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Abstract

The paper presents an analysis of the micro processes involved in the institutionalisation of European political space of a particular kind – the arenas that carry the Open Method of Coordination label. When the Lisbon Council launched the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) it was foreseen as a new form of collective action. From the perspective of the study of political organisation, the introduction of OMC can also be seen as an instance of innovation that brought a new template for organising political space to the EU. This paper examines how that organisational template was handled in the context of two policy sectors, education and research, and how actors at the level of the European Union in these sectors operationalised the concept of OMC by providing it with an organisational and procedural content. The paper interprets these processes as diffusion and potential institutionalisation of an organisational innovation and seeks to identify the forces that shaped the inception of the OMC as practices and the dynamics that subsequently maintained, changed and moulded them. In particular an account is given of the way in which the spread and evolution of OMC as practice are affected by existing institutional arrangements.

1
Introduction

This paper presents an analysis of the micro processes involved in the institutionalisation of European political space of a particular kind – the arenas that carry the Open Method of Coordination label. When the Lisbon Council launched the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) it was foreseen as a new form of collective action. From the perspective of the study of political organisation, the introduction of OMC can also be seen as an instance of political innovation that brought a new template for organising political space in the EU. I will focus on two policy areas, education and research, and will discuss how in the context of these two areas the new organisational template was handled, and how actors at the level of the European Union in these sectors operationalised the concept of OMC by providing it with an organisational and procedural content. I look at these processes as potential institutionalisation of an organisational innovation and seek to identify the forces that shaped the inception of the OMC as organisational practices and the dynamics that subsequently maintained, changed and moulded them. In particular I give an account of the spread and evolution of OMC as practice as conditioned by existing institutional arrangements. 
The story of the OMC research and education policy presents us with a puzzle that has to do with the relationship between stability and change in the European Union institutions – How is it possible for a template to come sliding into the two sectors and gain procedural expressions after such a short period? This question can be subsumed under the larger question of what induces change in practices and procedures within institutions that are set in their ways. 
A starting point is that the adoption process of the OMC as organisational practice within the EU cannot be expected to follow one uniform path. The transformation reflects the institutional context within which it takes place. The OMC is an illustration of a political space that is contingent and malleable (Olsen 2001: 335). Yet I argue that the contingency and malleability are not necessarily random but should be understood as conditioned by existing institutional arrangements and that this context provides the key to understanding the response to calls for innovation provided by the OMC template. 
2
Analytical framework - what constitutes an institutional account?

In the study of diffusion of social practices arguments concerning dynamics of such processes revolve around basic positions: rational accounts that see the intrinsic merits of the innovation as the motivation force underlying adoption versus theories that argue that diffusion of innovation follows a pattern of contagion as they spread through contacts among social actors. They represent respectively “overrational” and “underrational” accounts of diffusion (Strang and Macy 2001: 152-153). Institutional theory, especially based on the works of Meyer and Rowan (1977) and DiMaggio and Powell (1991), has been used to explain how organisations adopt similar structural forms in processes of diffusion through mechanisms of coercion, normative pressure or imitation. Such studies claim to combine arguments of rationality and contagion, but, as observed by March and Olsen (1998:958) are essentially based on a theoretical perspective that emphasises environmentally determined outcomes. They have typically focussed on macro patterns of diffusion over a long term time span and explained them as determined by environmental exigencies without much attention paid to the micro foundations of diffusion
. This paper is informed by these studies, but such an analytical approach falls short in explaining the dynamics of the micro processes that underlie overall patterns of spread within a more limited cosmos and political realm such as the European Union policy domains, and for understanding how such innovations are not only spread but maintained and moulded over time
.  
Focusing on the micro-processes that are in operation when new organisational forms proliferate and take root within such a cosmos, this paper explores how diffusion patterns are affected by the existing institutional arrangements and established practices. This raises what has been described as the paradox of institutional theory (Holm 1995): How do actors that operate within established institutional settings manage to change the very institutional arrangements that constitute them? The approach used here is a combination drawing on the studies of the spread of organisational structures and practices in general, and the study of institutionalisation within the context of the EU more specifically. The exploration of how the OMC concept spread and became practice within the two political domains of research and education policy presented here might thus be seen as the micro level account of political innovation and institutional resilience at the European level. 

