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Globally good educational leaders: a contribution to a new discourse on educational 

leadership 

Dr Kamran Namdar, Senior Lecturer, School of Education, Culture and Communication, 

Mälardalen University, Sweden 

ABSTRACT 

Today’s humanity finds itself in a socio-historically unprecedented predicament referred to as 

globalization. Every aspect of human activity, including educational leadership, has to face 

this dynamics of opportunities and dangers. The nature of the response of educational 

leadership to globalization can be adaptive, reactive or transformative.  

The currently prevalent perspective on public education views educational leadership as a 

managerial function, securing the most efficient output of an educational assembly line. 

Bypassing the most essential questions pertaining to its purpose and basic rationale, this 

approach degrades educational leadership to a mere instrumentality in service to the 

mechanisms of market economy. 

This paper will present an alternative approach, arguing for the necessity of a transformative 

leadership response – one that is predicated on the idea of schools acting as spearheads of 

glocal societal transformation, primarily based on Reconstructionist educational philosophy. 

The paper will, then, move on to construct the concept, and identify the salient features, of the 

globally good educational leader: a leadership role that has the wellbeing of the entire global 

society as its starting point, and that would be accepted as desirable by rationally thinking 

people in any cultural setting. 

Keywords: educational leadership, globalization, transformative education, 

Reconstructionism 



2 
 

Introduction 

We live by many thinkers' account in a very extraordinary era of humanity's development, 

characterized by a Janus-faced predicament of unprecedented possibilities for universal 

wellbeing and dangers of world-wide destruction. Both of these tendencies are underscored by 

a set of processes commonly referred to as globalization. Schools have a tradition of living 

lives of their own, very much like medieval European castles of feudal lords, relatively 

detached from the developmental challenges of their surrounding society at large. But even 

these bastions of illusory stability have not been spared shaking encounters with globalization.  

There are two ways at least in which educational leaders today come face to face 

with the forces of globalized change. Firstly, schools have become increasingly miniature 

models of the global society in terms of their multicultural student bodies. Secondly, global 

trends, with regard to both the underlying rationale of education and the particular ways of 

managing it, are being franchised across the planet.  

In this paper, I will seek to explore the kind of response, conceptually as well as 

in terms of action models, to the phenomenon of globalization by educational leaders that 

would be both rational and ethical and, above all, would constitute an approach befitting what 

is at stake. As will become apparent further on in this paper, this stance represents a discourse 

radically different from the prevailing one on educational leadership. I consider an alternative 

discourse to be urgently necessary, and hope that this paper can, in some small way, 

contribute towards forming and consolidating it. 

 

Educational leadership meets globalization: three possible responses 

When considering the appropriate response of educational leadership to the possibilities and 

challenges of globalization, two key questions need to be taken into account: What ought to 
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be and what can be done? In order to do justice to these questions, a closer inspection of 

globalization, its nature and its potentialities is required, and will be undertaken later on in 

this paper. At this point, I would merely like to suggest that three possible responses are 

logically available to educational leaders with regard to the omnipresent processes of 

globalization: adaptation, reaction and transformation (Namdar, 2012). 

By adaptation I mean the kind of reasoning whereby globalization is seen either 

as unproblematic or uncontrollable and hence accepted and embraced in whatever form it 

comes. A reactive response is one where a critical and opposing stance is taken towards one 

or more aspects of globalization. The alternative may vary or even not be envisioned, but 

what is essential to this type of response is that it is formulated in terms and as a negation of 

something that is seen to be an important feature of globalization. Globalization, in its present 

form, sets thus the point of departure for the reactive response. 

In distinction from a reactive response, the transformative one is based on a 

vision of a desirable future state of the global society, a vision that is then employed as the 

benchmark whereby the phenomenon of globalization is studied, its potentialities determined, 

and a strategy of responsive action construed. Thus, the starting point is radically different 

from that of the reactive response. One could actually say that the transformative mode of 

response is not so much a response to globalization as it is a program of societal 

transformation that takes into account and seeks to exploit the dynamics of globalization.  

