
Holford, John and Mleczko, Agata (2013) Lifelong 
learning: national policies in the European perspective. 
In: Lifelong learning in Europe: national patterns and 
challenges. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, pp. 25-45. ISBN 
9780857937353 

Access from the University of Nottingham repository: 
http://eprints.nottingham.ac.uk/31479/1/78963.pdf

Copyright and reuse: 

The Nottingham ePrints service makes this work by researchers of the University of 
Nottingham available open access under the following conditions.

· Copyright and all moral rights to the version of the paper presented here belong to 

the individual author(s) and/or other copyright owners.

· To the extent reasonable and practicable the material made available in Nottingham 

ePrints has been checked for eligibility before being made available.

· Copies of full items can be used for personal research or study, educational, or not-

for-profit purposes without prior permission or charge provided that the authors, title 
and full bibliographic details are credited, a hyperlink and/or URL is given for the 
original metadata page and the content is not changed in any way.

· Quotations or similar reproductions must be sufficiently acknowledged.

Please see our full end user licence at: 
http://eprints.nottingham.ac.uk/end_user_agreement.pdf 

A note on versions: 

The version presented here may differ from the published version or from the version of 
record. If you wish to cite this item you are advised to consult the publisher’s version. Please 
see the repository url above for details on accessing the published version and note that 
access may require a subscription.

For more information, please contact eprints@nottingham.ac.uk

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by Nottingham ePrints

https://core.ac.uk/display/33575582?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://eprints.nottingham.ac.uk/Etheses%20end%20user%20agreement.pdf
mailto:eprints@nottingham.ac.uk


1 

 

Forthcoming in: Ellu Saar, Odd Bjørn Ure, and John Holford, eds., Lifelong Learning in Europe: 

National Patterns and Challenges Edward Elgar. (In press.) 

 

Ch. 1 Lifelong Learning: National Policies in the European Perspective 

John Holford with Agata Mleczko
1
 

Introduction 

Two decades ago, an influential article lauded the European Union as ͚ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ 
of institutionalised international policy co-ŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ǁŽƌůĚ͛ (Moravcsik 1993, p. 473). 

A few years earlier, in 1988, Jacques Delors ʹ then President of the European Commission ʹ had 

claimed that about 80 per cent of the socio-economic legislation in EU member states stemmed 

from the EU͛Ɛ treaties, policies and  legislation (Wallace, Wallace & Pollack 2005, p. 3). Since then, 

the EU has grown ʹ from 12 member states and 350 million people to 27 member states comprising 

over 500 millions. The hubris which accompanied this growth was of a piece with the so-ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ĞŶĚ 
ŽĨ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͛͗ ƚŚĞ ĐŽůůĂƉƐĞ ŽĨ the Communist governments of central and eastern Europe and the 

apparently inexorable onward march of globalised markets. By the time the European Council met at 

Lisbon
2
 in early ϮϬϬϬ͕ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐŵ ĞŵďƌĂĐĞĚ not only continued expansion, but a new 

currency (plans for the Euro were far advanced), a new constitution, and ͚Ă ŶĞǁ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ ŐŽĂů ͙ to 

become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable of 

ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ǁŝƚŚ ŵŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ũŽďƐ ĂŶĚ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŚĞƐŝŽŶ͛ by 2010 (CEC 

2000).   

In Greek tragedy, nemesis succeeds hubris; for Europe, the decade after Lisbon brought neither 

dynamism nor competitiveness:  

The ink had scarcely dried on the agreement before the worldwide stock market bubble 

imploded, the epicentre of which was the collapse of the overvalued prices of American 

dot.com and telecom shares amid evidence of financial and corporate malpractice.  

Scepticism mounted about the potential of the knowledge economy. The US suffered two 

years of economic slowdown and recession and the European economy followed suit. (High 

Level Group 2004, p. 9).  

                                                           
1
 School of Education, University of Nottingham. 

2
 Confusingly, PoƌƚƵŐĂů͛Ɛ enchanting capital was the backdrop for ʹ and thus lends its name to ʹ several of the 

policy developments described in this chapter. We shall therefore encounter the Lisbon Council (the meeting 

of the European Council held at Lisbon in March 2000), and ͚LŝƐďŽŶ ŐŽĂůƐ͕͛ ͚LŝƐďŽŶ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ͚LŝƐďŽŶ 
ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚LŝƐďŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͛ (policy goals, a process for setting them and a strategy for achieving them set for 

the EU at that meeting). In addition, but wholly distinct, we shall also encounter the Lisbon Treaty (the Treaty 

amending the EU͛Ɛ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƚƌĞĂƚŝĞƐ signed at Lisbon in December 2007).  
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And this was only the beginning. In 2005 the voters of France and The Netherlands ʹ ƚǁŽ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ 
original six founding states, signatories to the Treaty of Rome ʹ rejected the Constitutional Treaty. In 

2008, US and European banks brought the global financial system to the edge of oblivion; the price 

of their rescue by governments and central banks proved in due course to be the western economic 

crisis of the 2010 and 2011. This, of course, had particularly serious implications for a number of EU 

member states, led by Greece, and for the ͚Eurozone͛ as a whole. 

From the early 1990s, the EU became a strong advocate of lifelong learning ʹ among international 

organisations, perhaps the strongest. ;Iƚ ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ͕ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ǁĂǆĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛Ɛ 
hubris, lifelong learning will now share in its economic nemesis ʹ early signs are not encouraging.) As 

we shall see in this chapter, lifelong learning became a much-vaunted weapon in the armoury of 

European economic and social development, and tŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽǁ Ă ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ 
lifelong learning policies (e.g., Dale and Robertson 2009, Holford et al. 2008, Holford & MŽŚŽƌēŝē 
ŠƉŽůĂƌ 2012, Pépin et al. 2006). These have tended to emphasise the evolution and purpose of 

policy. To simplify greatly, their focus has been on the evolution of the key themes of EU policy: that 

lifelong learning should contribute to economic competitiveness on the one hand, and to social 

cohesion, inclusion and citizenship on the other. This emphasis is probably natural. In EU terms, 

lifelong learning is not just a child of hubris: more prosaically, it is a product of the European 

CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĂŶ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ďƵƌĞĂƵĐƌĂĐǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚĞ ϭϵϴϬƐ ĂŶĚ ĞĂƌůǇ ϭϵϵϬƐ ʹ 

formally speaking, a directorate-general for education came into being only in 1995, though in 

practice this was the culmination of growth over the previous decade or so (Holford & MŽŚŽƌēŝē 
ŠƉŽůĂƌ 2012, Pépin et al. 2006).  