This is not a study of how the Lisbon Council came announce the OMC as a method – but how the template provided by the Lisbon Summit was responded to in different policy domains. Consequently, the first question addressed is the following: Faced with a new template for organising political space such as OMC, how can actors respond? Theoretically it is possible to assume that actors in a policy domain can ignore or reject new templates. Also a response to new templates will represent no or little spur for institutional change if actors construct symbols of application by re-labelling or subsuming the template into existing procedures and arenas. If this would be the situation in our cases, we will find processes that are empty or that are referred to as OMC yet without these representing a novel political space. 
If new templates are adopted, they can still be subject to different trajectories of institutionalisation. The institutionalisation of a political space can be seen as the process by which it emerges and evolves towards having a “widely shared system of rules and procedures to define who actors are, how they make sense of each other’s actions, and what types of actions are possible” (Stone Sweet et al. 2001: 12). Institutionalisation of political space would see the development of formal structure, conventions for handling everyday “business” and cultural dimensions such as norms, values and identities within an organisation (cf. Bulmer and Burch 1998: 604). Following Olsen (2001), institutionalisation of political space implies establishing rules and repertoires of standard operating procedures attaching capabilities and resources to it, and that practices and procedures come to be seen as appropriate and legitimate. This speaks to how enduring and autonomous organisational practices become. In our case the more the OMC as political space is being institutionalised the more one should be able to observe the following:  1) Actors developing standards of acceptable conduct, impersonal roles, rules and standard operating procedures downloaded from the template of OMC; 2) Development of organisational capabilities in as far as resources, such as staff and budgets, are assigned to uphold the OMC processes as a distinct political space; 3) The practices and procedures of the OMC are valued “beyond the task at hand”, i.e. that they acquire a self-legitimated and taken for granted character, where their existence is not continuously questioned or subject to “cost-benefit” calculation. 
I make no a priori assumption of an even, steady and linear development towards full institutionalisation - rather the possibility of non-institutionalisation, de-institutionalisation or partial institutionalisation is taken seriously. Non-institutionalisation includes cases where OMC practices are adopted but quickly abandoned following a faddish pattern of diffusion (Abrahamson 1991; Strang and Macy 2001). Also an organisational template and innovation can be subject to transformation during the process of adoption (March and Olsen 1989: 62-64) and often cannot be reproduced reliably from idea to practice in a uniform manner across different institutional contexts (March 1999). Such transformation includes institutionalisation of parts and not the entire template. This is particularly likely when an item of diffusion is a theoretical construct and idea rather than a hands-on and specific object with complete and unambiguous practical references (Strang and Meyer 1993: 499). The OMC template does not carry exhaustive instructions for how to assemble a political space. The OMC template is an idea and not a ready-made method that is “applied” or subject to whole-sale implementation. 
Potential dynamics of inception and institutionalisation of new political space
The central assumption explored in this paper is that the way an organisational template is picked up and processed in a political order depends on how thickly institutionalised the existing practices are. The more elaborated and dominating the extant official structure, the more likely that a new function and new activities will be absorbed by it in preference to the creation of new structures (Meyer et al. 1997). If that in fact is the case, we would expect the speed and depth with which OMC as a practice is established to depend on the density of institutionalised practices in the policy domain. In order to investigate such an assumption I have to demonstrate that the policy domains under study are indeed varying in terms of institutional saturation. Furthermore it is not only a question of “thickness”, but also of the nature of these institutional arrangements relative to the template for organising political space offered by the OMC. To what extent does the template of the OMC represent radical departure from existing practices and the nature of existing political arenas within these two policy domains? A complicating fact is that the attributes of the OMC template can be subject to transformation and that potentially radical attributes are interpreted and tailored to fit established practices. 
The argument above underlines the stickiness of institutions and their less than readiness to respond to impetus for innovation. Institutional theory, however, suggests both inter- and intra-institutional dynamics through which change and innovation occur (March and Olsen 2006). Institutions exist within a larger institutional setting and order – as is indeed the case with EU institutions. The point here is that innovations and change can occur in the interface between different orders of institutions and interactions that exist between them (Holm 1995). Such interrelationships are highly relevant for the study of diffusion of organisational templates. Coercive spread implies imposition of organisational templates where institutional resilience to change or institutional inertia are trumped by hierarchy or by specific financial conditionality (DiMaggio and Powell 1991; Bulmer and Padgett 2004:107-109). Given its voluntary aspect we do not expect to see the OMC as a pure case of formal-legal coercive spread. Hierarchical legitimation of a concept such as the OMC may send a strong normative signal to different EU institutions and actors within policy domains of the desirability of applying it. Also friction may occur when different institutional spheres collide with each other thereby triggering institutional change (Olsen 2001). Inherent tensions within a political arena can be conductive to innovation. As argued by March and Olsen (1989) there is no intrinsic need to assume that institutions represent perfect equilibriums and unambiguous and consistent frames for action in complex institutional settings. Also, political actors can reach the limits of existing procedures (Stone Sweet et al 2001: 10-11) and can consequently be ripe for change and engage in search for other ways of organising political space.  
Also an institutional perspective would expect to see more radical and swift change under the following conditions. For example, “critical moments” and system failure can provide opportunities for significant change. Such change may be induced by skilled action of entrepreneurs that “create or manipulate frames that make sense of institutional or policy problems and offer persuasive solutions” (Stone Sweet et al 2001:12).  We can thus expect to observe entrepreneurs that give voice to the translation of the OMC template and that are able to define crises and breakdowns and use them as opportunities to promote the template in the established order. 
If we distinguish between inception and subsequent stages of institutionalisation of a new political space, then it is a likely assumption that what happens at one stage of the process affects the further process. A first observation is that institutionalisation takes time, yet the length of time a process has been running is not a sufficient condition for institutionalisation (Laffan and Shaw 2005:16-17). A Matthew-effect of institutionalization implies that the more the processes and procedures are used the more they will attract energy and attention from an expanding number of actors. The more one set of actors (such as member states’ governments) exhibits trust and commitment within one arena, the more others are encouraged and inclined to do the same (Caporaso and Stone Sweet 2001: 231). The process becomes self-reinforcing not only because its cogs of motion will work better the more attention and energy such processes attract, but also because such attention represents or signals a social consensus on the merits of particular organisational practices. Consequently actors do not have to calculate whether to engage or not. On the reverse side, the Matthew effect will mean that with deflection from OMC processes the burden of evidence for its merits becomes heavier for those who stay. 
A new, embryonic political space we can assume is also a site of learning. In our case learning would mean that the experiences of “practicing OMC” means defining its tasks and establishing some ground rules for operation and also in relation to others. In the initial stages rules are likely to be overtly ambiguous and confusing, and the definitions of rules and missions and theorizing the meaning of the political space we expect will be dominant. Also the boundaries of that space represent in densely institutionalised environments an intrusion into the domain of other political spaces. Domain demarcations and contestations would be part of the early learning process. 
Also the taken for grantedness of a political space can be expected to have an interior and exterior dimension. It is one thing for those who are attaching themselves to new practices to defend it, but they need validation from outsiders (March and Olsen 2006:9). This speaks to both the level and type of external legitimacy of political space. A weakly institutionalised space will not easily survive challenges from the outside. It can be argued that a breakdown in exterior legitimacy can spur deinstitutionalization (Stone Sweet et al. 2001: 15). Consequently, I would expect that disintegration of OMC practises due to external demise of support and legitimacy is dependent on the level of internal “defence”. That is, the less settled position and rule-like status the OMC practises have acquired within the policy sector, the more vulnerable they are in terms of disintegration to loss of external support and external legitimation of the OMC as a template. From this we should be able to distinguish between faddish profusion of OMC, similar to the rise and fall of management fads that after being initially widely propagated quickly become discredited (Strang and Macy 2001; Birnbaum 2000), as opposed to viable and enduring practices. 
Method and data 

