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abstract
The European Union (EU) is frequently seen as an important actor shaping globalised education policy space but its complex architecture and policy-making processes carry a constant challenge to researchers. There is a growing tendency in the academic literature to avoid separating the national and the EU level of policy-making. The globalisation pressures and national interest advocated by each EU Member State are strongly mediated by specific ‘actorness’ of the EU: number and variety of actors involved in education policy-making and implementation.

This chapter brings a political science perspective to help open a ‘black box’ of policy-making in the EU. It contextualises the inner-workings of the EU, its structure and relationship with its Member States. It begins by providing a theoretical background of the day-to-day policy making by analysing the agency- structure dichotomy in the EU policy-making. Next, it analyses the institutional arrangements of the EU focusing on ‘soft law’ and policy-making of the European Council, the European Commission and the European Parliament. Further, it defines the growing in prominence concept of Europeanisation which is understood as a three-way analytical concept which includes the infiltration of the Member States’ policy preferences or rules into the EU, the ‘national adaptation’ of EU policies as well as horizontal exchanges. The chapter also provides explanation of how the EU is perceived through ‘normative power’ concept, as well as how Member States themselves become ‘norm entrepreneurs’. 
Explaining the day-to-day policy making in the EU – theoretical background 
To understand the political arrangements and decision-making processes in the European Union (EU), political scientists traditionally utilised integration theories including functionalism and intergovernmentalism that where based on the main International Relations (IR) theories (Haas 1964; Moravcsik 1998; Rosamond 2000). Europeanists argue however, that these meta-theories are not sufficient to explain the day-to-day level of policy-making in the EU (Cram 1996). Instead, it is proposed to focus on specific analytical strengths and weaknesses of the approaches that work better in combination than alone (Sandholtz 1993). In this context, the EU theorising focuses principally on the agency-structure dichotomy. 


The understanding of the agency-structure debate is crucial before attempting to analyse European policy processes. The agency-structure debate revolves around the nature of social reality attempting to establish to what extent social reality is rooted in an ‘agency’, which refers to the capability of the individual to be creative and make their own choices, or to the ‘structure’, which might limit choices and constrain behaviour. In the case of European education policies, debate has two dimensions. First focuses on the individual nation state’s decisions and interests, and the constraining implications of EU institutions and decision-making processes on them. Second, on the influence of the nation state on the policy making processes within the EU. In general, there are two competing understandings of the compatibility of IR theories in EU studies. The first assumes that the differences in ontological and epistemological views rooted in the agency-structure assumptions of each theory make it impossible to combine them (Smith 1994). In this view, there may always be only two accounts on social world construction (based on agency or structure), which may not be combined. On the other side of the spectrum, constructivists argue that agency and structure are ‘mutually constitutive’ (Checkel  1999, Risse 2004). In this respect, the social environment defines who we are; but at the same time, human agency creates and changes its environment through its daily practices (Risse 2004). This two-way constitutiveness is especially important when examining the EU as a two-way policy-making process at the European level, where the European processes and institutions ‘feed back’ into Member States (MS). 



In political science social constructivism occupies an ontological ‘middle ground’ between the agency and structure, enabling the compilation of both for examining policy change. The education policy is seen as a social construction, which has emerged and continues to emerge from the social interaction among diplomats, officials, politicians, citizens of EU Member States, EU Member States themselves, as well as other actors or structures which influence the education policy agenda.


Constructivists’ approaches to European integration concentrate on answering the questions of how particular policies have been developed. They question ontological and epistemological assumptions of the rationalist theories, focusing on the role of ideas, norms and identities in international relations and point to the interdependence of agency and structure. Social constructivism has been used by political science scholars to explain the key aspects of Europeanisation, interests and identity (Checkel 1999). Recently, also scholars in education (Dale & Robertson 2009; Lawn & Grek 2012) have taken up the study of Europeanisation and its effects on education policies across Europe. Checkel (1999) suggests that the mutual constitutiveness of agents and structures is the key theoretical approach to help open the ‘black box’ of decision-making processes in the EU including a formation of national interests, as the identities and the interests of actors emerge from the interaction between agents and structures and are in effect endogenous of this process. In line with this argument Risse (2004) provides three main contributions of social constructivism that aid the understanding of the EU: 


First, accepting the mutual constitutiveness of agency and structure allows for a much deeper understanding of Europeanisation including its impact on statehood in Europe. Second and related, emphasising the constitutive effects of European law, rules, and policies enables us to study how European integration shapes social identities and interests of actors. Third, focusing on communicative practices permits us to examine more closely how Europe and the EU are constructed discursively and how actors try to come to grips with the meaning of European integration (Risse 2004:165). 