The purpose of this chapter, and indeed of this entire book, however, is to explore how lifelong 

learning has developed and taken root across the various countries which comprise Europe. In part, 

this is an examination of the impact of EU policy. The relationship between the EU and its member 

states is a complex one. From one perspective, its main function is to shape the activities of member 

states. There are many variations on this theme. To the political right in Britain, it is Ă ͚ƐƵƉĞƌƐƚĂƚĞ͛ 
(Campbell 2010). Manuel Barroso (quoted Charter 2007) ĨĂŵŽƵƐůǇ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ƚŚĞ EU ͚ƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵƉŝƌĞƐ͛͗ ͚WĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵƉŝƌĞ͕͛ ŚĞ ƐĂŝĚ ;ƚŚŽƵgh in contrast to empires 

which ǁĞƌĞ ŵĂĚĞ ͚ǁŝƚŚ ĨŽƌĐĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚Ă ĐĞŶƚƌĞ ŝŵƉŽƐŝŶŐ ĚŝŬƚĂƚ͛, EU ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ŚĂĚ ͚ĨƵůůǇ ĚĞĐŝĚĞĚ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ 
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ƉŽŽů ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇ͛). Dale and Robertson (2009) see the EU as an institution 

educating and disciplining its member states in the interests of capitalist globalisation: to understand 

the role of Europe in education, Dale argues, we must ĚŝƐƉĞŶƐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐƚ 
ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂƚŝƐƚ ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ;DĂůĞ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϯϮͿ͘ 

These perspectives are in line with Jacques Delors͛ assertion that 80 per cent of member states͛ 
social legislation stemmed from the EU. Conversely, however, Wallace, Pollack and Young suggest 

that some 80 per cent of the concerns of national policy-ŵĂŬĞƌƐ͛ ĚĂŝůǇ ůŝǀĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ͚ĨƌĂŵĞĚ ďǇ 
domeƐƚŝĐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͛ ;ϮϬϭϬ͕ Ɖ͘ ϵͿ͘ AƐ Ă ͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĂƌĞŶĂ͕͛ ƚŚĞǇ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ͕ ƚŚĞ EU 

ƌĞƐƚƐ ŽŶ Ă ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ĂŵĂůŐĂŵ ŽĨ ͙ ƚǁŽ ůĞǀĞůƐ ŽĨ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͘ CŽƵŶƚƌǇ-defined policy demands 

and policy capabilities are set in a shared European framework to generate collective 

regimes, mŽƐƚ ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞŶ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ ďĂĐŬ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ͘ ͙ 
[However,] how those European regimes operate varies a good deal between one EU 
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ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ͘ IŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǁŽƌĚƐ͕ ƚŚĞ EU ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ͙ ŚĂƐ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞĚ 
outcomes, with significance variations between countries. (Wallace, Pollack and Young 2010, 

p. 9) 

To understand EU policy processes, they ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ͕ ŝƚ ŝƐ ͚ũƵƐƚ ĂƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͛ ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů 
institutional settings as EU-level institutions (pp. 9-10). This chapter emphasises the EU level; the 

aim of the book is to explore the intersections between this and the national. 

Europe and its Nations 

Based on an investigation of lifelong learning policies, oŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƌůŝĞƐƚ ͚ŽƵƚƉƵƚƐ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ LLLϮϬϭϬ 
project (Holford et al. 2008) drew attention to the importance of national context. This early 

research strongly suggested that EƵƌŽƉĞ͛Ɛ diversity was deeply important, and ͚a single model of 

lifelong learning͛ across the EU was unlikely to be achieved. European policy was important, it 

argued, and had an impact at national level. But countries would very likely ͚ƉŝĐŬ ĂŶĚ ĐŚŽŽƐĞ͛ 
between different EU priorities ʹ influenced by their national institutional, political, social, and 

ideological contexts (Holford et al. 2008). The present book develops this theme by taking the 

analysis beyond the level of policy. The project has examined lifelong learning in thirteen countries: 

most, though not all, of which are EU member states. Although the LLL2010 project did not take an 

historical approach͕ ĂŶ ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĚƌĞǁ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ͕ 
and did so with an eye to history. Drawn from Northern, Eastern and Central Europe, their histories 

include periods of convergence and divergence ʹ especially during the twentieth century: 

To take but three examples: in 1914 Ireland, Scotland and England formed parts of the 

United Kingdom; Hungary, Slovenia, and Austria formed part of the Austro-Hungarian 

Empire; while Estonia and Lithuania formed part of the Russian Empire. Today all are 

independent countries.
3
  During the twentieth century, however, their histories have varied: 

Estonia and Lithuania enjoyed a brief period of independence between the two world wars, 

but were absorbed into the USSR in 1939; Hungary became independent from 1918, though 

ŝƚ ĨĞůů ƵŶĚĞƌ GĞƌŵĂŶ ƌƵůĞ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ “ĞĐŽŶĚ WŽƌůĚ WĂƌ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ “ŽǀŝĞƚ ͚ƐƉŚĞƌĞ ŽĨ 
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ͛ ĂĨƚĞƌ ϭϵϰϱ͖ “ůŽǀĞŶŝĂ ďĞĐĂŵĞ ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂů ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ YƵŐŽƐůĂǀŝĂ͖ AƵƐƚƌŝĂ ƌĞŵĂŝŶĞĚ 
independent after 1918, apart from a period of absorption ŝŶƚŽ ͚ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ GĞƌŵĂŶǇ͛͘ AůƚŚŽƵŐŚ 
educational policy and practice are not simply a product of history, we cannot make sense of 

the diversity of how lifelong learning has been understood and operationalised without an 

awareness of the diversity ʹ but also the commonalities ʹ of these national histories. 

(Holford et al. 2008, p. 000) 

AƐ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƐĞĞŶ͕ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐŵ for lifelong learning coincided with its rapid expansion. Many 

of the new member states of the 1990s and 2000s lay to the east of the former ͚ŝƌŽŶ ĐƵƌƚĂŝŶ͛, or to 

the south, around the Mediterranean. Their incorporation into the EU was widely seen as a 

ĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͚WĞƐƚĞƌŶ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͛͗ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ ĂŶĚ ŚƵŵĂŶ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ͖ ĨƌĞĞ ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŐŽŽĚ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͘ 

                                                           
3
 Apart from England and Scotland, which form parts of the United Kingdom: Scotland has a substantial 

element of devolved decision-making, with its own Parliament and government; England is governed by the UK 

parliament. 
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The EU would play this consolidating role, of course, precisely to the extent that it was successful in 

shaping or reshaping the practices and institutions of these countries. This did not imply that it 

would intervene in detail, or in an oppressive way, in the activities of member states: but it clearly 

meant establishing parameters for acceptable policy, legislation and political behaviour. A favoured 

EU ƚĞƌŵ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛ ʹ a concept central to the Open Method of Co-ordination and to 

ƚŚĞ ͚LŝƐďŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͛ ʹ although these methods do not apply solely to new member states. 