The research strategy in this study is to examine whether the variation in institutional configuration within the European Union generates a variety of responses to the call for the application of the OMC. I rely on case descriptions of OMC processes within the two separable policy sectors. I trace the organisational history of the processes that have been run under the label of the OMC, i.e. that have been identified by the actors involved as instances of the OMC. The account of the development of OMC practises draws on document analysis and 15 semi-structured interviews conducted during 2005-6 with people who have been involved in these processes at the European level. Second, I have analysed the many reports and publications that have been produced by working groups and by the Commission. Several of these documents also carry descriptions and assessments of the process, such as number of meetings and participants, attendance propensity of participants, administrative support, and assessments of obstacles, etc., that have been encountered by the group. Third, I have consulted official documentary records from the EU Consilium for Minutes from Council and Council Committee meetings (especially CREST). Finally I have used notes and minutes from meetings, and e-mail messages, etc. that are not publicly available, but that I have been given access to by the interviewees. 
3
The Lisbon summit, the OMC template and “knowledge policy domain”
At the Lisbon Summit several partially interconnected developments seem to have crossed each other, including setting the agenda of the EU as an economic and as a social project, and the rethinking of governance issues in the European Union, hereunder the official sanctioning and labelling of the OMC. The Lisbon Summit did not carve the attributes of the OMC in stone. It could be argued that the label itself is what gives the template its most distinct character. The way that the label itself has hardened over the years following the Lisbon European Council conclusion can serve as an indication of institutionalisation of the template – that is to say actors have in the years following the Lisbon summit accepted the use of the phrase ‘Open Method of Coordination’ and its three letter acronym. Yet the OMC as a template is not entirely devoid of prescriptions. There are at least four core markers of the OMC template that are contained by the following key concepts: benchmarks, indicators, peer review of policy, and iterated procedures. These elements are all part of the Lisbon Conclusions’ coining of the OMC (European Council 2000: §37). Yet, all of these elements are not necessarily carried into the processes that subsequent to the Lisbon summit were referred to as OMC processes. 
The Lisbon summit announced OMC processes both in research and education. As such they are both among the “old” Lisbon OMCs. However, the Summit did not invent the EU’s involvement in education and research. Both areas have long traditions as policy areas for the EU. There have been two fluctuating tendencies in the history of research policy – between the intergovernmental means of cooperation
 and Community action with the Joint Research Centres organised as part of the Commission (JRCs) and the Framework Programmes from 1984 (Guzetti 1995). The research policy of the EU has gradually evolved to become a very dense area of activities with a sizable share of the Community budget and a large DG for research. The supranational executive and the set of committees and working groups in this policy area have strong established procedures for executing and shaping the R&D programmes. They are primarily a “Framework programme machinery”. The Council structure has most of its political energy attached to decisions about the level of funding and profile of the R&D framework programmes. EU R&D policy has historically been fashioned as distributive policy anchored in the elaborate rules for the framework programme procedures in the Treaty. The Treaty of Amsterdam, article 165, also allows for a coordination of national and European research policies, but in practice this element of European research policies has been overshadowed by the distributives politics of the Framework programmes (Banchoff 2002). Research is a field of complementary competence, where the principle of subsidiarity is linked to the concept of European added value, yet where an integrated research policy is legally possible (de Elera 2006:571).   

The legal status of European policy in the area of education is weaker than in the research policy area. The Treaty of Amsterdam §149 explicitly rules out “the harmonisation of the laws and regulations of the member states”. Education has a more tense and hesitant history of European level activities than research (De Wit and Verhoeven 2001). There is more national sensitivity attached to the considerable system diversity of European education, especially when education is seen in its socialising, cultural function, rather than in its social and economic role. Nevertheless, there has been a gradual institutionalisation of the policy area (Beukel 2001), marked by policy entrepreneurship at the European level (Corbett 2005). The educational programmes of the EU are quoted regularly among the major successes of the EU, even though financially they are not in the same league as the R&D Framework programmes. In addition the education programmes have a much more decentralised implementation structure compared to the Framework programmes. 

The launching of the Lisbon strategy as political embodiment of a European knowledge economy policy, implied a sharpened focus on knowledge policy areas such as education and research. All European summits from Lisbon 2000 and onwards have underlined the contributions of research and education in the European knowledge economy. As an expression of an underlying educational and research policy paradigm, the Lisbon Summit does at least three things: 1) reasserts the role of R&D for economic competitiveness and growth 2) underlines education as a core labour market factor as well as a factor in social cohesion 3) asks for a focus on common concerns and priorities (Lisbon Conclusion §27). 
4 Making OMC into practice: one label and two diverging trajectories of institutionalisation

4.1 Case 1: education – “a method for us”

Inception of OMC

Following the general Lisbon ambition a mandate was given to the Council (Education) to discuss what was referred to as the concrete future objectives for the education systems. The European institutions in the policy domain interpreted the signals from the Lisbon Council as the go-ahead for establishing a programme for the “modernisation of European education systems” and what became the “Education & Training 2010” programme (E&T). This programme was based on the proposal that the DG EAC had started working on after the Lisbon Summit, and that was formally adopted by the Council (Education) January 2001. The Stockholm European Council in March 2001 adopted three very broad strategic goals for European education and training systems. They were refined in 13 associated objectives adopted by the Education ministers in 2002. In May 2003, the Council (Education) selected five benchmarks for the improvement of education and training systems in Europe up to 2010
. These European benchmarks are not concrete targets for individual countries to be reached by 2010, but “reference levels of European average performance”. Compared to the hesitation with respect to cooperation 10-15 years earlier, the political will to issue a common position had changed among European ministers of education
. The question was no longer if national policies should be coordinated but how they could be. The efforts were bundled into one package referred to as “OMC” and from 2004 on the cooperation efforts in higher education (The Bologna process) and vocational training (The Copenhagen Process) joined the “Objectives Process”   in the shape of “Education and Training 2010” programme. 