Of these possible three types of response, the most prevalent one is the adaptive 

response. One of the obvious expressions of globalization is the discursive and practical 

domination of neo-liberal economistic philosophy that redefines cultural, social, and political 

issues as economic ones. This approach is predicated on the kind of instrumental reasoning 

that Weber predicted would spread increasingly into various areas of social life within the 
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modern bureaucratic state, and where “in the interests of efficiency, value does not inhere in 

the activity itself” (Fitzsimons, 1999).  

A significant embodiment of neo-liberalism is the brand of managerialism 

known as New Public Management that characterizes current shifts internationally from 

educational policy and administration to educational management. Some of the salient 

features of educational managerialism are the construction of quantitative standards and 

measures of performance, emphasis on economic rewards and sanctions, and the 

marketization and privatization of state education (ibid.). The fact that educational leadership 

has internationally either willingly bought into or been subjected to educational 

managerialism betokens its adaptive response to the forces of globalization. 

The three responses sketched above each imply a certain notion of two 

interrelated issues of human agency and of the future. The future can be conceptualized as 

something that will happen to us as a result of forces either beyond our control or 

comprehension. This kind of an approach is what could be called the coffee dregs view of the 

future. In some parts of the world the high complexity of societal dynamics, and in others the 

lack of democratic opportunities have led to a widespread sense of powerlessness among 

people, hence strengthening the idea of the future as something that will happen to us.  

Such a self-image as is connoted by the coffee dregs view of the future 

undermines the possibility of true democracy and instead lays the ground for passive 

adaptation. It is important to remind ourselves that already in the infancy of democracy in 

ancient Greece, the most despised of free men, the supposed agents of the democratic life, 

were those who failed to engage in public political life and were merely concerned with their 

personal and family lives. Such men were called idiots, an appellation much more derisive in 

those days than in its modern usage.  
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There is also a perspective whereby the future is something created by conscious 

endeavors of human agents. Beyond a simplistic notion of social engineering, this viewpoint 

builds upon the ontological possibility and the ethical responsibility of humans to become the 

constructors of their own future. Even though the patterns of interaction are very complex and 

their outcomes not easily predictable, all of us inhabiting this planet are collectively 

accountable for what the world looks like, as a result of our actions or the lack thereof. 

Without such a stance, there are no grounds for true democracy, and we will have to accept 

some form of social Darwinism, be it in the fine wrappings of neo-liberalism. 

What has been referred to as the transformative response above stems from this 

latter conceptualization of human agency and of the future, embracing democracy in its 

deepest sense, as the ability, right, and responsibility of humans to live their lives as conscious 

agents, not merely as individuals, but as citizens concerned with and engaged in serving the 

best interests of society. The transformative response recognizes the close interrelationship of 

democracy and education, as well as the fact that “democracy demands a specific kind of 

education” (Snauwaert, 2001, p. 10). Its core axiom is that in this age of the “global village”, 

education, and educational leadership, can only be truly meaningful and relevant if they see as 

their purpose to capacitate the young generation to become builders of a justifiably desirable 

global society. 

This idea was propagated already in 1956 by Theodore Brameld, one of the 

most notable representatives of a currently little known but highly topical school of 

educational philosophy, Reconstructionism:  

 

To expose the conflict between the demands of traditional national sovereignty 

and the need for responsible international order, and to commit ourselves 

unequivocally to world government and world citizenship, is not only one of our 



6 
 

highest educational obligations; it is the most urgent of those obligations” (1956, 

p. 117).  

 

My purpose here is to elaborate on some of the implications of the Reconstructionist position, 

in order to elucidate the necessity of and urgency of what I have termed the transformative 

response. In order to do that, I will next take a closer look at the phenomenon of globalization, 

in relation to which the transformative response is to be given. 

 

Globalization: its many faces and potentialities 

There is a wide spectrum of descriptions and analyses pertaining to globalization among its 

scholars, arching from a Skeptical view that there is nothing new about globalization to the 

Transformationalist thesis whereby globalization has brought about a radically new order of 

political and economic powers and relationships (Held et.al., 1999). None of the various 

interpretations of globalization deny the fact that today’s world is a highly interdependent 

one, one where according to Macgregor Wise (2008) there prevails “a sense of the world as a 

whole; that is, that not only is one aware of other people and places, but there is a sense of 

simultaneity and interconnection, that events and decisions made in far-off places can have 

consequences for your everyday life, and that your everyday life can have consequences for 

many others a world away” (p. 29). The differences lie in what is seen as the most significant 

implications of this state of affairs. 