The most common criticism of constructivism put forward, for example, by Moravcsik (2004), is that the constructivist claims are not testable because it is difficult to test how abstract ideas or norms change behaviour. Nevertheless, there has been a growing amount of empirical research based on social constructivist assumptions testing hypotheses on socialisation and norm-diffusion. Either way, the constructivist assumptions have become increasingly popular as they capture a growing complexity of the decision-making processes in the EU and their impact on national policies of Member States, which no longer can be analysed in terms of independent and dependent variables, as the relationship is incrementally intervened.
Decision-making processes within the EU Institutions 

The EU has a complex and unique decision-making system. The key institutions determining EU policies include the European Council, the European Commission, and the European Parliament. The decision-making process is controlled by ‘different national channels’: governments, parliaments, courts, sub-national levels of government, citizens, political parties and interests (Nugent 2006). 

The most powerful channel controlling the policies in the EU is a national government. The government’s representatives play significant roles, in particular, in the European Council and the Council of Ministers.
Figure 1. Main Institutions of the European Union


The European Council


The European Council (the Council) is a body that brings together the Heads of State or Government and the Commission President which meets usually four times a year. It is a gathering at the highest political level which gives leadership and direction to policy development of the EU. Its agenda is prepared by various bodies – especially COREPER (consists of Permanent Representatives to EU), the Council Secretariat and the Presidency of the Council. The Presidency is rotational, provides leadership for 6 months and is perceived as a vital channel to influence EU policies. The European Council acts regularly as political initiator. The Communiques of the Summits’ meetings usually instigate the Commission’s actions which are transformed in to EU policies. This is the institutions where the decision-making is based on intergovernmentalism, where the Member States’ government leaders negotiate and bargain to meet their own national interests. 
The Council of Ministers

The Council of Ministers (the Council of the EU) is the institution where, the Member States’ ministers with responsibility for a given area sit. The body that is shaping the education policy is the Education Council. It meets three or four times a year and adopts its decisions by a vote of Ministers (usually by a qualified majority). The Council of Ministers has main decision-making powers regarding the implementation of the European Council strategies. In 2000, the Lisbon European Council set itself the goal of making the European Union the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world. The Education Council followed by adopting, for example, common future objectives of education and training systems, and subsequently developing indicators and benchmarks to measure progress (Council of Ministers 2001). It is important to emphasise that the decisions of the Council of Ministers are a result of long negotiations between the governments’ representatives, and the governments are accountable for implementations of the Councils of Ministers’ resolutions.
The European Commission
In the Commission each Member State is represented by one Commissioner responsible for particular EU policy. His role is to represent EU-wide interest rather than just the national one. As the governments have rather limited chance to influence the individual Commissioners, their influence is channelled through the groups of experts advising the Commission’s committees and working groups as discussed by Rasmussen in Chapter 2. It is an important access point into the EU policy-making as there are hundreds of committees which produce thousands of legislative acts every year.

The Commission’s main role is to initiate the legislation, control the implementation of the acquis communautaire in Member States, undertake a research activity and represent the EU abroad. The Commission has also a agenda-setting role. For example, once the European Council (Head of the States) agreed on Lisbon Strategy in 2000, the Commission proceeded with its initiatives. It released Memorandum on developing a coherent overall strategy for lifelong learning in Europe (30 October 2000). In this context, the Commission stressed the importance of lifelong learning and the role of adult learning, including its contribution to personal development and fulﬁlment in reaching those objectives (European Commission, 2001). The Memorandum was followed by a wide ranging debate and the development of National Action Plans by Member States (Council of Ministers 2001). These Action Plans were also based on the idea of coherent strategies for lifelong learning. Thus, the Commission’s work directly influences debates and instigates changes within Member States.

The Commission may also introduce recommendations directed to Member States on basis of its objectives that not necessary result from the European Council meetings. For example, Bologna process was not formally an EU initiative but received a strong support from the European Commission. The Bologna objectives, embraced by the Commission, resulted in support for reforms leading to building the European area of higher education. Although the Bologna process is an intergovernmental process, the European Commission became a significant actor in actively promoting Bologna objectives through, for example, the establishment of the ERASMUS mobility program. 