The Commission’s DG for education, youth and culture (DG EAC) had been very attentive to the message of the Lisbon Council and especially the messages given on the “new method”: “It was immediately in the education field understood that this concerned us - ‘this is a method for us’.”
. The DG EAC paid full attention to the Lisbon Summit and with the resonance the message got in the DG EAC, there was a ready “translator” of the OMC concept. And on a more practical note, the Commission also found a budget line in the SOCRATES programme to finance the OMC activities at the European level. 
Furthermore, the Lisbon summit provided a ‘fitting’ diagnosis of European education system: it was lagging behind its competitors in the transition to the knowledge economy. The DG EAC in its following up activities to the Lisbon Strategy used a dramatic language to accentuate the need for common action to modernise European education – it “hinges on urgent reform”. The modernisation of European education became linked to an overall overhaul of Europe envisaged in the Lisbon strategy. Similarly the DG EAC has watched the European Employment Strategy moving very close to the traditional educational policy area as an element of labour market policy. The Education ministers became aware that the interests and perspectives of the labour market policy sector, and its institutions were, through the EES, impinging on the core areas of educational domain, especially in the area of lifelong learning (Pochet 2005: 47). Also, European ministers of education had for some time been dissatisfied with the procedures and practices of cooperation – especially how the rotating presidencies biannually ruptured the policy agenda in the Council configuration. Also just prior to the 2000 Lisbon summit the same ministers had been signing the agreement to establish a European Higher Education Area within 2010, an unprecedented experiment in European integration outside the EU. Consequently the launching of the OMC happened at a time when the education sector was in a situation of institutional defence (collision with the EES), with institutional self-assertion (having a rightful place in the Lisbon strategy), and EU institutions’ sense of having reached the limits of existing cooperation procedures. To top it off – the education sector was defined as being in a performance crisis. 
Organisation of and participation in OMC education

An organizational apparatus was set up as part of the OMC process at the European level and DG EAC had a core role in orchestrating the process. The role of the DG EAC is central, especially in the day-to-day running of these processes, and clearer in this OMC process, compared to other sectors.  However, the DG does not operate as a free OMC agent – the OMC process is anchored in the overall E&T programme that has received continuous formal support of the Council. 
During the second half of 2001, ten working groups were established in order to implement the common objectives. In 2002 a Standing Group on Indicators and Benchmarks (SGIB) was established to advice the Commission on the use of existing indicators and the development of new ones. In addition the SGIB was expected to evaluate the indicators suggested by the working groups in relation to the objectives and the availability and relevance of data within each indicator area. The national experts that served on these working groups are predominantly drawn from national Ministries of Education, few were from national agencies or expert/academic communities. The way in which the OMC has been practiced in this sector brought the Commission close to national political-administrative leadership in some of the sub-policy areas. Social partners and stakeholders
 were also represented, and in some cases the secretariats of international organisations, most notably the OECD and The Council of Europe. These actors were through the OMC practices brought together in iterative interaction at the European level. 
Partial institutionalisation of the OMC template 

Not all elements of the OMC concept got a foothold in OMC education. Through the detailed work programme of E&T, the objectives and sub-objectives and benchmarks for measuring progress were installed and had a legitimated position within the process at the European level. The OMC is also a heavily “documented” process. DG EAC was responsible for writing the official documents that go to the Council (Education). The documents going to the European Council are written jointly by the Commission and the Education Council, among them the core document on the progress towards the Lisbon education objectives. The Commission published a main assessing document in November 2003 that contained a serious and rather pessimistic picture of the progress made towards reaching the goals set for Education and Training systems in Europe (Commission 2003c). This document called, amongst other things, for Member States to submit each year from 2004 a consolidated report on all the actions taken to increase “the impact and efficiency of the OMC” (Commission 2003c: 17). The joint report of the Council and the Commission also contained similar references to the need for a more coordinated reporting in order to monitor progress and strengthen cooperation (Council and Commission 2004). The first four years of the process only two member states (Sweden and the Netherlands) and one EEA member (Norway) had in some measure responded to the call for reports on how the OMC education was handled nationally. The process was very far from having a routinised national reporting system similar to the NAP of the European Employment Strategy.  However, in 2005 all national Ministries of Education produced national progress reports on the implementation of the Education and Training 2010 programme, that followed a standard set up by the DG EAC.

The quantified aspects of the OMC process have beyond any doubt been most deeply institutionalised. After its establishment the SGIB has had internal acceptance by most of the Member States’ representatives, with a rather high level of attendance and also external recognition. The SGIB continues to have a strong position within the OMC structure with high attendance rates and a legitimated and visible role in the E&T 2010 programme. The quantification is also an area that has been subject to skilled action from one unit within the DG EAC that has persistently pushed the need for quantitative indicators in the E&T 2010 programme. The focus should be on quantitative rather than qualitative ones because of the demand for “strong policy relevant messages”
. With the OMC and the SGIB, the considerations surrounding statistical and indicator work are brought into an overt political setting – indicators for policy making. The mandate of the SGIB reflects the duality of its assignment – both technical and political. When the Commission representatives specified the mandate of the SGIB they underlined that the SGIB should be aware of the “political sensitivity of the issues at stake and that technical advice should be given taking into account that sensitivity. As such, the Standing Group is an advisory group of the Commission services” (minutes p.2). The significance attached to indicators was confirmed by the establishment of a centre (CRELL) as part of a Commission JRC in Italy in 2005 in order to support the EU’s indicator development in the area of lifelong learning. This can be directly attributed to the OMC process. Furthermore, in 2005 the Council decided on new indicators and the following year the legal basis for EUROSTATs education statistics was strengthened. In 2006 the EU institutions decided to undertake an “OMC specific” survey in the area of foreign language competencies. 
The organisation and practices for learning and peer reviewing on the other hand have lived in a tensile balance between institutionalisation, experimentation and disintegration. At the European level the organised learning through peer review and exchange of good practice of the OMC was intended to find a home in the thematic working groups. Some of the reports included examples of good practices from various national settings. Most working groups explicitly presented their work as undertaken within “the framework of the Open Method of Coordination”. This referencing legitimised their work and their existence. This did not, however, imply that the thematic working groups immediately displayed an obvious understanding of what it meant to “do the OMC”. 
The DG representatives were crucial in determining the content and working procedures of the OMC groups. Yet, especially in the beginning the national participants who were sent to Brussels for working group meetings described the experience as sitting there with the OMC “landing in their lap” (ITV 12) or being part of political “extreme sport” (ITV 05), not knowing what you were in for and where the work was heading. Not all working groups under the OMC procedure had strong energy levels attached to it – especially those groups that were characterised by unclear cognitive structures and little common understanding of the agenda were killed softly by waning energy from the participants and the DGs informal assessment of their operations. Other groups could operate on the basis of strong cognitive and normative structures and were able to perform stocktaking, provide information and “deliver”. The viability of the working groups, and what later turned into learning clusters
, was predominantly determined by the informal assessment made by the DG EAC. Several interviewees reported what they felt as inexplicable ruptures in the work of the WGs. For the thematic working groups “doing the OMC” five years after its instigation was partly still an experiment within its wider concept. This has in particular to do with the ambiguities of practicing organised learning and peer reviewing. 
OMC education taking and learning its place a larger political order
Within the EU institutions the OMC process seems to appropriate existing cooperative structures found within this policy domain (such as the education programmes) as well as generate new activities in other areas and policy development where the DG EAC can draw on the work done within the framework of OMC. E.g. the new generation of programmes prepared for the period from 2007, will be more closely integrated with the overall objectives of the EU
. It is clearly the ambition to integrate the EU’s traditional incentive based educational programmes with the coordination process that the Lisbon Strategy has activated and also to use legal means in the Lisbon related reforms
. 