The LLL2010 project provided an opportunity to explore the intersection between EU policies in 

lifelong learning and the activities of new member states in particular. The countries represented in 

the research team, and investigated by it, included a significant number from those newer EU 

member states which had, until around 1990, been governed for several decades by Communist 

Party-led regimes.  

EU policies on Lifelong Learning 

Origins and Development 

The European Union is the direct descendant of the European Common Market and the European 

Economic Community. While it has grown and changed in many ways, in important respects its 

character today reflects its origins. The principal focus of both the Common Market and the EEC was 

economic: the strengthening of economic ties, internal free trade, and free market.  Education was 

ŶŽǁŚĞƌĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĂŐĞŶĚĂ͖ ŝŶĚĞĞĚ Bůŝƚǌ ŚĂƐ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ Ă ͚ƚĂďŽŽ͛ ƚŽƉŝĐ ŝŶ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ-

level discussions until the 1970s (2003, p. 4). In the early 1970s, however, the Community began 

tentatively to discuss some educational issues. The results were modest: the Education Ministers 

adopted a non-binding and decidedly uncontroversial resolution in 1971 ͚ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ 
as a whole with the opportunities for general education, vocational training and life-ůŽŶŐ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛ 
(Blitz 2003, 5), while in 1974 ʹ influenced perhaps by the first enlargement ʹthey agreed to 

ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ͚ĐŽ-ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŝŶ ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͕ ǁŚŝůĞ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ ͚ƚŚĞ Žriginality of educational 

ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ŝŶ ĞĂĐŚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛ ;CEC ϭϵϳϵ͕ ϮͿ͘  

This approach ʹ co-operation amid diversity ʹ has continued to mark the development of 

educational policies and activities by the European Union and its predecessor institutions. Rhetorical 

assertions of the importance of education provided a basis for incremental development by civil 

servants; as Blitz argues, ͚ĐŽ-operation generated further co-operation and new ideas about the role 

ŽĨ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛ ;ϮϬϬϯ͕ Ɖ͘ ϭ5). This process continued, and gathered momentum, 

during the 1980s, initially with legal judgements permitting the development of an educational role 

by the Commission, but critically toward the end of the decade by the formation of a Directorate-

General in the Commission with responsibility for education and training. 

The Treaty of Maastricht in 1992 represented a new turn in European unity, with the formation of 

the European Union; and unlike Community and Common Market, the EU had explicit, if limited, 

legal authority in education. It could ŵĂŬĞ ͚Ă ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ 
ƚŚĞ ĨůŽǁĞƌŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ MĞŵďĞƌ “ƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ;AƌƚŝĐůĞ GͿ͘ TŚŝƐ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů Ăŝŵ was limited ʹ in 
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particular, it was subject to the principle of subsidiarity
4
 ʹ but there were also a number of very 

specific areas of legitimate Community activity set out, such as developing Ă ͚European dimension͛ in 

education and strengthening language teaching; encouraging student and teacher mobility and 

recognition of qualifications; promoting cooperation between educational bodies; exchanging 

͚information and experience͛ on common educational issues; encouraging youth exchanges and 

͚exchanges of socio- educational instructors͛; and encouraging distance education. (Article G). 

Following Maastricht, Member States could no longer object on principle to the Commission taking 

initiatives in education. However, schooling rather than post-ĐŽŵƉƵůƐŽƌǇ Žƌ ͚ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ͛ education, and 

the ͚EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ dimension͛, were clearly at the forefront of the Treaty-ŵĂŬĞƌƐ͛ ŵŝŶĚƐ͘   

The development of the Directorate-General (and various quasi-independent agencies to support 

educational policy-making and programme delivery, such as Cedefop
5
 and the European Training 

Foundation) in the mid-1990s coincided with a marked shift in international educational thinking. In 

the early 1990s, lifelong learning re-emerged onto the stage after a decade or so in the policy 

background. As many commentators have pointed out, it re-emerged in a strongly economistic form, 

ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ƐŚŝĨƚ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ Ă ͚ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͛͘ BƵƚ ŵŽƌĞ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ͕ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ 
ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ EU ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƚĂŬĞŶ ƵƉ ĂƐ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů ƚŽ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛Ɛ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͕ 
especially in the white paper Growth, Competitiveness, Employment (CEC 1993). Education ʹ albeit 

dressed up as ͚ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛ ʹ was now seen as central to the economic success of the European 

project. This was taken up in educational policy-making, notably in the white paper Teaching and 

Learning: Towards a Learning Society (CEC 1995), and in a rash of lesser policy documents during the 

later 1990s. By 2000, lifelong learning had become a distinctive feature of EU education policy ʹ an 

organising theme, linking policies in education with other areas (notably economic policy and social 

exclusion), and identifying various programmes to strengthen citizenƐ͛ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ Europe 

and the EU.  

As we have seen, the Lisbon strategy, first enunciated in 2000, ĂŝŵĞĚ ƚŽ ƚƵƌŶ ƚŚĞ EU ŝŶƚŽ ͚the most 

competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic 

ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ǁŝƚŚ ŵŽƌĞ ĂŶĚ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ũŽďƐ ĂŶĚ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŽŚĞƐŝŽŶ͛ ďǇ ϮϬϭϬ ;CEC ϮϬϬϬͿ͘  In pursuit of 

this, it encouraged EƵƌŽƉĞ͛Ɛ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ͚ƚŽ ĂĚĂƉƚ ďŽƚŚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ demands of the 

ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĂŶ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ ůĞǀĞů ĂŶĚ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ͛͘ Adults (or 

more specifically, ͚ƵŶĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ ĂĚƵůƚƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ͚Ăƚ ƌŝƐŬ ŽĨ ƐĞĞŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐŬŝůůƐ ŽǀĞƌƚĂŬĞŶ 
ďǇ ƌĂƉŝĚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͛) were given a central role (CEC 2000). Other objectives, also in line with Maastricht 

specifications, related to lifelong learning: ͚Ă ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů ĂŶŶƵĂů ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ per capita investment in 

ŚƵŵĂŶ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕͛ Ă EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ĨŽƌ ͚ŶĞǁ ďĂƐŝĐ ƐŬŝůůƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ 
ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛ ;IT ƐŬŝůůƐ͕ ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞƐ͕ ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͕ ĞŶƚƌĞƉƌĞŶĞƵƌƐŚŝƉ ĂŶĚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƐŬŝůůƐͿ͕ ŵŽƌĞ 
ĞůĂďŽƌĂƚĞĚ ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐ ĨŽƌ ͚ŵŽďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͕ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƐƚĂĨĨ͛ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ 

                                                           
4
 ͚Under the principle of subsidiarity, in areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the [European] 

Union shall act only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by 

the Member States, either at central level or at regional and local level, but can rather, by reason of the scale 

or effects of the proposed action, be ďĞƚƚĞƌ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ Ăƚ UŶŝŽŶ ůĞǀĞů͛ ;TƌĞĂƚǇ ŽŶ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ UŶŝŽŶ͕ AƌƚŝĐůĞ ϱͿ͘ 

5
 The European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training. 
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Community programmes (Socrates, Leonardo, Youth), and greater transparency and mutual 

recognition of qualifications (CEC 2000).  