The Commission’s role has risen significantly. It has driven the EU towards greater uniformity through ‘regulation by networks’ (Eberlein & Newman 2008) which refers to networking national ofﬁcials in issue-speciﬁc arenas, and also engaging number of interests groups, social partners and associations working in education creating a space for network governance. The national officials who are engaged in networking and frequently socialised with each other are easier persuaded by a good argument or technocratic consensus (Kelley 2004). Networking that is taking place in the EU includes number of public, private, semi-private actors which creates a complex web of interests to manage. As Lawn and Grek (2012) conclude, networks and associations are important in creating the policy space for education in Europe.
The European Parliament

The European Parliament has a number of ways to influence the EU policies including the right to accept, amend, or reject the vast majority of EU law. It is involved in the design of legislation by participating in pre-proposal stage with the Commission. It adopts its own proposals, strategies and resolutions to urge policy directions. For example, in 2006, the European Parliament adopted a report on lifelong learning for adults (European Parliament 2006). It argued that too few adults were participating and urged Member States to utilise the European Commission’s frame of reference for key competences as a tool to develop and update their competences. The resolution was adopted in first reading after agreement with Council.
Table 1. Characteristics of the European Union Institutions
	Institution
	Composition
	Accountability
	Role

	The European Council
	Heads of the State or government
	National governments
	Provides strategy

	The Council of Ministers
	The Ministers of each MS with responsibility for a given area
	National governments
	Implements the European Council strategies

	The European Commission
	Commissioners one from each EU country
	Appointed, impartial and independent
	Controls implementation and sets agenda

	The European Parliament
	Members of the European Parliament
	Directly-Elected
	Accepts, amends, or rejects EU law



The influence of individual Member States

Having in mind that education is an area that falls within the competence of Member States, each Member State have a direct influence on EU policy-making. Although the infiltration of the Member States’ policy preferences (bottom-up Europeanisation) into the EU can be observed during different phases of policy negotiations, scholars who explore the power and influence of Member States in the EU utilised diverse theoretical approaches. For example, at the core of liberal intergovernmentalism (LI) rests hard interstate bargaining, based on the relative power of nation states (Moravcsik 1993, 1998). Bargaining occurs regularly in EU affairs, yet in Smith’s (2000) view, this type of cooperation tends to be decreasing giving the way to a growing tendency of ‘problem-solving’, which involves an appeal to common interests and the use of ostracism or peer-pressure. Problem-solving has been supported by the EU’s set of norms, such as regular communication and consultation, confidential discussions, which are usually conducted by consensus, and the notion of domaines résérves, or subjects considered off-limits owing to the objections of one or more EU states. 


These norms provide a basis for common positions on a number of difficult areas without the engagement of the EU’s supranational institutions. Similarly, Helen Wallace (2000) points to ‘intensive transgovernmentalism’, which refers to the ‘cooperation between the EU members, where the states have been ready to commit themselves to extensive engagement, but have judged the full EU institutional framework to be inappropriate for adoption’. In other words, the willingness of national governments to cooperate closely and solve problems rather than bargain resulted in the deepening of cooperation in areas of high politics.

Powerful factors
It is a common knowledge, that some EU Member States exercise more ‘political weight’ than other.  There are several factors which influence a state’s capacity and capability (Archer and Nugent 2006): 
· Historic position (the date of joining the EU), 
· Geographical location, 
· Economic strength, 
· Public attitude towards the EU, 
· The size of the state. 
These factors determine ‘political weight’ within the negotiating process. Nevertheless, Wallace (2005) argues that the role of ideas, norms and socialisation is as important as political power. Several particularly significant indicators of influence in the EU system, may recognised: 
· Political practice, which refers to gaining peer respect through a particular political behaviour; 
· Example setting, which describes influence through observable practices within a particular Member State; 
· The ability to propose persuasive ideas; 
· Setting compelling demands, which refers to a particular concern of a government toward a specific case and an ability to project it in the EU; 
· Credibility and consistency in a political approach towards the EU. 

These elements derive from active national governments, competency of negotiators, and influence of other actors such as national parliaments.