For many academics and activists alike, the true face of globalization is an ugly 

one, the face of a one-eyed Cyclops of neoliberal economism where everything in life is 

reduced to and measured in terms of economic growth. Even though globalized economy has 

led to great advances in terms of increased and cheaper production as well as broader and 

more effective distribution of goods and services, it is pointed out that the fruits of economic 
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globalization  have benefitted a minority, within and among societies, while spelling 

catastrophe for the rest, especially those least advantaged. (see e.g. Falk, 1999; Smith, 2003a). 

Obviously, as I previously pointed out in connection with the adaptive response of 

educational leadership, many view neoliberal globalized market economy as the only game in 

town, a game they are happy to be able to play and in which they aim to excel.  

What I find especially interesting and promising about globalization are the 

uniquely novel possibilities it has created for cultural, ideational, and societal cross-

fertilization and transformation. One of the most prominent analysts of globalization, Scholte 

(1997), points out that one way to regard globalization is in terms of its supraterritoriality. He 

goes on to explain that from that vantage point globalization can be seen as enabling people 

around the world to have practically instantaneous contact with each other, regardless of 

political boundaries or geographical distance; an increasing number of organizations, 

governmental, business, and civic, to operate transnationally; and emergence of a global 

consciousness as people have started regarding the world as “a single place”, identifying with 

transnational communities, and thinking of their destiny in planetary terms (pp. 431–432).  

In a similar manner, Robertson (1992) refers to globalization as “the 

compression of the world and the intensification of consciousness of the world as a whole” 

(p. 8). Appadurai (1996) illustrates the complexity of globalization by presenting it as a set of, 

at times contradictory and unpredictably interacting, processes. He refers to the various fields 

of global activity as various “scapes”, thus wanting us to visualize a number of separate 

landscapes of global flows each of which can have its own shifts. These scapes, while they 

interact, each have their own developmental dynamics. In other words, while globalization of 

the market may follow the logic of national self-interest, globalization of consciousness can 

develop in the direction of greater universal solidarity. 
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The fullest constructive potential of globalization is epitomized in Delanty´s 

(2009) concept of cosmopolitan imagination. According to Delanty, cosmopolitanism is a 

transformative potential inherent in, or the immanent transcendence of, societies and cultures 

which he further clarifies in terms of “the assumption that culture contains immanent 

capacities for learning and that societies have developmental possibilities” (p. 88). This 

capability for self-transformation is predicated on two main factors that have already been 

referred to earlier in this paper: an imagined future and belief in the possibility of human 

agency to transform the present in accordance to that vision. The focus on an alternative, 

desirable society renders cosmopolitan imagination normative. At its highest level, 

cosmopolitanism manifests itself as the capacity to create a shared normative culture. This 

constitutes a third culture that “emerges out of the critical dialogue of standpoints and 

consists of a transcendence of difference and diversity towards a shared or common culture” 

(p. 67).  

It could be summarized that globalization is a Janus-faced phenomenon. On the 

one hand, it holds the potentialities for an unprecedented cosmopolitan culture of harmonized 

diversity, justice, and solidarity. On the other, it contains the threat of unimaginable horrors 

from ecological to nuclear devastation of the planet. As numerous thinkers have pointed out, 

the gist of the predicament at hand is the imbalance between humanity’s scientific-technical 

and ethical-spiritual development (Dunning, 2004), reminiscent of the initial imbalance 

between physical and mental maturation in adolescence. The inability or refusal to see this 

constitutes the blind spot of the prevailing neoliberal, materialistic paradigm. Herein lies also 

the urgency of transformative action, as more of the same is not only ineffective but 

extremely dangerous. 
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Globally good educational leaders 

For educational leadership, the emphasis laid by Delanty on societal learning is highly 

significant. Indeed, Delanty goes as far as claiming that “Without a learning process, that is an 

internal cognitive transformation, it makes little sense in calling something cosmopolitan” 

(p. 75). It can be concluded that consciously transformative social action and educational 

practices are fundamentally intertwined through their shared core interest in normative 

learning. Educational leaders can and have a moral responsibility to provide such leadership 

as will develop public education towards much greater relevance for and engagement in 

societal reconstruction. 

