950, by driving forces who wanted to awaken a sense of moral and ethical values based on a non-religious foundation. The establishment followed the pattern of similar organisations in other countries, not least Denmark. The organisation soon developed further into a secular organisation that could provide alternatives to the ecclesiastical rites de passages, and the Norwegian Humanist Organisation was founded in 1956. Ole Hallesby and the debate that arose in the wake of the hell speech in 1953 had contributed to further polarisation, and non-believers and sceptics had been provoked by the stubbornness and lack of tolerance within certain Christian environments. The establishment of the Norwegian Humanist Association also caused much commotion among Christians and contributed to increased efforts to secure the school’s Christian foundation. Another issue that had caused concern was the transfer of Oslo Lærerskole [Oslo teacher training school] from the local Inner Mission association to the state in 1946. The majority at the Storting had claimed that democracy was presupposed by the freedom of spirit, and that this prevented an institution that was supposed to train teachers from being owned by private organisations. The Labour Party representative Svein O. Øraker’s (1886 – 1963) illustrates the attitude:
 
             
              We need free, independent, and responsible people also as teachers in primary school, but we do not achieve that through untimely guardianship, which acts as spiritual terror, and which can easily lead to spiritual conformism.14
 
            
 
            Christians and conservative voices, however, considered the transfer of Oslo Lærerskole as a symbol of the Labour Party’s totalitarian and de-Christianised state. The political turmoil surrounding Oslo Lærerskole is a good example of the polarisation of the cultural and religious landscape in the years after WWII. This landscape also included Christian voices who took an initiative to establish arenas for dialogue that could contribute to mutual understanding and respect. Liberal Christians could also, at least to a certain extent, sympathise with NHA in their opposition against dogmas and normative teachings. The theological tensions which in their time had caused the establishment of the Free Faculty of Theology in Kristiania in 1908 came to the fore in the post-war period.
 
            Soon, the demand for spiritual freedom also showed itself in the area of language, and the language dispute in the 1950s fully demonstrates the need for autonomy, as well as the refusal of individuals to allow themselves to be subordinated to certain norms. The point of departure for the language dispute was a statutory provision that allowed the local school boards the right to choose between a common language form or riksmål, and the dispute resulted in a campaign that had a major influence on language policy and cultural life for several decades to come. The campaign had, however, roots back into the nineteenth century. The demand for intellectual freedom in the area of language reflected the insistence on intellectual freedom of thought, and several cultural personalities, among them not least the writer and intellectual Arnulf Øverland, were involved in both areas.
 
            As educational strategists and school politicians, Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland were to communicate with the entire breadth of this complex landscape, and as representatives of the post-war Labour Party, they were at the forefront of the welfare state’s integration policy, which strove to give equal rights and better opportunities for all. Therefore, they also had to champion a school policy that could embrace the widest possible ideological basis. At the same time, Sivertsen and Nordland were at the forefront of a school that aimed at making its students better equipped to make their own choices, to become democratic citizens who would participate actively in the society. Against this background, „Knowledge of Christianity“, as it had traditionally been taught, could not be regarded as sufficient or appropriate. It had been based on a specific set of dogmas and had distinguished itself as intimately tied to confession and repentance, as well as to the church’s baptismal education. This did not correspond with the inclusive principle that underpinned the development of the welfare state, and as driving forces for an improved compulsory education, Sivertsen and Nordland strove to give „Knowledge of Christianity“ another role than it had occupied so far. Its content should to a lesser degree appear as dogmatic, and to a greater extent as inclusive, simultaneously with its content as moral education being adapted in other school subjects. At the same time, they could allow the Labour Party to question how the statutoryBishop Eivind Berggrav’s criticism of the welfare state project was legitimate. One of Berggrav’s objections against the welfare state was that it had put itself in the place of God, and that the welfare state took the role as a religious superstructure.15 Berggrav’s view was supported by other church leaders in the post-war years, as demonstrated by Aud V. Tønnessen in her doctoral dissertation from 2000.16
 