Active government  The ability of a government to play active role depends on domestic stability of government which is influenced by coalition’s strength and support from electorate and interest groups. The governments are even stronger negotiators while in the alliances with one or two governments. It is increasingly important aspect of government’s strategy, called ‘multilateral bilateralism’. 
The competence of negotiators The competence of negotiators plays important role, in particular, in the Council of Ministers. Furthermore, the level of control over the national representatives from their government influences their flexibility to negotiate on important policy areas, particularly at the lower Council of Ministers levels. 

The scholars point out on four major arrangements established for governments to coordinate their policy and participation in the EU (Nugent 2006): 
· The Heads of government are managing the major political and constitutional EU issues; 
· The relations between the EU and the national leaders are handled by the Foreign Ministry; 
· The Ministries’ internal structures are adjusted to the EU’s requirements; 
· The character of the coordination arrangements depends on a particular Member State. 
On basis of these arrangements three major coordinating systems may be distinguished: a fragmented German system, a centralised French model and a Spanish one, where the competences are concentrated in hand of Foreign Ministry. 

National Parliament Another important instrument influencing the national input into EU decision-making process is national parliament. It is not as powerful as government but displays significant consulting and controlling role. All governments consult their parliaments on fundamental matters. Each parliament has established special parliamentary committee to deal with EU matters. The weakness of national parliaments in EU decision making process results from a lack of formal EU treaty powers, so national governments can choose on what matter consult the parliament. Moreover, the national parliaments’ leading role is to advice on EU legislation which is mainly ‘administrative’ thus lies within the competences of national government. Furthermore, it is highly technical therefore hard to understand by an average legislator. The national parliaments also cooperate with each other on EU matters. They provide a forum for exchanging best practices in matters connected with membership in the European Union as well as give an opportunity to exchange views on current issues, to coordinate positions and to take common initiatives. 

Other governing bodies  In assessing the national inputs on EU decision-making the role of sub-national level of government must be pointed out, as their importance within the EU is growing. The Committees of the Regions have their representatives in the EU and they are mostly focused on lobbying and gathering information.

hard and soft law 
The European Union functions effectively across the range of policy spectrums through soft coordination of hard legislation. The hard legislation of the EU is based on intergovernmental cooperation as it is considered a politically sensitive area. The dominant intergovernmental character lies with the European Council which principally represents the national interests of Member States. The decisions in the Council are taken under instructions of the national governments concentrated on particular national benefit not EU-wide interest. The Council decision-making is based on the idea of intergovernmentalism that recognises also other factors influencing the processes within the EU (Nugent 2006). As Moravcsik (1993) explains, ‘at the core of liberal intergovernmentalism are three important elements: the assumption of rational state behaviour (the state will act in a way which aims to achieving its national interests), a liberal theory of national preference formation and an intergovernmentalist analysis of interstate negotiations.’ The main point of reference in intergovernmentalism is domestic politics shaping the interest of the state (Cram 1996). Moravcsik (1993) points out two stages of decision-making process characterizing intergovernmentalism: national preference formation (formed on basis of economic or geopolitical factors) and interstate bargaining. Moravcsik argues that economic and geopolitical factors are crucial in understanding how policy preferences are formed in a given Member State. A common policy with no economic consequences for one or more big Member States will only exist if it has positive geopolitical implications for these states. A common policy with economic consequences for one or more big Member States will only exist if the economic consequences are positive for these states. 

Moravcsik’s approach to the European integration and to the actions of Member States’ governments in the EU has been very popular among the scholars yet it also attracted some criticism. The most common argument is that liberal intergovernmentalism overestimates the influence of national governments hence understates the importance of supranational institutions, such as the European Commission and the role of international organisations (Nugent 2006). Furthermore, there is criticism of Moravcsik’s empirical research focused only on analysis of great policies, such as the Maastricht Treaty and Monetary integration. Indeed, in the area of the education policy the intergovernmentalism lacks conviction, as this is the politically sensitive area. Therefore, there is a growing interest among scholars to analyse the impact of soft governance, the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in particular, on EU decision-making in education. 