With the instigation of OMC education, the EU entered an already established indicators’ and statistical order, that encompassed national European and international cooperation in the production of educational statistics and indicators. This upset the already established cooperation with EUROSTAT, UNESCO and most notably the OECD., and transnational cooperation in educational surveys (IAE). Although, the processes started with the clear message of building on existing data, the core activity was identifying statistical blind spots and indicators adjusted to the political project of the OMC education, i.e. a set of explicit political ambitions of education within the Lisbon strategy. The EU has been strengthened as a “centre of calculation”, especially relative to the indicators the OECD provides. 
Parallel to the OMC process two processes were set in motion. Education Ministers of 31 European countries (Member States, candidate countries and EEA countries) adopted the Copenhagen Declaration on enhanced European cooperation in vocational education and training (30 November 2002). The declaration gives a mandate to develop concrete actions in the areas of transparency, recognition and quality in vocational training. This process was instigated by the EU modelled on the the Bologna process. This process aiming at establishing a European Higher Education Area has been a site of inspiration, competition and support for the Lisbon process in education. The development of the EHEA related directly to fundamental and sensitive issues, such as the structure of higher education systems and quality assurance, including the recognition of qualifications and degrees. The Lisbon process in education both feeds and feeds on the Bologna process  (Racké 2005). 
4.2
Case II: OMC research

The Lisbon Conclusions encouraged “the development of an open method of coordination for benchmarking national research and development policies” (European Council: Lisbon conclusions §13). It packed the use of the OMC into the ambition of developing a European Research Area (ERA)
 that in turn was framed as part of the instruments of the 2010-Lisbon target. In the area of research the OMC is set in a complex web of various efforts and means of co-ordination within the framework of the ERA
. Identifying the OMC process in research is not a straightforward task as several processes especially linked to the ERA activities are referred to as “OMC”. In the year following the Lisbon Council, the Commission worked on several versions of OMC processes related to research (Commission 2000), including what was later referred to as “o.m.c. light” (CREST 2003a: 2) and “activities that contain elements of omc” (CREST 2003b: 7). In the following I give an overview of two processes that represent main embodiments of the OMC in research policy. 

First trial: OMC as benchmarking and as  Commission run academic exercise

The OMC gained its first foothold in the research policy domain of the EU in 2000 through “the first cycle of benchmarking national research policies”. The Commission set up expert groups and submitted a methodology for benchmarking research policies, including a list of 20 indicators. It started September 2000 and ended January 2003. The Lisbon Council specified a short deadline by which date indicators for assessing performance should be identified. In practice that meant that the OMC processes should start off using available indicators. The organisation of this process was  different from the organisational set-up used in the OMC education. A High Level Group was created with representatives from each member state nominated by the respective research ministers. The Commission organised a small task force which included representatives from EUROSTAT and OECD to deal with indicator development. Already in November 2000 the 15 available indicators were presented for the Council (Research) (Commission 2001c (annex): 4). The Commission set up five expert groups for each of the themes identified by the Council to assist in the benchmarking process. The main task of the expert groups was to “describe good practices for their theme areas, the processes by which they were achieved and analyse possibilities for transferring good practices in different national contexts and draw conclusions on implications for future policy” (Commission 2001c: 9). The members of these groups were predominantly drawn from academic communities in relevant fields, some appointed by the Commission, some by member states
. Yet their membership was on the basis of their expertise, not as representatives of national or social interests. The results of the work in these groups were presented the summer of 2002. During fall of 2002 five “Benchmarking Workshops” were organised building on the expert groups’ conclusions and with presentations of some “good practice” experiences.
The expert groups were of a very different nature than found in the OMC education. The groups comprised some of the very top academic expertise in the area of research and innovation policy and thus the benchmarking first (and final) cycle managed to enlist certain segments of the European academic community, but not the Member States’ sector ministries. As these groups were dominated by the academics, the style and content of their written reports reflect that. Especially, they demonstrate heavy criticism on academic grounds of the “OMC methodology” of identifying best practice and promoting decontextualised policy transfer. 
Trial 2: OMC and the 3% target