Co-creating a new global third culture is a manifestation of unity in diversity. 

The concept of unity in diversity is perhaps most clearly exemplified in the formation of an 

orchestra. Different instruments and their distinct sounds are brought together to create 

something richer than what any of the individual instruments or group of instruments could 

accomplish. Diversity of tones, in other words, is a great asset in orchestral music. However, 

for the combined sounds of the instruments gathered to be beautiful and not simply 

cacophonic, an element of unity, such as a common key or a common theme is required. 

Obviously, learning to play together as an orchestra involves a learning process, requiring 

both an attitude of co-creation and certain skills such as listening to other instruments’ sounds. 

It should be quite self-evident to posit that children and youth are best suited 

among all of humanity to engage in the creation of a cosmopolitan third culture, to learn to 

play together as a global orchestra. Hence, in contradiction to the common rhetoric, I consider 

the young generations of our planet not only as our future, but very importantly, as the most 

vital force of societal reconstruction in the present. Schools can and should be conceptualized, 

as the former Swedish Prime Minister, Olof Palme, did in his earlier post as the Minister of 
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Education, as “spearheads towards the future”, arenas for preparing the young to act as global 

citizens, as constructors of a cosmopolitan civilization. 

But for children and youth to be able to assume such a historical role, they need to be 

led by educators who themselves have the vision, understanding and skills required in such a 

mandate. Here, lies the primary challenge for educational leaders if they want to respond 

meaningfully and relevantly to the realities of the age of globalization. For Counts, another 

outstanding Reconstructionist, this was by and large clear already in 1930s when he pointed 

out:  

If the schools are to be really effective, they must become centers for the building, and 

not merely for the contemplation, of our civilization. This does not mean that we should 

endeavor to promote particular reforms through the educational system. We should, 

however, give to our children a vision of the possibilities which lie head and endeavor 

to enlist their loyalties and enthusiasms in the realization of the vision. Also our social 

institutions and practices, all of them, should be critically examined in the light of such 

a vision. (Counts, 1978, p. 34) 

 

The ground has now been sufficiently prepared for a more exact definition of what is meant 

by globally good educational leaders. The qualifier globally good refers to two interconnected 

aspects: that the educational leader has the wellbeing or good of the entire planet as her 

primary purpose, in other words, that her leadership is not aimed only at the particular 

learners she is legally commissioned to lead, but at all the learners in the world, and that her 

leadership is such that it can be considered good by any ethically and rationally thinking 

person anywhere in the world.  
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For educational leaders to become globally good means that education is viewed primarily as 

a process intimately interconnected with societal reconstruction. Such a perspective has also 

certain implications in terms of a notion of human nature and that of the mandate of the 

school as an institution. In order to arrive at a better understanding of some more detailed 

aspects of globally good educational leadership, we will explore next these two issues. 

 

Globally reconstructive educational leadership and human nature 

When approaching education as engagement with societal transformation, we immediately 

encounter two dilemmas (Uljens, 2009). One has to do with the issue that educating the young 

for life in a desirable future society equips them to deal with a reality possibly diametrically 

opposed to the one they have to deal with in the present-day society. At least one way out of 

this paradox is to conceptualize future-oriented education not as a preparation for a different 

kind of life in a different kind of world, but as fostering in the learners values and capabilities 

that enable them to act as reconstructive agents capable of impacting the world in ways that 

will promote the desired transformations. As Johanisson (2010) points out when speaking 

about the natural tendency in children towards entrepreneurship, in its broadest sense, due to 

this predisposition they end up living in two worlds or developmental time zones 

simultaneously. 