The OMC method was established during the Lisbon Summit in March 2000, where the EU leaders projected the goal to turn the European economy into the most competitive knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. In contrast to a traditional EU’s ‘soft law’ the OMC is highly political through a stronger role of the European Council – in policy formulation and monitoring (Borras & Jacobsson 2004). It results in greater coherence of the EU’s policies. The components of the OMC have been divided into steering mechanisms and steering forces (Grek et al 2009). They include benchmarks, reference tools, frameworks, communications, conclusions and recommendations. As Grek et al emphasise these policy tools are ‘self-imposed’ and ‘self-adhered’ therefore ‘easier’ to re-define, re-adjust and break down accordingly with national systems. It is argued that OMC has ‘unequivocal effects on national politics through the articulation of common targets, the collection of comparable data on key indicators, the agreement on joint priorities, and valuable opportunities for mutual learning’ (Weishaupt and Lack, 2011). Nevertheless, the effective implementation of these objectives is controlled by the Council of the EU with support from the Commission (Borras and Jacobsson 2004). The Commission’s role includes preparing proposals using the Council of the EU guidelines; consulting on ‘best practice’; preparing evaluation methods; and assuring coherence of the program (Eggermont 2012). 

The complexity of the relationship between the EU and its Members States has been exacerbated by economic crisis in late 2000s changing the dynamics of European integration process. The economic and social pressure on the Eurozone countries, the EU institutions and all Member States has been growing following collapse of European economies and rapid unemployment increases. It had twofold effect on decision-making processes in the EU. On the one hand, it led to questioning of equal European integration for all, instead proposing two-speed Europe divided on basis of the level of economic and political integration. On the other hand, it prompted the European Commission to call for deepening political integration within areas which fall within the competences of Member States. The Commission argued that ‘we need to accept that the increased economic interdependence demands also a more determined and coherent response at the political level’ (European Commission 2010). Lifelong learning was acknowledged as an essential component of growth in Europe: ‘lifelong learning should be regarded as a fundamental principle underpinning the entire framework’ (The Council of the European Union 2009). The pressure on the Member States has been growing to make lifelong learning ‘a reality’. All Members agreed to meet the benchmark of an average of at least 15% of adults participating in lifelong learning by 2020 (The Council of the European Union 2009). The search for new solutions to the crisis, finding new educational opportunities for unemployed youth as well as re-skilling of adults resulted in an increased focus on lifelong learning. 


It needs to be remembered that there is a growing tendency in the academic literature to avoid separating the national and the EU level of policy-making. Due to an increasing intertwining of the national preferences with the EU through the consideration of the common interests in the preference formation stage and socialisation process (Smith 2004). Also, the process of globalisation requires the EU and its member States to employ more coordinate approach into resolving policy issues. The unemployment for example is closely correlated with Member States’ education, lifelong learning and social policies. The hard law of the EU itself wouldn’t address this issue, but it requires the engagement of social partners, subnational authorities, and the mobilisation of knowledge and resources. It is here where the OMC may be the most relevant (Borras and Jacobsson 2004).

Education Policy in the EU 

Education in European countries had always been seen as a national affair. The education systems and objectives had been closely related with countries’ history, political system and location. It has been perceived as an instrument for strengthening national identity and culture. The nation state also provided a major framework in the provision of formal education. However, due to increasingly global character of the way national and supranational policy is made, education policy making is increasingly framed by national economic imperatives and driven by the need to be globally competitive (Thomson et al 2012). The global trends, including strong relevance of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), guide the objectives of national policy-making in many countries. The European Union has also become an influential actor in norm and standard setting for education achievement. Nevertheless, it is argued that the EU is strongly driven by neo-liberal objectives and that policy initiatives providing neo-liberal policy solutions have a better chance of making their way to the top of political agendas (Baumgartner 2007).

Furlong (2010) explains EU education policy in terms of ‘differentiated integration’ concept. As Member State education systems are characterised by diverse structures and processes, the adhering to common EU objectives requires adopting different custom build solutions. Each Member State thus would use different baselines, change in different speeds and adopt separate institutional solutions. Nevertheless, the goals and benchmarks included in EU legislation and accepted by all EU members need to be adhered to.


In has to be emphasised that although the EU provides a platform for discussion, exchange of ideas and a space where Member States can ‘share’ policy ideas, the developments in education policy in the EU, the Lisbon Strategy in particular, have been founded on ‘human capital’ theory to develop Europe into ‘the world’s most competitive and dynamic, knowledge-based economic area’ (European Council 2000). The Lisbon Strategy is at the centre of European economic policy. The advancement of education as a priority over the past two decades by incoming governments not only in Europe but also in the USA (Clinton), and Australia (Rudd/Gillard) indicates that it is seen by liberal democratic governments as a policy field that has potential social and economic returns that have become more difficult to achieve through policy instruments that were available in the pre-globalisation era. Such an approach is problematic as it regards education as a remedy for economic problems which leads to vocationalisation and instrumentalisation of policies. Thomson et al (2012) for example argue that the policy objectives should be driven rather by ‘an imaginary of a better and more socially just future for all’. Unlike a ‘determinist view of a knowledge society’ there is a need for developing the capacity to imagine a longer-term future where school has an authentic educational focus and where school ‘serves multiple, life-enhancing purposes through a rich array of pedagogic practices’ (Thomson et al 2012).