Besides endorsing the broad notion of the European Research Area, the Barcelona Council in 2002 agreed on the very ambitious goal of increasing investments in R&D to 3 percent of EU GDP, from the 2000-level of 1,9 percent. The Barcelona objective also stated that private sector investment would represent 2/3 of this investment. That was the first time a commitment was made to a quantitative target for research at such a high level (Caracostas 2003:36). Further underlining of the role of research for economic competitiveness could be read from the decision to change the configuration of the Council in 2002 to a Competitiveness Council consisting of the previous Internal Market, Industry and Research Councils. 
The next stage of the main OMC process in research revolved around the Barcelona target (“3-percent target”). The Commission started working out the plans for how this objective could be realised. In September 2002, it issued a communication on how to reach the Barcelona target, yet procedural prescriptions for how to apply the OMC were weakly described (Commission 2002c). Two months later the Competitiveness Council accentuated the need to push the use of the OMC forward and invited COREPER to “examine the concrete use of an open method of coordination” (Council 2002: 4). In the Commission staff working paper “Investing in Research – an Action Plan for Europe”
, European guidelines were given for how to work towards the 3-percent target. In this document the Commission proposed that member states or other relevant levels would set national targets for the overall investment target and for the other reference indicators. The monitoring and reporting was foreseen to be organised in an overall process where all member states would take part, whereas the focussed benchmarking exercises would be based on voluntary participation (Commission 2003b: 33). The Commission proposed that the subjects for benchmarking would be selected “in consultation with the member states”, and that these benchmarking processes would use a similar expert group structure as was the case in the first cycle. Yet, the experiences of the first round saw that when the analysis and comparisons of the best practices were carried out by groups of experts rather than national representatives, that part of the OMC process became poorly anchored in the Member States (Caracostas 2003). In May 2003 the Council formally discussed the Commission’s set up for the OMC related to the 3%-taget. 
In the meetings that took place in the Competitiveness Council, COREPER, and in the Presidency, with the Commission’s involvement, the Scientific and Technical Research Committee (CREST) was charged with a key role in the organisation of the “3%-OMC process”. In September 2003 the European Council made the formal resolution on the 3-percent target that included a reference to using CREST “to define and oversee the implementation of the open method of coordination in respect to the 3% objective” (Council 2003: 10). In fall 2003 CREST appointed five expert groups to work on tasks related to the 3 percent target and whose chairperson reported to CREST
. From January the following year the application of the OMC was on the agenda of every CREST-meeting. Given the mandate and composition of CREST the orchestration of the OMC was thus placed not in the hands of the Commission, but in this permanent, advisory committee that comprises member states representatives (top civil servants from national research ministries) and representation from DG research. The Commission representative in CREST clearly stated that the 3% OMC is to be seen as an operation driven by the member states where the Commission is “offering assistance as a facilitator” (CREST 2003: 8). CREST has also been given the task of writing the report on the progress towards the 3%-target, and provide guidelines for the development of national policy measures as well as recommendations for Community action. It is clear that this OMC process has evolved into a test case for the role and function of this committee on a more general level (CREST 2004a:  4). After all, the coordination of national research policies was part of the original 1974 mandate of this committee as well as the revised mandate of 1995
. In this respect the application of the OMC has revitalised a function of CREST to which its 30 years of existence has not produced much result. The Commission does not have an orchestrating role in the OMC procedures, and the burden of keeping this OMC organisation alive is left to the Member States’ representatives in CREST. Each subject area is headed by MS CREST members that volunteer to take the lead in the organisation of CREST’s working groups, i.e. this OMC process has (at best) part time staff of national administrators assigned to these processes. 
The OMC for the 3%-target is still not settled in clear procedures, and is currently undergoing revisions of its operational set-up (CREST 2004d and 2005) to deal with the “teething problems”
 that have come to the fore in the first cycle of the OMC for the 3% target. A main disturbance of this OMC process was the practical work load it placed on national administrations that were put under pressure to produce and deliver information to working groups. This is a rather prosaic element in explaining the dynamics of institutionalisation – yet an aspect consistent with an institutional account. As the OMC reporting requirements are disturbing daily bureaucratic lives, the concept of OMC is resisted, not because of ill will or resistance to the idea of European policy coordination, but as a result of reporting fatigue of national ministries and agencies.  
In sum the OMC for the 3% objective has a different participatory structure compared to the “Benchmarking R&D”  process: the academic experts have practically all been replaced with national experts, i.e. the representatives from MS national research ministries or implementing level such as national agencies, research councils, technological transfer offices, and so on. The Commission has moved much more backstage. Somewhat to the dismay and surprise of CREST-members 
,  DG research has also instigated parallel activities within the 6th Framework Programme (FP6-RTD-OMC-NET)
, under the label “OMC”. They are presented as the Commission’s “bottom-up” supplement to the OMC processes run by CREST. Compared to the OMC education, the transnational or international level organisations have barely been present in the OMC practices in research policy. In OMC education European stakeholder organisations have strong formal representation. The lack of regional representation so lamented e.g. by Kaiser and Prange (2005) is obvious, but that also applies to the OMC education. 
The first cycle of OMC 3%-target shows few signs of being settled into established and self-legitimated practices. Peer learning and best/good practice methodology is the least well-established part of the OMC in research policy as in OMC education. One report even states this outright referring to the ambiguities associated with the application of the OMC itself”.[ ….. ]“In particular in the beginning it was unclear if (a) the Expert Group was asked to formulate real recommendations and for whom, (b) if quantitative or qualitative data should be tackled, and (c) if new or existing R&D indicators should be used” 
. 
The domain contestations and tensions between the EU and especially the OECD do not seem to surface in the case of OMC research. The reason for thus might be that the role of EUROSTAT in the international statistical order (esp. vs OECD) was already in a settled position before the Lisbon process was launched.  Statistics that support policy choices and development of quantified indicators in R&D have very long traditions in international organisations. The OECD has for many years been the major international standardiser with the establishment of the so called Frascati manual for surveying of R&D (Godin 2002). Over the years the OECD managed to create international standards for  R&D indicators, first mainly input indicators but also in the 1990s output indicators (Godin 2003). EUROSTAT is in this connection a major actor in the area of R&D indicators. In education, however, indicator development came later in OECDs work with respect to educational statistics and has also been promoted within the framework of transnational associations (IAE) (Martens et al. 2004).
5 Comparative assessment and discussion: patterns and dynamics of diffusion and institutionalisation
Overall pattern of adopting and institutionalising the OMC

The overall use of the OMC concept over time in the EU looks consistent with what we could expect from a faddish spread of an organisational template. According to Laffan and Shaw (2005: 20) the referencing to the OMC as a method grew quickly from 2000 and peaked three years after the Lisbon summit and subsequently saw a significant drop. However, the two policy domains from which the cases presented in this paper are drawn do not fit this overall pattern of diffusion; there has been some measure of “animation” of the OMC concept in these two policy domains sustained over time. These are not phantom processes in either of the cases. 
In the education sector, the concept of OMC has opened up a new political space and has been turned into practice, and there are signs of an institutionalisation of the kind of political space that carries the label “OMC”. Actors within this policy domain have come to have shared rules of procedure for what it means to practice the OMC, what kind of actors are to be involved and what kind of actions are acceptable and appropriate within this setting. So far it has attracted attention and energy. Permanent staff within the DG EAC has been assigned to keeping the OMC alive, reporting procedures have been established at least between the EU institutions and there is a budget item for which it is acceptable to finance OMC activities. National Ministries send their staff to Brussels in order to participate in activities that are legitimised to themselves and to outsiders by the reference to OMC. Not all elements that are possible to down load from the template of OMC as coined in Lisbon show signs of durability, autonomy and taken for grantedness. OMC education does not represent full blown institutionalisation of the entire OMC concept. Yet, OMC education represents one package and one programme and the OMC practices can be identified as a new and autonomous political space that did not exist prior to 2000 that has enabled the European agenda to move in areas of education that did not have an established history of cooperation and coordination. 
In the research policy domain the OMC elements are spread across many activities and there OMC seems more important for giving a label to procedures that were already there than in terms of tailoring new political arenas and establishing new standard operating procedures. In the research policy domain, actors did not ignore or reject the idea of OMC, but the OMC is spread thinly and is in a more precarious situation in terms of legitimation by those who take part in these processes and among those who are on the outside - more so than in the education policy domain. 
What kind of political space?