The other dilemma pertains to the simultaneous need for the young, on the one 

hand, to be guided as they lack the knowledge and skills to even master their own lives while, 

on the other, to have sufficient autonomy so that their views and patterns of behavior do not 

simply become replicas of their educators’, thus perpetuating practices that may prove 

insufficient or even detrimental from the point of view of reconstructive goals. To better 

understand how this paradox can be resolved, we will benefit from referring to anther related 

theme developed by Uljens (2004). Here, Uljens essentially poses the question whether a 
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human being is fully human at the point of birth, and concludes that if this were the case, 

there would be no need to educate people within and into cultural contexts. Obviously then, 

we are not humans, but become such.  

According to Uljens (2004), the process of becoming human goes through at 

least three births. The first one is naturally the biological birth. This is normally followed by 

birth or socialization into a culture. While this phase of the process equips us with 

fundamental human traits such as language, thinking, and an ordered view of reality, it also 

turns us into more or less predictable products and bearers of the particular culture we have 

grown up in. The full potential of our human becoming has not yet been realized. For that to 

happen, we must undergo a third birth, to autonomous rational and ethical personhood by 

exerting our power of independent thinking. Only then we achieve truly authentic humanity, 

having ourselves explored reality and arrived at a worldview as a result of personal critical 

thinking. The third birth enables us, thus, to emancipate ourselves from any culturally 

imposed shackles. 

A very similar notion of human becoming has been put forth decades earlier by 

Fromm (1955), who saw that humans have, by virtue of their self-awareness, left irretrievably 

behind the animal condition and the easy certainty of instinctual steering. Instead they have to 

be born into their distinctive humanity, and create a truly human world. For Fromm, the aim 

of history is the full birth of man, her full humanization. Uljens and Fromm converge also on 

the issue of the importance of independent human thinking. Fromm refers to this unique 

human faculty as human reason which he differentiates from intelligence that man shares with 

animals. Fromm considers reason to be man's instrument for arriving at the truth, while 

intelligence is her instrument for manipulating the world more successfully. 

We can now return to the dilemma of how educators can educate without 

indoctrinating, how they can guide the younger generation, while leaving it free to develop its 
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own novel views. Brameld (1956) referred to this process as that of “defensible partiality”. 

The most important task of the educator becomes to foster the process of ethical reasoning, 

primarily by exemplifying it. She is to clearly demonstrate to the learners the reasoning 

behind the statements she is making. But she has to also show what counter-arguments to hers 

exist or can exist. Learners should be always encouraged and provided with opportunities to 

question as well as to find new vantage points, generate new conceptualizations, and 

formulate new arguments. In such an open dialogue the roles of a teacher and a learner can 

become disassociated from specific persons into changing modalities within everyone 

participating in the inquiry process. 

There are a number of decisive points for globally good educational leadership 

that can be deducted from the model of human nature that is presented by Fromm and Uljens. 

These points underscore the fundamental differences between the currently dominant 

managerial approach to educational leadership, based on the supremacy of economic 

considerations, and the alternative reconstructive perspective, predicated upon a holistic view 

of what is in keeping with the fullest human potential. One of these is the central significance 

of nurturing human thinking, rationality or reason. It is this capacity that distinguishes 

humanity, and offers a key to a fuller realization of its potentialities.  

The human power of reason is inseparable from her ability to embrace ethics. In 

Frommian terms, it is rational ethics that replaces the rule of instincts. As Habermas (1984) 

has argued, ethical human rationality is also a prerequisite for the kind of dialogue that can 

lead to the creation of a new cosmopolitan culture referred to above. Fostering the human 

capacity to reason ethically, in a dialogical mode, becomes thus a core purpose and content of 

all educational endeavors, including educational leadership. For globally good educational 

leaders this becomes a directive for the kind of culture they set out to create in the educational 

organization they are leading. 
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The above postulates about human nature lead us to see that our humanity is 

defined by the potential to act as ethically conscious constructors and reconstructors of our 

world and our future, rather than succumbing to the passive role of cultural reproducers. In 

such a light, democracy, in its deepest meaning, can be viewed as the realization of a central 

feature of humanity. Far from being a mere societal instrumentality, democracy, in this sense 

of the realization of human agency through active, ethically reasoned citizenship, becomes a 

core value and purpose in itself. It can be, furthermore, seen that, aside from obvious socio-

political parameters, deep democracy requires what can be termed inner power, manifested in 

Uljens’ “third birth”, and the consequent commitment to act on one’s internalized 

understandings. 