Nevertheless, as Holford and Špolar (2012) emphasise, the specificity of the EU, its governance architecture and policy-making processes, sets the EU apart from neoliberal-driven countries. The globalisation pressures and national interest advocated by each EU Member State are strongly mediated by ‘actorness’ of the EU: number and variety of actors involved in education policy-making and implementation. It also includes the Europeanisation processes which are not dominated by one institution, but rather remain complex three-way force.
Europeanisation 

In recent years, Europeanisation has become a term commonly used in international relations, social sciences and particularly in European studies. The concept of Europeanisation has been popular among the scholars of European studies, however the definition and applicability of the term has been strongly contested. Europeanisation is, in an important part formed by ‘the transnationalism and the interdependence of the EU and of national administrative and governance systems’, transforming both the EU and the Member States (Murray 2009). These transformations create an extensive area for the research of power and influence in the EU. 


In the context of education policy, Lawn & Grek (2012) emphasise how Europeanisation creates ‘transnational networks and flows of people, ideas and practices across European borders’ leading to transformations of travel and social policies in unexpected ways. Europeanisation of education policy occurs at a national level where national political structure, administration, policy processes and policies are being ‘oriented’ into the European direction. It can present itself through the ‘national adaptation’ which is understood as a change of position or policy problem as a result of the participation in the common EU decision making, in particular through the OMC. The national level Europeanisation is specifically addressed by Milana in Chapter 4, but it is important to provide the definition and explain the full extent of the process.

The definition of Europeanisation predominantly used in political science studies of the EU is one that follows Claudio M. Radaelli (2004):

Europeanisation consists of processes of a) construction, b) diffusion and c) institutionalisation of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the EU policy process and then incorporated in the logic of domestic (national and subnational) discourse, political structures and public policies. 

Such an approach to Europeanisation focuses largely on the transformative effect of the EU governance system on the political institutions, policies, and political processes of Member States. OMC is a promising Europeanisation instrument as its mechanisms are based on learning and knowledge diffusion. Nevertheless, Europeanisation is not only a uni-directional, top-down process. 


A significant number of political scientists perceive Europeanisation as ‘mutual constitutive’ process of change. This suggests that Europeanisation is a two-way relationship between agency and structure where agency is transformed by the participation in the EU structure, but at the same time agency is transforming the EU processes and structure (Boerzel 2003). Such an approach generates a growing interest in exploring other notions of Europeanisation such as the analysis of the ‘national inputs’ of Member States and their effect on EU policies and decision-making processes in the EU institutions (up-wards process). 

The ‘national inputs’ affecting EU policies and decision-making processes in the EU institutions, and the main point of access in the EU system for Member States include policy design process, the negotiation stage, legitimation, the implementation of the policies, or elite socialisation. One of the recent examples on the national input into policy making in the EU is a memorandum for introducing a vocational education system based on Germany’s model signed, on the invitation from the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research, by Spain, Greece, Portugal, Italy, Slovakia and Latvia, in association with the European Commission (Federal Ministry of Education and Research 2013). The initiative targets the countries where the youth unemployment grew to dramatic proportions.  The process is supported by the European Commission and may be further developed under its wings.



The scholars also recognise that the Europeanisation process refers not only to the vertical dimension (EU - Member State), but it is also characterised by horizontal dynamics (nation state - nation state). The horizontal dynamics result from exchange of ideas, power and policies between Member States’ actors created by the context provided by the EU. The horizontal process creates a culture of cooperation, which includes the harmonisation of ideas and policies between the Member States or between the Member State and non-Member State. Horizontal linkages put pressure on actors without the involvement of supranational institutions. Horizontal cooperation may also create linkages to other transnational organisations and the non-EU members. According to Bulmer and Radaelli (2005), the horizontal pattern of Europeanisation is particularly witnessed in the areas, where the supranational institutions are less influential, and cooperation and mutual learning prevails between Member States. In the policy areas where the national governments are the key actors, where decisions are subject to unanimity amongst the governments, or where the EU is simply an arena for the exchange of ideas, the supranational institutions have very weak powers and they cannot act as strong agents promoting Europeanisation. 