            Paradoxically, it is precisely Protestant theology in its distinctive Scandinavian form that gives Helge Sivertsen and Eva Nordland an ideological basis for promoting the school policy that they do. As a Grundtvigian, Sivertsen defends the idea of school as a cultural institution, in which the Grundtvigian emphasis on humanity allows a focus on the human being rather than dogmatism. In light of this, the school’s social science education is just as important as education in „Knowledge of Christianity“. This openness for humanity also pointed towards a reformation of the school’s statutory objective, as seen in the 1950s. Nordland could, on her part, unite reform pedagogy and liberal Christianity. She is well-versed in contemporary American pedagogy, as most people in her environment were at that time, and she is well acquainted with pedagogues such as Tunis Romein and Theodore M. Greene. Romein’s and Greene’s authorship and theological ideas fit well into the theological contexts that had surrounded Eva Nordland since her childhood and that also provides the environment in her adult life. These contexts orient themselves towards man as created and towards the responsibility that each individual has for each other. It is also interesting that one of the theologians who formed an important part of Nordland’s surroundings in the 1950s later came to be an important bridge builder between the church and the Labour Party’s policy. Tor Aukrust was a part of the committee investigating the relationship between church and culture initiated by the Labour Party in the first half of the 1970s, and he wrote substantial parts of the report.17 This report built more or less on Aukrust’s social ethics. Eva Nordland also eventually came to find an important community with university theologians such as Tor Aukrust and Johan Hygen in their joint fight against nuclear weapons.
 
            At the intersection between liberal Christianity, social and integration policy, and reform pedagogy, a new dimension arises in the theory of Protestantism’s influence on the Norwegian welfare state. So far, this dimension has been little emphasised in previous Norwegian scholarship. As pointed out in the introduction of this book, there have been a number of scholars who have drawn parallels between the development of the welfare state in the Nordic countries and the countries’ Evangelical Lutheran background. Scholars have emphasised a conflict-free relationship between the state and the church, and the welfare state has been seen in light of Weberian Protestant ethics and work morale, although Nordic researchers have also emphasised the tensions between the Lutheran church and the welfare state.18 In the Norwegian context, the question of how Protestantism affects concrete political processes in the post-war period is practically unexplored. Through Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s political and pedagogical work in the post-war decades, the Protestant dimension of the welfare state in Norway is given a political expression. They demonstrate an innovative use of their own religious heritage, which again helps explain how the Lutheran tradition can facilitate reforms and systemic changes in society.
 
            However, this political and cultural adaption of twentieth-century Protestant tradition has several international counterparts. A very close example is Paolo Borioni’s analyses of the Lutheran background of the Danish Welfare Reform in the mid-twentieth century, published in a special edition of the Journal of State and Church in 2014. This special edition examined Lutheranism and the Nordic welfare states.19 In this article, Borioni demonstrates that Nordic – and specifically Danish – religious movements showed a particular adaptability to public social reforms in the interwar period. Borioni connects to Swedish historian Bo Stråth’s use of the concept depository, which unfolds „how arguments from discourses and ideologies of various provenience are stored and then, in political debates, selected and combined in a rich variety depending and contingent on the context“.20 Different discursive strains accessible for the public sphere – for example socialist, liberal, and Christian – intertwine with each other and are used pragmatically in political and intellectual discussions. The cultural „depositories“ will then be mobilised by concrete needs and used in light of the certain intellectual surroundings at the given time. In Borioni’s article, the topic is voluntary welfare organisations in mid-twentieth-century Denmark, and he argues that the Nordic branch of Lutheranism can explain why voluntary welfare organisations in Denmark ended up adapting to the expansion of public initiatives in welfare provisions and institutions. Borioni sees this in light of a similar theological background as we have done in this book: the source of this sociopolitical elasticity, he says, is Knud E. Løgstrup, in addition to the Danish theology professor N. H. Søe (1895 – 1978). Løgstrup’s and Søe’s interpretation of the Lutheran tradition gives authoritative support for „a highly diffuse and shared notion of religious ethics“.21 Based on empirical research, Borioni shows how voluntary religious organisations can use their religious background as a social and societal corrective:
 
             
              The religious background and its values need not be limited to the subjective experiences mentioned above. They could also fuel critical standpoints. A voluntary religious and socially active association can in other words also use its basic values and its daily chances to observe the flaws in contemporary society and then become part of the public social debate.22
 
            
 
            Borioni’s findings are then a strong parallel to how Protestant theological traditions also can be seen as an important driving force in Helge Sivertsen’s and Eva Nordland’s commitment to school and education. By virtue of their own background, they are able to function as a corrective to how the school’s teaching had previously been conducted, and they are used in an argument for improvement and change, together with other strains that originate in their cultural depository.
 