An understanding of our common human nature as potential (re)constructors of 

the world leads also to a confirmation of the adjective “globally good”. If we all as human 

beings have the essential potential to become creators of the world we inhabit, we are by 

definition co-creators of a shared world. Our supreme challenge and task is to identify or 

create together the ethical themes that can harmonize our diversity into a workable 

developmental scheme. We are, by our nature, not meant to be soloists but members of a 

global orchestra. What this entails, in very tangible ways, is that our personal wellbeing and 

that of our particular reference group is dependent upon the wellbeing of the entire humanity. 

For educational leaders this means that their leadership for their particular organization is 

pointless, arguably even dangerous, if not brought into the context of what kind of leadership 

or what leadership goals would benefit the global society. 

 

Globally reconstructive educational leadership and the institutional mandate of schools 

A fuller appreciation of educational leadership will obviously benefit from some reflections 

on the central purpose for operating schools in a society, as the role of educational leaders is 
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dependent on the kind of educational rationale they are appointed to promote. I would like to 

briefly sketch here a simplified taxonomy of three modes within which schools as social 

institutions are or can be designed to operate, in relation to the society they are embedded in 

(Namdar, 2012). The first one can be metaphorically referred to as the “copying machine” 

mode. Here, the main concern is to reproduce, in the main, the existing societal conditions. 

This has been, and still is, the most common mandate for schools the world over. In recent 

decades, however, it has become increasingly problematic due to the ever increasing rapidity 

and intensity of social change. The original is outdated by the time the first few copies have 

been written out. 

More progressive educationalists have come to the conclusion that in our fast 

changing world, it is impossible to foresee the future. Thus, it will be difficult to determine 

what the young generation will need to learn today so as to be able to live and work in the 

world of their adult years. It follows that schools need to prepare their students by training 

them in generic knowledge and skills that can later on be applied in any future societal setting. 

The pivot of such an approach is the idea of adaptation; hence I would call this the 

“chameleon” mode of operating schools. At the first sight, the chameleonic mandate sounds 

radically different from the copying machine one. Yet, at closer inspection, they both share 

the basic notion of adaptation: one to the existing societal order, the other to any future 

regime. Thus, they both imply a view of the future as something that happens to us, and that 

we only can or have to adjust ourselves to. 

From the point of view of what has been earlier been referred to in terms of a 

cosmopolitan culture and of global societal reconstruction, these two modes of educational 

institutions do not provide an adequate or relevant rationale. What mandate could then be 

given to schools that would be in keeping with a transformative, rather than an adaptive, 

approach? I have already referred to it in the passing as the idea of schools operating as 
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“spearheads towards the future”. In more recent times, Singh (2005) talks about the necessity 

of transformative curricula that would “enable students’ transformative engagement”, thus 

guarding them against “complacency, nostalgia, and resentment” (p. 132).  Fischman and 

McLaren (2005) envision schools as sites for reinventing democracy, as “centers of 

possibility” and “utopic-heterotopic spaces”. We can call this last category the 

“transformative arena” mode. 

A critical issue that arises here is how educational leaders can carry out their 

role in an ethical-rational manner when the main emphasis of the mandates for public schools 

everywhere is on the “copying machine” mode, and there are very few schools of any kind 

even aiming to operate in the “transformative arena” mode. Two factors would seem to be 

important in answering this key question: the will and the way. By the will, I am referring to 

the necessity of an understanding of the significance of a transformative response to 

globalization and of the consequent role of the globally good educational leader that will lead 

to a moral commitment and to practical action. It is, above all, this vision that needs to be 

formed into the core of a new alternative discourse on educational leadership. 