TŚĞ EU͛Ɛ approach to lifelong learning after 2000, therefore, evolved in many ways along lines set in 

the 1990s. The key themes continued to be competitiveness and social inclusion. Yet a focus on the 

overarching policy aims may overlook a number of important developments. The most commonly 

noted of these are at the level of detail, particularly in methodologies of policy development and 

implementation. We turn to these below: they are important. However, behind these lay significant 

strengthening of the legal status of education in the European Union. This came in two main forms. 

First, in 2000, ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ PĂƌůŝĂŵĞŶƚ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ͚ƉƌŽĐůĂŝŵ[ed]͛ ƚŚĞ ͚CŚĂƌƚĞƌ 
of FƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ‘ŝŐŚƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ UŶŝŽŶ͛ ;CŚĂƌƚĞƌ ŽĨ FƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ‘ŝŐŚƚƐ ϮϬϬϬͿ͘ ͚Everyone has 

the right to education and to have access to vocational and continuing training͛, this asserted (Article 

14). Intended for inclusion in the ill-fated EU ConstituƚŝŽŶĂů TƌĞĂƚǇ͕ ƚŚĞ CŚĂƌƚĞƌ͛Ɛ ůĞŐĂů ƐƚĂƚƵƐ 
remained unclear through most of the following decade. It was, however, incorporated into the 

Treaty of Lisbon (signed in December 2007, which came into force on 1 December 2009) as having 

͚ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ůĞŐĂů ǀĂůƵĞ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ TƌĞĂƚŝĞƐ͛ (Article 6.1). The Lisbon Treaty also specified that: 

In defining and implementing its policies and activities, the Union shall take into account 

requirements linked to the promotion of a high level of employment, the guarantee of 

adequate social protection, the fight against social exclusion, and a high level of education, 

training and protection of human health (Article 9). 

Imprecisely, to be sure, this gave legal ʹ arguably constitutional ʹ underpinning to advocates of 

education in the Commission and elsewhere. In specification of detailed areas of educational 

activity, the Lisbon Treaty was almost identical to Maastricht͘ EU ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ͚ďĞ ĂŝŵĞĚ Ăƚ͛͗ 

 developing the European dimension in education, particularly through the teaching and 

dissemination of the languages of the Member States, 

 encouraging mobility of students and teachers, by encouraging inter alia, the academic 

recognition of diplomas and periods of study, 

 promoting cooperation between educational establishments, 

 developing exchanges of information and experience on issues common to the 

education systems of the Member States, 

 encouraging the development of youth exchanges and of exchanges of socio-educational 

instructors, and encouraging the participation of young people in democratic life in 

Europe, 

 ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ͙ ;Treaty on European Union, 

Article 165.2) 

 

However, the Treaty also gave legal force to a policy development process ƚŽ ŚĞůƉ ŝŶ ͚achievement of 

the[se] objectives͛. The European Parliament and the Council ǁĞƌĞ ĞŵƉŽǁĞƌĞĚ ƚŽ ͚adopt incentive 

measures͛ ;excluding harmonisation of Member States͛ laws and regulations), while the Commission 

could make proposals to the Council͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĐŽƵůĚ ŝŶ ƚƵƌŶ ͚adopt recommendations͛ ;AƌƚŝĐůĞ ϭϲϱ͘ϰͿ. 

In reality, these features of the Lisbon Treaty provided little more than legal dressing for 

methodologies of policy development and implementation practices which had evolved over the 
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previous decade or so. This approach, ŽĨƚĞŶ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ͚ƐŽĨƚ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͛ (Lawn 2006, Trubeck & 

Trubeck 2005), sought to establish common standards and practices across the EU through 

persuasion rather than statutory enforcement. Three initiatives, which serve to illustrate ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ 
approach to developing a common framework in education and training, also show how it has done 

ƐŽ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ͚ƐŽĨƚ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͛͘ NŽǁ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕ ǁĞ ůŽŽŬ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŝǀĞůǇ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ development of 

indicators and benchmarks; its encouragement of national lifelong learning strategies; and its 

encouragement of a European Qualifications Framework (EQF).  

Benchmarks and indicators  

The Lisbon strategy covered the full range of EU policy and activities; one of its key elements was the 

so-ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚OƉĞŶ MĞƚŚŽĚ ŽĨ CŽ-ŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ (OMC). The OMC had evolved during the 1990s, especially 

in employment policy, but was now given a formal role in social and economic policy development 

generally (Hantrais 2007). This has had profound importance for the EU͛Ɛ ƌŽůĞ as an actor in 

education and lifelong learning. Two elements of the OMC have been critical for lifelong learning. 

Although subsidiarity was re-stated, the Lisbon approach emphasised agreement on timetables and 

ŐŽĂůƐ͕ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ͚ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ͕ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉĞĞƌ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ͛ ;CEC ϮϬϬϬͿ͘ 
Monitoring was both of ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ŝŵƉůŝĞĚ ʹ 

despite the emphasis on subsidiarity ʹ ĂŶ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĂŶĚ 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͘ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƚŽ ďĞ ͚ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞĚ͛ ŝŶƚŽ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ͚ďy setting specific 

ƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ďǇ ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ͕ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƉĞĞƌ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ǁĞƌĞ 
͚ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞĚ ĂƐ ŵƵƚƵĂů ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ͛ ;CEC ϮϬϬϬͿ͘  

Benchmarks were, in the words of the EU Council (2003), ͚ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ůĞǀĞůƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ average 

ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ͙ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁŝůů ďĞ ƵƐĞĚ ĂƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚŽŽůƐ ĨŽƌ ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
͞DĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ǁŽƌŬ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁ-up of the objectives of education and training systems in 

EƵƌŽƉĞ͛͘͟ Indicators were to provide accurate measurement ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ͕ ĂŶĚ ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕͛ 
progress against the benchmarks. Indicators were to be ͚Ăůů ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ǀĂůŝĚ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďůĞ ĚĂƚĂ͛ 
(CEC DG EAC 2003).  