OMC in education, however, is not a replica of what has been going on in other sectors, research policy included. They do not have identical participatory structures, OMC’s reporting procedures are not identical and the anchor is different (DG versus CREST). Consequently, also these cases give evidence that the reification of the label is not accompanied by a uniformation of practices across different policy sectors. However, the template is not devoid of standardising elements – there are certain common recurring “essentials” in the procedures that have been set in motion that have also become part of the OMC education, especially the Council decisions on benchmarks and common goals  and the predominance of statistical and indicator work. And it is also quite striking that the ambiguities of doing peer reviewing, and defining criteria of best practice is common to both sectors– on the whole it seems that defining rules and standard operating procedures for the organisation of policy learning is in both policy domains problematic. In both sectors this is where we see trial and error and testing out of different organisational solutions and measures.
The European organisation of policy learning is in a much less stable position and not “taken for granted” as appropriate. The OMC processes in education and research are most well-established in terms of gathering information (to the fatigue of national administrations!) but less skilled in using it for policy change. In this sense the processes bear some of the familiar signs of “conspicuous consumption” of information in organisations (Feldman and March 1981; Gornitzka 2003). The monitoring of education systems performance in Europe through quantitative indicators is the most institutionalised practice within OMC education and shows the signs of a new activity in the EU’s education policy domain, with stable and accepted procedures and practices. There is some evidence of external domain contestations, especially with respect to alternative venues of international indicator development. However, it does not seem to be at immediate risk of deinstitutionalisation with both a strengthened legal basis for EUROSTAT’s educational statistics and the establishment of a centre within the Commission’s JRC system. On the research side the picture is murkier – not that R&D indicators are less established – but it is less clear if the quantified approach to European integration is something that is downloaded from the OMC as a template. 
Dynamics of change and resilience

Research policy at the European level is filled with complex sets of standard operating procedures, established rules for participation and decision making that all together constitute a machinery for distributive policy in the shape of the framework programmes. Despite the Treaty basis for policy coordination of national and European research policies, the pattern of adopting the OMC concept is consistent with our initial contention on the role of what we termed institutional saturation in a policy domain with respect to shaping the responses to the call for innovation. Also the education policy domain was far from institutionally empty – there were certain conditions that were conductive to the embrace of OMC as a template for change. However, the fact that the Ministers of Education and a DG had exhausted the limits of the established cooperation procedures formed one main element in leaving a space open that could be filled by the OMC. Concomitantly the actors could draw on the experiences of an OMC-like process with the Bologna agreement. Dynamics of inception and institutionalisation of OMC as political space should also be understood in terms of “interaction and collisions among competing institutional structure, norms, rules, identities and practices” (March and Olsen 2005: 16).  This came to the fore especially when in the EES education policy was defined and understood as an appendix to labour market policy and European coordination efforts in this area. The “collision” that contributed to creating new political space in the case of OMC education was between the cognitive and normative understanding of “education and learning” as part of the institutional sphere of labour market policy, rather than as education policy. Education ministers and the DG EAC headed the defence of the sectoral logics by the opportunity provided by the concept of the OMC. In education OMC became the arena that actively linked this policy domain to the larger European agenda. The way the OMC was put into practice also reflects the institutional defence, not so much of its distinctiveness, but of the sector’s rightful place in European integration. The expansion and dispersion of the education agenda in Europe is sought to be coordinated within this organisational setup and as part of a translation of the Lisbon agenda. The OMC became an acceptable and recognised procedure and a signal of appropriate behaviour. Similar triggers of change and construction of new political space cannot be seen in research policy when it comes to the application of the OMC.
Yet, we need to acknowledge that the responses found in the research sector should not be regarded as a case of complete institutional inertia. Consider, for example, the hierarchical order within the EU institutions, and especially the hierarchical legitimacy of the European Summit vis-à-vis the Council sectoral configurations and with respect to the sector DGs. The “Lisbon coining of the OMC” represents some measure of a hierarchically legitimated source of diffusion that seems to have carried some weight in defining it as appropriate to have at least a minimum of practices that could represent the sector’s “OMC”. There has been a definite proliferation of the use of the OMC also within the research sector and that may indicate the value attached to OMC as symbol and signal of appropriate behaviour. I have no indications suggesting that EU institutions coerced the implementation of OMC practices – although the advisory body of CREST might have felt some pressure of social sanction had it failed to respond to the call for organising the OMC for the 3%-target. Rather there is some evidence suggesting that the OMC was the Member States’ preferred mode of coordination within the concept of the ERA (de Elera 2006). 
Also we have to consider alternative sources of diffusion, if not for the OMC template as such, but for its core contents. Benchmarking, indictor based international comparisons and peer reviewing are models of appropriate behaviour in international organisations and in the international order that DGs for research and education, ministers of education and research and national actors take part in. For instance, in operationalising the OMC, actors might borrow from already established procedures and practices in other IOs just as much as copying from the OMC template. Some have even argued that the OMC in principle is but a version of the type of multilateral surveillance procedures practiced by the OECD and the IMF (Schäfer 2005). It is possible that the match of the procedures of the OMC and other IOs (especially the OECD) implied that actors were familiar with similar modus operandi of these arenas, and as such the already institutionalised procedures were transported to the EU arena. One could see the application of the OMC as part of a restructuring of the international/European policy regime, i.e. see it linked to development not only within the European integration process, but also of the international area in the policy areas in question (cf. Martens et al. 2004; Meyer et al 1997). But in education especially, if the application of the OMC can be rightfully seen as the “oecdification” of the EU – then this comes in a mutant form rather than as replicas of such practices. OECDs peer reviewing in education policy is organised and practiced in a very different way from what we have seen so far in the Education and Training 2010 programme of the EU, and both are of a different kind than the strict format followed in OECDs economic policy reviews (Pagani 2002). 
External shocks and institutional change  