Once the transformative perspective has been adopted, it becomes a matter of 

strategy to be able to implement it in one’s leadership. Here, Berg’s (2006) “scope for action” 

model comes handy. It takes as its starting point the fact that the policy documents prepared to 

direct the operation of schools as institutions delineate a relatively broad field of possible 

arrangements and actions whose range benefits from the fact that these instructions are 

usually open to interpretation. No one school, as an individual organization, has ever 

implemented all the possibilities contained in or not specifically forbidden by the 

documents(s) regulating its operation. Each educational leader can, hence, find a more or less 

open space for action within her school to promote what she regards important. Naturally, 

official local or national policy documents need to be followed, and their purposes can usually 
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be achieved while attending to a transformative agenda that contains them and placing them 

in a new framework. 

To elucidate this last point, we can take an internationally typical example of 

learning objectives set by policy documents for each subject and school year. As the 

achievement of these objectives is usually measured by various tests, and in many cases 

publicized, teachers and educational leaders alike are under certain pressure to assure that the 

indicated goals are met. From the kind of globally transformative perspective that I have 

sought to develop in this paper, such a system makes little sense. The way school subjects are 

most often taught, they atomize knowledge into unconnected puzzle pieces that learners 

seldom manage to put together into a holistic view of reality. Even worse, the portrayal of 

knowledge, as packaged in school subject form, makes it usually inapplicable or of little 

relevance to real life needs and aspirations of young learners. So, a globally good educational 

leader would endeavor to have curricula reformulated in thematic entities corresponding to 

socially transformative action to be engaged in by the students. While this kind of an 

arrangement would not be called for by the policy document(s) she is directed by, such an 

approach would assure the achievement of subject-specific learning objectives in the process. 

Under the leadership of a globally good educational leader, the school would 

turn into a center of social experimentation and transformation. Instead of being like a 

medieval feudal castle, segregated from its environs, it would open up and go out to the 

community it is embedded in. Here are some examples of what this could entail: The various 

cultural groups of the local community could meet each other and the students at the school or 

at events organized by the school. Students, in small groups, would engage in developmental 

projects in their local community, as a core of their school studies. Later down the process, 

these projects could be pursued in collaboration with students in other schools and in other 

countries. NGOs represented in the community or otherwise accessible would be sought out 
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as partners in various undertakings and for student internships. Politicians and business people 

would be invited to the school to hear the students’ ideas about how their way of dealing with 

things could be radically changed for the benefit of the global society and to respond to these. 

 

A close-up profile of globally good educational leaders 

In the light of the above discussions, we can now focus our lens more exactly on the globally 

good educational leaders and identify three key aspects of their role identity. Globally good 

educational leaders are inspirers energizing and encouraging those they lead to reach for 

commonly agreed upon ideals. This aspect of their leadership could be termed ideal-based 

leadership which connotes an approach to education where instead of the learner, the 

instructor, knowledge, etc., ideals that have been arrived at through a process of dialogical 

ethical reasoning are placed in the center. Agreement on common ideals that set standards for 

relationships, provide a compass for transformative action, and serve as building blocks of 

worldviews calls also for an ability to detect positive potential, in stark contrast to the 

tendency to identify problems.  

Globally good educational leaders are also metaphorical orchestra conductors 

who enable the diverse body of learners and teachers synergize their multiformity into a 

functional and sustainable entity. They recognize that the organization they lead is like a 

miniature model of the global society they ultimately want to impact. Therefore, they set out 

to create and develop a cosmopolitan culture and appropriate democratic structures in the 

school they are leading. The relative autonomy that schools enjoy becomes an important asset 

in this context. Even though globally good educational leaders cannot immediately bring 

about radical changes on the global scale, they are conscious of their great influence on how 

their own schools operate. Through their leadership, globally good educational leaders help 
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those they lead to form a learning community dedicated to learning collaboratively about 

societal reconstruction in a global context. 

Finally, globally good educational leaders act as captains of an explorative 

expedition. Through their personal example and their support, they help their crews remember 

what they knew as children: that good questions are even more important than and keys to 

good answers. In the expedition they lead, one needs not be afraid or ashamed of making 

mistakes. In fact, all exploration, even those excursions that lead to dead ends or casualties of 

sorts, is regarded as a learning experience. By encouraging and maintaining regular 

reciprocity of action and reflection, globally good educational leaders provide for the 

transmutation of experience into knowledge. Their schools are not false bastions of ready-

made adults’ answers that only need to be assimilated by the young, but rather adventurous 

spaces for questioning even the most fundamental beliefs, principles, and institutions in a 

constant quest for transformative learning opportunities.  