There is a growing evidence of cross national learning at sub-national levels between the state or national communities mostly driven by the EU’s education mobility programs (Ilsoe 2008). The horizontal Europeanisation also takes place through regional platforms. For example the Council of the Baltic Sea States or the Visegrad Group where cooperation within these organisations and with other EU members has provided not only an additional forum for discussing issues related to the common region, but also provided a forum for consultation on the positions to be negotiated at the EU level. The Visegrad Group Ministers for Education, from Poland, Hungary, Czech republic and Slovakia, meet regularly to discuss common priorities and goals. Recently the Ministers shared their opinions on how to improve the quality and transparency of the tertiary education through reforms and system changes enhancing public confidence in tertiary education and in concrete universities (Visegrad Group 2011). Its objective was a common strategy to improve the results of the universities in international comparisons. The participants agreed on several common steps, including setting quality standards and professionalisation of accrediting agencies; introduction of a transparent system of information access; and establishment of a working group of Visegrad Group Ministries, aimed at modernisation of the tertiary education area, including evaluation. 


Although the effects of three dimensional processes of Europeanisation may be observed at regional or state levels of government they are increasingly influential through the thick web of networks and spaces, ‘providing European solutions to European problems’ (Lawn and Grek 2012:15). Europeanisation of education policy results in creation of the European space of education where governance subjects, formally or informally, act as ‘points of distribution for the ideas of Europeanisation’ (Lawn and Grek 2012:15).  
EU as a normative power 

The scholarly literature, analysing the EU’s actorness and influence, portrays the EU as an actor that promotes a series of normative principles. The EU’s normative principles, such as democracy, human rights, the rule of law, peace and freedom are generally acknowledged within the United Nations system, and are clearly set out in the Treaty on European Union (1992): 

RECALLING the historic importance of the ending of the division of the European continent and the need to create firm bases for the construction of the future Europe, CONFIRMING their attachment to the principles of liberty, democracy and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and of the rule of law, DESIRING to deepen the solidarity between their peoples while respecting their history, their culture and their traditions. 
It is important to note that ‘norms do not emerge out of thin air; they are actively built by agents having strong notions about appropriate or desirable behaviour in their community’ (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). In this way, the EU becomes a stronger normative actor when Member States themselves promote norms. Norms set standards of international behaviour. On the basis of the EU’s collection of attitudes and values over the years, the EU has been described as a civilian power, soft power and more recently as a normative power. The idea of the EU’s civilian power, proposed by Duchêne (1973), referred to the EU’s ability to extend its own model of stability and security through economic and political rather than military means. On the other hand, Nye’s (2004) famous definition of ‘soft power’ as ‘the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payments’ was related to forms of policy influence which relied on the power of attraction deriving from culture, political values and legitimate policies. 


More recently, the most prominent expression of the normative nature of the EU has been the work of Manners (2002, 2006). Introducing the idea of the EU as a normative power, Manners described the EU as a policy actor intent on shaping, instilling, diffusing — and thus ‘normalising’ — rules and values in international affairs through non-coercive means. The normative power approach is visible in the EU’s official texts and discourses that make similar claims about the Union’s role in world politics. 

The notion of the EU’s normative power does relate to the norms promoted by supranational institutions, but it first and foremost relates to the promotion of norms by EU members themselves. If Member States also act as ‘norm advocates’ and comply with the norms they propagate, then the EU’s norm promotion becomes more convincing. Many international norms began as domestic norms and became international through the efforts of entrepreneurs of various kind (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998). Militarily weak and economically dependent small states, in particular, play a significant role in strengthening global codes of appropriate behaviour by acting as ‘norm entrepreneurs’ in the international community (Ingebritsen 2002). The term ‘norm entrepreneur’ relates to any policy-maker, agenda-setter or institution committed to a certain idea and able to shape the collective behaviour of others. Such a promoter of a notion purposely favours the selected idea over others, which derives from either the norm entrepreneur’s identity or its particular interests. The role of norm entrepreneurs has been attributed to Scandinavian countries, in particular, Sweden, Denmark and Finland. Their remote geographic position, limited material capabilities and unique identities provide them with normative policy objectives.