Indicators and benchmarks have provided a powerful mechanism by which the EU ʹ through its 

Commission ʹ has sought to influence the activities of member states. CŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ŝƐ 
measured. Those falling short of benchmarks are liable to be named (perhaps even shamed), 

labelled as needing to ͚ĐĂƚĐŚ ƵƉ͛ Žƌ ĂƐ ͚ĨĂůůŝŶŐ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ďĞŚŝŶĚ͛. They find themselves under pressure 

ƚŽ ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ĂĚŽƉƚ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ ͚ŐŽŽĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͛ from other countries. 

Of course, member states are not all equally susceptible to such influence. In Slovakia, Bulgaria or 

Poland͕ ĨŽƌ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐe is more marked; while the UK, France and Germany national 

influences are to the fore in rhetoric of policy-making.  

Arguably, the machinery of indicators and rankings pushes more ͚obedient͛ countries towards 

greater dependency on Commission suggestions. Dale and Robertson (2009), for instance, see the 

OMC as providing the EU with a mechanism to control and discipline member states in the interests 

of neoliberal globalisation. Others have argued for seeing the OMC as an area of contestation, rather 

than as inevitably a transmission belt for the neoliberal. Holford (2008) has examined attempts to 

ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂŶĚ ͚ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ͛ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ LŝƐďŽŶ ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ͘ 
LĞĞ Ğƚ Ăů͘ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĞ OMC͛Ɛ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂůůǇ ĂƐ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐ ͚ƉŽůŝĐǇ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛͗ 
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The OMC cast the Commission in a positive light by demonstrating a democratic approach to 

constructing EU educational and training policy, allowing the Commission to relax from its 

burden of regaining technocratic legitimacy. Furthermore, the OMC enabled the Commission 

to be exposed to, learn from, internalise, and adopt the best practices or models of lifelong 

ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ͘ TŚŝƐ ͙ ǁĂƐ Ă ŵĂũŽƌ ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͘ 
Within this context, on the threshŽůĚ ŽĨ ϮϬϬϬ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ 
boiled down to the two equally significant aims of lifelong learning: active citizenship and 

ĞŵƉůŽǇĂďŝůŝƚǇ͘ TŚƵƐ͕ ͙ ƚŚĞ OMC͕ ĂƐ Ă ǁŝĚĞ-ranging consultation process, has been a crucial 

element of the ĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƐŝŶĐĞ ϮϬϬϬ͘  ;LĞĞ Ğƚ Ăů͘ ϮϬϬϴ Ɖ͘ 
456) 

Whatever its significance and effect, the Lisbon strategy has involved a marked increase in the 

volume, detail and specificity of policy-formulation in lifelong learning, and a greater intervention in 

the educational policies of member states.  

Lifelong Learning Strategies 

A second exercise in ͚ƐŽĨƚ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͛ has been ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ͚ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ 
ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͛͘ By a series of European Council decisions (2000, 2002, 2004), member states 

ƵŶĚĞƌƚŽŽŬ ƚŽ ͚develop and implement coherent and comprehensive LLL strategies͛ ďǇ ϮϬϬϲ ;CEC-DG 

EAC 2009, p. 103). Lifelong learning strategies would, as the Commission saw it, operationalise 

European policies at the national level. They would be drawn up by member states through a 

process involving ͚Ăůů ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ƉůĂǇĞƌƐ͕ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͕ Đŝǀŝů ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ͕ ůŽĐĂů ĂŶĚ 
ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ͛, they would nevertheless ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ͚ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ĂŶĚ building 

ďůŽĐŬƐ͛, setting ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ͚targets for an increase in investment in human resources, including lifelong 

learning͛ in each country (European Council Resolution 27 June 2002). Strategies would therefore be 

a mechanism by which European objectives would be translated, in a democratic and inclusive way, 

into the policies and practices not only of member states, but also of public and private sector 

agencies and social partners. ͚To enhance their relevance and impact, and to motivate individuals to 

participate in learning, a greater involvement of stakeholders and better cooperation with policy 

sectors beyond education and training is needed.͛ (European Council 2010) Lifelong learning 

strategies were, therefore, exercises in policy learning.  

As a mechanism, however, lifelong learning policies have been a somewhat qualified success. A 2009 

Commission survey suggested ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ͚ǀĂƐƚ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ͛ ŽĨ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ŚĂĚ ͚ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐĞĚ͛ ŝŶ 
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ͕ ͚ƚŚĞ ĐŽŚĞƌĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ĂƐ ĐŽŶĐrete implementation 

ŽĨ LLL ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ƌĞŵĂŝŶĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŵ Ă ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ͛ ;CEC DG-EAC 2009, p. 103). At that 

time, seven countries
6
 ŚĂĚ ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁĞƌĞ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ͕ Ă ƐŝŶŐůĞ ͚ďƌŽĂĚůǇ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ 

ĐŽŚĞƌĞŶƚ͛ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ which 

is of high relevance for policy making, covers all levels of education and is based on analysis, 

accompanied by specific objectives, embedded in legislative regulations with an associated 

                                                           
6
 The Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Lithuania, Slovenia, and Scotland (UK). Austria ǁĂƐ ͚at an 

advanced stage in developing such a strategy͛ ;Ɖ͘ ϭϬϯͿ͘ 
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budget, supported by a roadmap having performance targets and support by stakeholders. 

(CEC DG-EAC 2009, p. 103). 

Most, however, fell significantly short of this. Lithuania, Latvia and Slovakia had adopted a document 

focussed on a specific target group or sector, rather than covering the ͚full spectrum͛ of lifelong 

learning (Lithuania, Latvia, Slovakia). GĞƌŵĂŶǇ͛Ɛ provided ůŝƚƚůĞ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ͚an analytical framework͛, 
while the Hungarian ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͛Ɛ ͚relevance ͙ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͛ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ͚to be improved͛. In twelve 

countries
7
 policies and sectoral strategies covering all key areas of lifelong learning were being 

implemented, these ǁĞƌĞ ŶŽƚ ͚underpinned by a single LLL strategy document͛. Poland and Romania 

ǁĞƌĞ ͚Ɛƚŝůů ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ Ă ƐŝŶŐůĞ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͛ (CEC DG-EAC 2009, p. 103). The 

CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĂůƐŽ ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ǀĞƌǇ ůŝƚƚůĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ǁĂƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ŽŶ ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ ďƵĚŐĞƚ 
ĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŽŶůǇ Ă ĨĞǁ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ;Czech Republic, Latvia, Slovakia) 

ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů ŽĨ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƉůĂŶƐ͘ MĂŶǇ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŽĨ Ă ͚ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ƐŚŽrt-

ƚĞƌŵ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͕͛ ǁŝƚŚ ͚Ă ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ-ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶ ŽĨ ϯ ƚŽ ϱ ǇĞĂƌƐ ĂŶĚ ͙ Ă ƐŝŶŐůĞ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ͕͛ and there 

ǁĂƐ ͚ůŝƚƚůĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ďĂƐĞ͛ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ͚ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽŶ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƉŽůŝĐǇ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͛ (CEC DG EAC 2009, p. 104). Overall, 

the European Council concluded in 2010 that ͚implementation and further development of lifelong 

learning strategies remains a critical challenge͛ (European Council 2010). 