Globally good educational leaders demonstrate their transformative aspirations 

and abilities by developing schools where two basic, interrelated assumptions are turned 

around. Firstly, their schools are not trying to catch up with societal advancements, but 

operate as spearheads of community development. Secondly, the students are not fostered and 

regarded as followers or as future actors, but as leaders of societal transformation - here and 

now. Globally good educational leaders exercise their leadership as identifiers and nurturers 

of globally beneficial potential. As the young people embody the greatest such potential, 

globally good educational leaders use their leadership to pass it on to the young. Their signal 

of success is a student standing up and claiming: “A better world starts at my school, with me, 

my friends, and my teachers!”                                                          

 

 



20 
 

REFERENCES 

 

Appadurai, A. (1996). Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization. 

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

Brameld, T. (1956). Toward a Reconstructed Philosophy of Education. New York: The 

Counts, G. (1978). Dare the School Build a New Social Order. London: Feffer & Simons. 

Delanty, G. (2009). The Cosmopolitan Imagination: The Renewal of Critical Social Theory. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Dunning, J. H. (2004). The Moral Imperatives of Global Capitalism: An Overview. In J. H. 

Dunning (Ed.), Making Globalization Good: The Moral Challenges of Global Capitalism, 

pp. 11–40. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Falk, R. (1999). Predatory Globalization: A Critique. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Fischman, G.E. & McLaren, P. (2005) Is There Any Space for Hope? Teacher Educationand 

Social Justice in the Age of Globalization and Terror. In G.E. Fischman, P. McLaren & H. 

Sünker. (Eds.), Critical Theories, Radical Pedagogies and Global Conflicts, pp. 343–359.  

Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Fitzsimons, P. (1999). Managerialism and Education. In M. Peters, P. Ghiraldelli, B. Žarnić,  

A. Gibbons. (Eds.), Encyclopaedia of Philosophy of Education. Retrieved 29 October 

2012 from 

http://www.ffst.hr/ENCYCLOPAEDIA/doku.php?id=mangerialism_and_education. 

Fromm, E. (1955). Sane Society. Florence, KY: Routledge. 

 

Held, D. & McGrew, A., Goldblatt, D. & Perraton, J. (1999). Global Transformations – 

Politics, Economics and Culture. Cambridge: Polity Press. 



21 
 

in Comparative Education, 4(1), pp. 277-293. 

Macgregor Wise, J. (2008). Cultural Globalization – A User’s Guide. Oxford: Blackwell 

Publishing. 

Namdar, K. (2012). In Quest of the Globally Good Teacher: Exploring the need, the  

possibilities, and the main elements of a globally relevant core curriculum for teacher 

education. Doctoral dissertation. Mälardalen University, Sweden. 

Robertson, R. (1992). Globalization: Social Theory and Global Culture. London: Sage. 

Scholte, J. A. (1997). Global capitalism and the state. International Affairs, 73 (3), pp. 427–

452. 

Singh, M. (2005). Responsive Education: Enabling Transformative Engagements with 

Transitions in Global/National Imperatives. In M. W. Apple, J. Kenway, & M. Singh. 

(Eds.), Globalizing Education: Policies, Pedagogies, and Politics., pp. 113–134. New 

York: Peter Lang. 

Smith, D. G. (2003). Curriculum and Teaching Face Globalization. In W. F. Pinar. (Ed.), 

International Handbook of Curriculum Research, pp. 35–52. London: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates, Publishers. 

Snauwaert, D.T. (2001). Cosmopolitan democracy and democratic education. Current Issues  

Uljens, M. (2004). Pedagogiken som vetenskap i spänningen mellan det moderna och 

senmoderna. Inaugural speech at Åbo Akademi, Vasa, Finland. 13 February 2004. 

Uljens, M. (2009). Allmän pedagogik som kritisk pedagogik. In A. Kivelä & A. Sutinen 

(Eds.), Teoria ja traditio. Juhlakirja Pauli Siljanderille, pp. 153–178. Turku, Finland: 

Kasvatustieteiden Seura 42. 