            Another parallel worth mentioning is Mette Buchardt’s article on pedagogical transformation of religion into culture in Danish state mass schooling from the 1900s to the 1930s, published in Paedagogica Historica in 2012.23 Buchardt highlights how the introduction of the „school subjects of culture“ [da: kulturfagshelheder, kulturfagsemne] in Danish school political terminology in 1936 indicated a shift in the Danish school system and constituted an important element in reforming the Danish school system into a modernised mass schooling. Buchardt points to the fact that two Danish liberal theologians were involved in the question of education. These are Aage Bentzen, an Old Testament scholar and a defender of biblical criticism, and Edvard Lehmann, who was regarded as the founding father of liberal theology as a movement in Denmark. Bentzen was called upon as an expert by the Danish school book commission in the early 1930s. The report that resulted from the commission’s work defended a new form of school knowledge, „defined and described by ‘culture’, and with source-critical objectivity-orientated history as one of the main strategies (…)“.24 This is commonly regarded as an important step in the process towards secularisation, because it weakened the denominational foundation of the school subject Religion. However, Buchardt argues, through the work of and influence by Danish liberal theologians (here, Bentzen and Lehmann), Christianity in an objectified, historically scientific form, produced within the academic field, plays an important role in the inner work of state governing. The liberal theologians are involved in the modernisation of the mass schooling, and they transform their theological categories into new categories related to culture. In light of this, there is good reason to talk about a „sacralisation of the state“ in the way Buchardt does in this article, as well as in other of her works. Theology and theological traditions are adapted and transformed into culture.
 
            Thus, the preceding analysis of Helge Sivertsen’s and Eva Nordland’s work blends into a research context which focuses on cultural continuity rather than divide, as well as refusing to take the idea of a gradual disappearance of religion in society (normally referred to as secularisation) for granted. Buchardt and Borioni both stand out as prominent examples of scholars within this research paradigm, and their works are highly relevant as a research context for the topic in this book. Others can be mentioned as well. In addition to Daniel Tröhler and the scholars highlighted in the introductory part, Daniel Lindmark and Thomas Popkewitz have demonstrated important transformations of religion in nineteenth- and twentieth-century pedagogy and political culture. Lindmark has particularly focused on the Swedish eighteenth and nineteenth century, while Popkewitz has focused on American progressive education.25 The findings in this book, as well as in the related scholarly works mentioned above, call for more research on the intersection of theology, culture, politics, and education.
 
           
          
            The Intention in Writing and Speaking
 
            One question raised in the book’s introductory chapter is still unanswered. What were Helge Sivertsen’s and Eva Nordland’s intentions in writing and speaking? As explained in the opening section of this book, the concept of intention should here be understood as explained by Quentin Skinner, i. e. as the interworking of a given expression (or expressions) and the expression’s contextual conditions. To grasp the intention in doing, Skinner says, one must compare all the possible ways a specific concept or expression could be used within its ideological context. Doing this will reveal which speech act the author made with his or her expression. Through what Skinner calls „the manipulations of the conventions of the available ideology“, he thus admonishes the historian to see how the author related to the relevant conventions in the contexts, whether he or she, for instance, provoked, accepted, challenged, adapted to, or opposed the prevailing conditions.26 Through this interplay between author, language, and context, Skinner explicates the dynamics of the language, pointing to how all speech and writing must always be seen as parts of their practical connections. Thus, according to Skinner’s theories, the author is not entirely dead, but he or she is not in a particularly good condition either.
 
            Following Skinner’s method, Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s intentions in writing and speaking must be derived from studying their practical and concrete use of language, that is, how they relate to the conventions dominant in their contexts. The context here is the rise of the welfare state, with all this implies of the right to democratic participation, freedom for the individual, social security, and improved material living conditions. Post-war Norway is also characterised by a strong demand for intellectual freedom, as this becomes apparent, for example, through the establishment of the Norwegian Humanist Association and through the language dispute in the 1950s. At the same time, the intellectual landscape in Norway after the Second World War was by no means homogenous, as it was also characterised by a number of different voices, political as well as religious, who wanted to ensure the Christian foundation of the school and society, and to maintain the dogmatic and confessional character of the school’s Christian education (Knowledge of Christianity). This polarised landscape increases in tension through events that gave rise to strong controversy, for example in the aftermath of Ole Hallesby’s controversial radio speech in 1953.
 
            In light of this, Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s illocutionary force, or what they do when speaking and writing what they speak and write, can be said to be twofold. On the one hand, they use their theological and cultural heritage to support parts of the contemporary and cultural landscape, while on the other hand, they distance themselves from those who want to keep the society as it had been. Their theological and cultural background allows them to be progressive and gives them a strong ideological foundation in the struggle to improve society. The analysis of Sivertsen’s and Nordland’s texts also fully demonstrates one of the great strengths of Quentin Skinner’s theoretical insights and his speech act theory: it offers the historian a tool for elucidating how an individual historical actor can contribute to historical changes through his or her language or expressions. The theories only assume that those who will use them approach the task with contextual awareness and attention, and are willing to make thorough studies of the actors’ backgrounds and intellectual surroundings.
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