The European Qualifications Framework 

The European Qualifications Framework (EQF), formally adopted in 2008, provides a further example 

ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ approach to reshaping lifelong learning within member states. The rationale for national 

qualifications frameworks has been widely discussed (e.g., Allais, et al. 2009), Cedefop 2010, Lauder 

2011, Young 2003, 2008); EQF follows a rationale and structure similar to the qualifications 

frameworks adopted in, for example, Scotland and New Zealand. It was designed as 

a common European reference framework ǁŚŝĐŚ ůŝŶŬƐ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ 
together, acting as a translation device to make qualifications more readable and 

understandable across different countries and systems in Europe. It has two principal aims: 

ƚŽ ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛ ŵŽďŝůŝƚǇ ďĞƚǁĞĞn countries and to facilitate their lifelong learning. (CEC 

DG-EAC 2008, p. 3) 

Its function, however, is not to substitute for national qualifications frameworks, but to encourage 

them͗ ƚŚĞ EQF ŝƐ ͚Ă ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ĚĞǀŝĐĞ͛ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŵŽƌĞ ƌĞĂĚĂďůĞ and understandable to 

ĞŵƉůŽǇĞƌƐ͕ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ďǇ ͚ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ Ă ďƌŝĚŐĞ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ͕ ĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐ 
general education, vocational training and higher education and facilitating the validation of non-

formal and ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͛ (CEC DG-EAC 2009, p. 13).  

While formally adherence to the EQF is voluntary ;ŵĞŵďĞƌ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ŝŶǀŝƚĞĚ ͙ ƚŽ ƌĞůĂƚĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
national qualifications systems or frameworks to the EQF by 2010 and to develop national 

ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ͛ (CEC DG-EAC 2009, p. 107), in practice countries 

which do not engage with the EQF tend to be isolated from the principal directions of European 

                                                           
7
 Flanders (Belgium), Spain, France, Ireland, Iceland, Luxemburg, The Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, 

England (UK) 
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policy development. TŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ review of progress towards the Lisbon objectives in 

education and training in 2009 ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ EQF ŚĂĚ ͚triggered or strengthened the development 

of an NQF based on learning outcomes in many countries. Such a framework was already in 

operation in four countries,
8
 ďƵƚ ǁĂƐ ͚a high priority ͙ in virtually all͛ ;CEC DG-EAC 2009, p. 107). A 

Cedefop report on development of national qualifications frameworks in the 27 EU member states, 

candidate countries (Croatia and Turkey) and in Iceland and Norway (Cedefop 2010) concluded that 

all aimed to develop and introduce a NQF for lifelong ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ͚ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ EQF͛ (Cedefop 

2010, p. 1)͘ WŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ŝŶ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ĚĞƐŝŐŶ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ͛ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐ 
national systems͕ ŝƚ ǁĂƐ ͚generally accepted͛ that they should be built on explicit qualifications 

levels, level descriptors, and a learning outcomes approach. While the EU encouraged countries to 

engage a ͚broad range of stakeholders͛ from education, training and employment in planning and 

implementing NQFs, Cedefop described discussions about how vocational and higher education 

ƐŚŽƵůĚ ƌĞůĂƚĞ ĂƐ ͚ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ƚĞŶƐĞ͛ ;Cedefop 2010, p. 2), while the involvement of stakeholders 

ǀĂƌŝĞĚ ͚ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ͛ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͘ Iƚ ǁĂƌŶĞĚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ŶŽƚ ƚŽ ͚ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚ ͞ƉƌŽ ĨŽƌŵĂ͟ 
frameworks only loosely connected to the existing [natŝŽŶĂů΁ ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͛͗ ŝƚ ͚Ă ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ 
ŶƵŵďĞƌ͛ ĚŝĚ ƐŽ͕ ƚŚŝƐ ͚ĐŽƵůĚ ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞ ƚŚĞ ŽǀĞƌĂůů ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 
ŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚ͛ ;Cedefop 2010, p. 2). 

A deeply political enterprise, the European Union has long sought depoliticisation in its working 

methods. Its procedures claim to be technical and ͚transparent͛͘ TŽ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŶĚ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ŚĂƐ 
established extensive mechanisms for collecting, sorting, sifting and weighing a seemingly endless 

volume of data: indices of participation, frameworks for qualifications, benchmarks of performance. 

Generic agencies such as Eurostat provide a statistical evidence base across the entire range of 

European policy areas and activities, education included. These are complemented by more 

specialist bodies. Eurydice ͚provides information on and analyses of European education systems 

and policies͛ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞĚ ͚37 national units based in all 33 coƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ EU͛s 

Lifelong Learning programme͛ ;EƵƌǇĚŝĐĞ ϮϬϬϵͿ. The Centre for Research on Lifelong Learning (CRELL), 

established in 2005 ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ JŽŝŶƚ ‘ĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ CĞŶƚƌĞ Ăƚ IƐƉƌĂ ŝŶ IƚĂůǇ͕ provides 

expertise in ͚indicator-based evaluation and monitoring of education and training systems͛ drawing 

on expertise across ͚economics, econometrics, education, social sciences and statistics͛ ;C‘ELL 
2011). TŚĞ DŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂů ĨŽƌ EĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ CƵůƚƵƌĞ ŚĂƐ ŝƚƐ ŽǁŶ ƵŶŝƚ ĨŽƌ ͚AŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ĂŶĚ “ƚƵĚŝĞƐ͛͗ 
preparing 2011 version of Progress towards the Common European Objectives in Education and 

Training: Indicators and Benchmarks drew on nine of its staff, as well as thirteen from CRELL, ten 

from Eurostat, three from Eurydice and one from the European Agency for development in special 

needs education (CEC DG EAC 2011, p. 2). These agencies, underpinning the apparatus of 

measurement and comparison, are the unsung heroes of European ͚soft power͛ in education. 