Although normative power is not widely accepted as an objective analytical concept, it provides the EU with an identity based on the image of a positive force in world politics. The EU presents the potential to transform policy-making by acting as norm entrepreneur. The norm entrepreneurship, as conceptual approach, has been successfully applied by European integration scholars in EU foreign policy studies. Recently, the concept has also been used in a context of education policy. Kleibrink (2011) argues that the EU successfully acted as norm entrepreneur in neighbouring states that are economically less developed by establishing its view of lifelong learning policy as a norm. The regional diffusion of such a norm resulted in the European Qualifications Framework (EQF) becoming regionally accepted meta-framework. Furthermore the EU has played a role in establishing and diffusing a particular language relating to education. As Ulf Fredriksson (2003) notes: ‘‘indicators’, ‘benchmarks’ and ‘benchmarking’ did not formerly have a very precise and clear meaning in the education sector, but they are now’.


In the area of education policy, however, the EU’s normative power image has been questioned. Some scholars have perceived the EU not so much as ‘force for good’ but as imperialising power (Robertson 2009), driver of globalisation (Dale 2009) or promoter of neoliberal imaginary powered by improved human capital and better skills (Thomson et al. 2012).

Nevertheless, the EU has become an influential actor in norm and standard setting for education achievement. Grek et al (2009) argue that the EU is a ‘friendlier face of globalization’ as it offers quality assurance framework and ‘best practice’ advice without interfering into national ‘curriculum’ standards. Indeed, it provides a platform for discussion, exchange of ideas and a space where smaller, less powerful nation states can raise their voice, and contributes to the policy strengthening in non-EU countries.
Conclusion 

Processes of education policy development in Europe
 are no longer located within the context of political, historical and cultural of a single nation state. They are mediated by an emergent EU education policy space. Education policy in Europe is a result of mutual contitutiveness of agents and structures. National policies of Member States no longer can be analysed in terms of independent and dependent variables, as the relationship is incrementally intervened. 

Opening the ‘black-box’ of decision-making within the EU institutions requires understanding of the interactions between various national interests, identities and the interests of actors involved in the process. In-depth understanding of the inner workings of the EU institutional system is imperative as the nature of education policy-making is no longer the same. Although the infiltration of the Member States’ policy preferences into the EU is significant, particularly in the Council of Ministers, a role of supranational institutions, such as the European Commission, has risen significantly. The drive towards greater uniformity has taken a form of ‘regulation by networks’- networking national ofﬁcials in issue-speciﬁc arenas and also engaging number of interests groups, social partners and associations working in education creating a space for network governance. 

The tendency towards more coordinate approach in resolving policy issues has been also exacerbated by the growing role of soft governance, in EU decision-making, the Open Method of Coordination in particular. The OMC affects national policies through the articulation of common targets, the collection of comparable data on key indicators and the joint priorities which support constant comparison and the possibility of peer pressure.



The transnationalism and the interdependence of the EU and of national administrative and governance systems remain important factors in growth of Europeanisation. Europeanisation focuses on three-way transformative effect on policy making with a strong influence of supranational actors, the ‘input’ of nation states as well as horizontal exchanges between nation states created by the context provided by the EU. Europeanisation of education policy results in creation of the European space of education where governance actors distribute the Europeanisation ideas in formal or informal ways.

There is also an on-going debate on what kind of ‘actor’ the EU really is. It has been described as a civilian power, soft power and more recently as a normative power. In the area of education policy, however, the EU’s normative power image has been questioned with perceptions of the EU as being imperialising power or promoter of neoliberal imaginary powered by improved human capital and better skills. Nevertheless, the EU has become an influential actor in norm and standard setting for education achievement.

The political science perspective provides education policy researchers with a policy making context on increasingly complex technical and bureaucratic forms of policy change in the European Union. It provides an understanding on governance architecture and the complex relationships between the EU and its Member States which are transforming education policy in a range of complicated ways. Researching education policy benefits from including political science perspective, in particular, use of concepts like Europeanisation, norm entrepreneurship or supranational or national perspectives. Understanding the complexity of the decision-making system, the inner workings of the EU institutions and the three-way process of Europeanisation can be utilised by education policy scholars to effectively clarify the context of policy analysis on local, national and supranational levels. As the European space for education grows into existence the governance, ideas, networks and agents ruling this space become increasingly relevant in policy analysis. Also policy outcomes scrutinised by national governments will result from and will have a direct effect on education policy space construction. 
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