The EU͛Ɛ aims in lifelong learning  

͚WĞ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵƉŝƌĞ͕͛ ƐĂŝĚ MĂŶƵĞů BĂƌƌŽƐŽ͘ OŶĞ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵƉŝƌĞƐ͕ Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ 
early years, is growth; as we have seen, the European Union grew very fast over the decade or so 

around the millennium: from 12 member states and 350 million people in 1994 to 27 member states 

and over 500 millions by 2007. But while growth is common to all empires, another dimension is 

                                                           
8
 Ireland, France, Malta, United Kingdom. 
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shared only by those that survive: organisation ʹ the management and control of people, institutions 

and territory. Historically, empires have often worked through highly devolved authority structures: 

the nineteenth century revolution in communications, for instance, did little to dent the British 

ĞŵƉŝƌĞ͛Ɛ ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ ŽŶ ŝƚƐ ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ ŽĨĨŝĐĞƌƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ͚meŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƉŽƚ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ŽŶ ͚ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚ ƌƵůĞ͛͘ From this 

perspective, ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ŽĨ subsidiarity may appear practical good fortune as well as 

constitutional necessity. But devolution can go only so far in any common enterprise: it must be 

matched by co-ordination and common purpose.  Thus far, this chapter has focussed on the 

evolution and nature of co-ordination in education. We must now consider common purpose. Many 

empires have found that growth and success provide purpose enough while they last; but as the EU 

is currently finding, they seldom do. 

Competitiveness and cohesion 

The EU has long sought to balance economic success with social welfare. As we have seen, in 2000 

the Lisbon strategy set a strategic goal ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ EU͗ ͚to become the most competitive and dynamic 

knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and 

better jobs and greater social cŽŚĞƐŝŽŶ͛ ďǇ ϮϬϭϬ ;CEC ϮϬϬϬͿ͘ TŚĞ ĂŝŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞ ϮϬϮϬ͛ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ, 

which effectively replaced the Lisbon goals in 2010, are in many respects similar:  

 Smart growth ʹ developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation. 

 Sustainable growth ʹ promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more competitive 

economy. 

 Inclusive growth ʹ fostering a high-employment economy delivering economic, social and 

territorial cohesion. (CEC 2010, p. 8) 

 

Two themes emerge clearly in both ͚LŝƐďŽŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞ ϮϬϮϬ͛ Ɛƚƌategies:  on the one hand, 

competitiveness and growth, founded on a vibrant knowledge economy; on the other, social 

cohesion and inclusion͕ ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ ůŝŶŬĞĚ ƚŽ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ͘ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛Ɛ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ĨŽƌ ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ŽǀĞƌ 
the past decade have been formulated within this context. As widely noted, the emphasis of lifelong 

ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ ͚ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝƐƚŝĐ͛ ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƌůǇ 
1990s. The European Union has followed this trend, which chimed with its origins as an ͚ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝc 

ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛ ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ĨƌĞĞ ŵĂƌŬĞƚ͘ AƐ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ͕ ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ EU ǁĂƐ 
unusual among international organisations in maintaining a clear non-economic strand in its 

approach (Holford and MŽŚŽƌēŝē ŠƉŽůĂƌ 2012). This can be seen as early as its 1995 white paper, 

Teaching and Learning: Towards a Learning Society (CEC 1995), whose five key objectives for 

building a learning society included combating social exclusion and developing proficiency in three 

Community languages. In the mid-1990s, economic aims in lifelong learning began to be 

complemented by programmes with clear social and cultural objectives (Dehmel 2006). The trans-

European dimensions of programmes ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ͚“ŽĐƌĂƚĞƐ͕͛ ͚LĞŽŶĂƌĚŽ ĚĂ VŝŶĐŝ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚EƌĂƐŵƵƐ͛ 
(exchanges of teachers and students across EU member states and the like) contributed to building 

European identity, and non-economic aims continued to be emphasised through the later 1990s, 

often in the language of active citizenship and social inclusion. (This also reflected Commission 

concerns about disengagement between Europe and its citizens.) For example, a ͚CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ 
programme͛ ǁĂƐ ĂƉƉƌŽǀĞĚ ŝŶ ϮϬϬϰ ͚to promote active European ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ ;ĐŝǀŝĐ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶͿ͛͘ Iƚ 
aimed, inter alia,  
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 to bring citizens closer to the European Union and its institutions and to encourage them 

to engage more frequently with its institutions; 

 to involve citizens closely in reflection and discussion on the construction of the 

European Union; 

 to intensify links and exchanges between citizens from the countries participating in the 

programme, notably by way of town-twinning arrangements; and  

 to stimulate initiatives by the bodies engaged in the promotion of active and 

participatory citizenship. (Council of the EU 2004) 

In lifelong learning, economic and social concerns have often been in tension (Holford 2006). In the 

EU, this is made more complex by the legal context. The EU͛Ɛ founding treaties provided the Union 

with a strongly economic rationale. In comparison, the social dimension is more weakly underpinned 

constitutionally. European Citizenship, as legally defined, has been described as ͚ĂŶĂĞŵŝĐ͛ ;FŽůůĞƐĚĂů 
2001: 314) ʹ it confers few rights, requires few duties, and is conferred not by the EU itself, but 

indirectly by virtue of the nationality laws of member states.
9
 And the writ of the EU, and its 

Commission, to develop policy in any area of education or lifelong learning is quite tightly 

constrained by the treaties and the principle of subsidiarity. Those within the Commission and 

beyond who wish to develop its educational role have long made a virtue of blurring the boundaries 

between ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ economic and social objectives.  

Some have identified a shift in the rhetoric and content of EU educational policy in the wake of the 

Kok report (High Level Group 2004) and the so-ĐĂůůĞĚ ͚ĐƌŝƐŝƐ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ LŝƐďŽŶ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ (Robertson 2008), 

with a downplaying of social concerns and a renewed emphasis on economic competitiveness. 

Although this can be overstated, and contrary tendencies have been noted (Holford 2008), the 

direction of movement seems clear. Iƚ ŝƐ ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞ ϮϬϮϬ͛ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ, under which 

priorities for education and lifelong learning have been narrowed, and incorporated into a National 

Reform Programme for each member state. On the basis of these, the Commission makes proposals, 

which are negotiated with the government concerned. Many, of course, are principally focussed on 

economic policy; but they also cover issues of education and training. For instance, for 2011-2012 

ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ͚ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ͛ ƚŚĞ UK ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͗ 

Take steps by 2012 to ensure that a higher share of young people enter the labour market 

with adequate skills and to improve the employability of 18 to 24-year-olds who left 

education or training without qualifications. Address skill shortages by increasing the 

numbers attaining intermediate skills, in line with labour market needs. (EU Council 2011a) 

For Slovenia the recommendations included: 

                                                           
9
 European Citizenship comprises: freedom of movement and residence within the Union; the right to vote and 

ƐƚĂŶĚ ĨŽƌ ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ůŽĐĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ PĂƌůŝĂŵĞŶƚ ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ŽĨ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶĐĞ͖ ƚŚĞ 
right to diplomatic and consular protection from authorities of any member state; and the right to access the 

European Ombudsman (Preuss et al. 2003: 5). 
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Set up a system to forecast skills and competencies needed to achieve a responsive labour 

market. Evaluate the effectiveness of the public employment service, notably on career 

guidance and counselling services, to improve the matching of skills with labour market 

needs. (EU Council 2011b) 

For Hungary the recommendations included: 

Take steps to strengthen the capacity of the Public Employment Service and other providers 

to increase the quality and effectiveness of training, job search assistance and individualised 

services. ͙ In consultation with stakeholders, introduce tailor-made programmes, for the 

low-skilled and other particularly disadvantaged groups. (EU Council 2011c) 

For Estonia the recommendations included: 

While implementing the education system reform, give priority to measures improving the 

availability of pre- school education, and enhance the quality and availability of professional 

education. Focus education outcomes more on labour market needs, and provide 

opportunities for low- skilled workers to take part in lifelong learning. (2011d) 

For Bulgaria the recommendations included͗ ͚Advance the educational reform by adopting a Law on 

Pre-School and School Education and a new Higher Education Act by mid 2012.͛ ;ϮϬϭϭĞͿ TŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞ 
2020 strategy seems, therefore, to have strengthened the policy salience of lifelong learning within 

ƚŚĞ EU͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƌĞĨŽƌŵ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ Ă ƐƚƌŽŶŐĞƌ ĂƉƉĂƌĂƚƵƐ ŽĨ ͚ƐŽĨƚ ƉŽǁĞƌ͛͗ 
but at the price of a further privileging of economic purpose in European lifelong learning policy. 

Education as international relations?  

While commentators have typically focussed on ŚŽǁ ͚ĐŽŚĞƐŝŽŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ͛ ŚĂǀĞ ĨĂƌĞĚ ŝŶ 
recent EU lifelong learning policies, Dale (2009) has suggested that education plays a political as well 

as social and econoŵŝĐ ƌŽůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛͘ TŚĞ EU, he argues, ŚĂƐ ͚ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ 
ĂŵďŝƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ͙ ƐĞĞŝŶŐ ŝƚƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ƐƉƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ǁŝĚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĚĞĞƉĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƐŚŽƌƚ-term collective economic  

ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ͛ ;DĂůĞ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϮϴͿ͘ TŚŝƐ ͚ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ ͞EƵƌŽƉĞ-ĐĞŶƚƌĞĚ͟ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ ĂŝŵƐ ͚ƚŽ ͞ƚŚŝĐŬĞŶ͟ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ 
ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ͕ ŝƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶ͛ ;DĂůĞ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϮϳͿ͘ He sees the 

Lisbon goals as less about responding to global competition, and more concerned about competing 

with specified competitors (the US, Japan and so forth). On this view, the European Higher Education 

AƌĞĂ͕ ƚŚĞ BŽůŽŐŶĂ PƌŽĐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ĂƌĞ ͚ĂŵďŝƚŝŽƵƐ ŐůŽďĂů ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͛ ;‘ŽďĞƌƚƐŽŶ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ɖ͘ 
77). Bologna is not just a means of achieving uniformity across Europe: it seeks to transform higher 

ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŐůŽďĂůůǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŵĂŐĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͘ ͚WŚŝůĞ ĨŽƌ Ă ůŽŶŐ ƚŝŵĞ EƵƌŽƉĞ 
has legitimated its activities by presenting itself as a civilising rather than imperialising presence, its 

more explicit economic and transnational interests open it up to charges of modern-day colonialism 

ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉĞƌŝĂůŝƐŵ͛ ;‘ŽďĞƌƚƐŽŶ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϳϴͿ͘ Similar arguments could doubtless be developed around in 

other sectors of education and training: the European Training Foundation, for instance, works with 

͚30 partner countries͛ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƐŽƵƚŚ-eastern Europe, north Africa and central Asia 

to help transition and developing countries to harness the potential of their human capital 

through the reform of education, training and labour market systems in the context of the 

EU's external relations policy (European Training Foundation 2011). 
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Its work includes training and retraining to facilitate ͚adaptation to industrial changes͛, encouraging 

͚ǀŽĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƌĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ůĂďŽƵƌ ŵĂƌŬĞƚ͕͛ ͚ƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ 
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂů ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĨŝƌŵƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ͚ĚĞƐŝŐŶŝŶŐ͕ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ƌĞĨŽƌŵƐ ŝŶ 
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ĞŵƉůŽǇĂďŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ůĂďŽƵƌ ŵĂƌŬĞƚ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ͛ 
(European Training Foundation 2011).  

Dale and Robertson see such developments ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ Ă ͚ŚĞŐĞŵŽŶŝĐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ ŽĨ ͚ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŶŐ EƵƌŽƉĞ͕ 
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇ͕ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ͕ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ ƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŶŐ ŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ͘ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ 
policy should, they argue, be seen in this light: as implicated in the spread of neoliberal globalisation, 

Ă ŬĞǇ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞ ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ͚ŚĂƌŶĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉĂƌĂƚƵƐĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ƚŽ ŝƚƐ ŽǁŶ ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ ŝŶ ƉůĂĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
ĚĞĐŽŵŵŽĚŝĨǇŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ͞ŵĂƌŬĞƚ-ƚĂŵŝŶŐ͟ ƌŽůĞ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞ ŚĂĚ ƵŶĚĞƌ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ͛ ;DĂůĞ ϮϬϬϵ͕ Ɖ͘ ϮϵͿ͘ 
The EU, in their view, is principally a mechanism which educates and disciplines nation states to this 

ĞŶĚ͖ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ educational governance mechanisms play their part. 

“ŽĨƚ ƉŽǁĞƌ͕ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͕ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ŵŽĚĞ of behaviour in external and 

international relations, as well as in its internal affairs. There is indeed a case that if the EU is to find 

͚advantage͛ in a competitive world ʹ and at the time of writing, amid the crisis of the EƵƌŽ͕ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛Ɛ 
competitive advantages do not seem numerous ʹ it may well lie in governance expertise; and that 

the technologies it has developed in the educational realm have their part to play.  
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