The Lisbon Summit and the hyping of the OMC concept came at a moment that succinctly defined the performance of education and research systems in Europe as in a critical situation. The Common European level diagnosed a gap in the sense that research and education were lagging behind, especially in comparison with the USA and Japan. Through the Lisbon summit the performance crisis was publicly announced. This diagnosis underpinned the whole of the Lisbon strategy and the method that was launched to make probable the success of “Lisbon”. The Lisbon Strategy’s ambition was presented as “an exceptional challenge” demanding “exceptional measures”. When European research and education systems are lagging behind in the knowledge economy, one would need to boost coordination in a way that does not get entangled in the traditional turf fights between the national and supranational level, was the argument. The two policy domains show varying responses to the identification of dire straits. The diagnosis was just as profiled for European research systems (underinvestment in R&D and the failure of European universities to deliver their research potential) as for the European education systems. Actors in the education policy domain have persistently promoted this diagnosis and a language of urgency permeates the Commission’s documents of the E&T 2010 programme. In education policy the crisis was not identified as massive failure of existing EU institutions, as education still was national prerogative, but it was turned into a common challenge. In the case of research policy this diagnosis was not the spur of an autonomous “OMC-space”, but was captured by the urgency with which the ERA concept was promoted, implying that the OMC became practice as an “added touch” to existing policy arenas. 

Robustness and autonomy of OMC as practice

Acknowledging that the use of the OMC has served as an enabling device for European integration efforts in an area where the EUs legal basis for policy coordination is weakest, one should be quick to add that the enabling of EU in education also is dependent on the legitimation not only of a method but of a world view. The discourse of the knowledge economy permits the EU to legitimately take a stronger interest in the knowledge sector and to set concrete and quantifiable targets for collective achievements in relevant policy areas. It may be hard to separate the introduction of the OMC from the activities that were generated by the specific political ambition that was agreed upon in Lisbon 2000. It has, for instance, been argued that if (when) the overall Lisbon ambition fails it might disrepute the OMC as a viable new approach to governance in the EU and imply an ideological crisis of the idea of new governance (Zängle 2004:13). In the case of education the legitimacy for further coordination of educational policy in Europe might suffer from it, as some sort of guilt by association. Education as an object of policy co-ordination might be more at risk to the possible failure or fatigue and consequent loss of legitimacy in the Lisbon process. Some of the interviewees see the embrace of the OMC not only as an enabling action of the EU in education, but as an opportunity for the education sector to prove itself as a “high performing” sector within the European integration project. Doing well as a sector, i.e. contributing to Lisbon, would establish education in its rightful place according to a sector logic that links national ministries, European institutions and stakeholder organisations in education. What Laffan and Shaw (2005) observe, however, is that in non-economic sectors there has been a gradual decoupling of the Lisbon strategy from the its instrument, the OMC, which supports the argument that the method and the strategy are not symbiotic. Also as argued at the beginning of the paper, when political space has internal defenders then the external attacks are less likely to lead to deinstitutionalisation. So far OMC education has had its full time staff defenders at the European level.  
6
Conclusions
This has been a short story within the longer epic of the development of European level action in the areas of education and research. It is an exploration of how small parts of the European political space emerged and evolved. It has focussed on the establishment of rules, practices and organisational capabilities that came in the name of OMC in two policy domains at the European level. It is a story where the end has not yet been written – as it is not clear yet whether the political arena will be sustained over time. These are so far not empty processes: they are definitively in the making and under construction. The processes described here can rightfully be seen as illustrations of “path finding governance” (Laffan and Shaw 2005:31) that carry some rather clear characteristics of the path dependency – but not solely of institutional inertia. These two cases juxtaposed indicate how existing institutional orders impact on dynamics of change (cf. March and Olsen 2006:16). Dynamics of change as seen from inside these processes is very far from being consistent with the kind of environmental determinism that is at the basis of how much of the literature on isomorphic change explains patterns of diffusion; nor is it a story of how actors by way of design or political imposition construct new political space unencumbered by the frictions of existing institutional arrangements. The two policy domains have responded to the call for applying the OMC – but in different ways. One of the policy domains (research) has had trouble finding an appropriate set-up of the processes and has dispersed the OMC process into several different settings and modes of operation. It is established as a practice and is recognised as method for working for increasing the investment in R&D in the Member States, but the OMC template has largely been blended with existing procedures. The education policy domain, on the other hand, has erected new political space that has so far lived on and entered an (incremental) process of partial institutionalisation. In this sector the OMC has become the mainframe of European policy.    
If we grant that the OMC represents potentially a novel element in European integration, then the study of how it evolves in practice can tell us how political institutions change and how they innovate, and what characterises the dynamics of change inside the small pockets of policy areas. In practice the OMC processes evolve in ways that deflect from and reflect existing webs of procedures and governance modes at the European level. In education policy the existing practices were less dense and the application of the OMC has implied that new political space has been added to the existing ones. In research policy the OMC processes are lighter and more at the margins. If one wants to look for the essential dynamics of European integration in the research policy domain, one will not find it under the label “OMC”; in the case of education policy one might. 
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� They include the study of the spread of diverse phenomena such as the organisation of national central banks (Pollillo and Guillén 2005), normatively based spread of science policy bureaucracies (Finnemore 1993) and world wide expansion of higher education (Schofer and Meyer 2005).


� Although this case has a rather short time span, i.e. since 2000. 


� Notably institutions such as CERN, EMBL, ESA and intergovernmental programmes, especially EUREKA and COST. 


� Council Conclusions of 5 May 2003 on “Reference Levels of European Average Performance in


Education and Training (Benchmarks)” (OJ C 134, 7.6.2003). 





� “Ministers of education had not been willing to make any type of Community decision – even the non-binding instruments used in education” (Hywel Ceri Jones, former Director in DG Education quoted in Corbett 2005: 132).  





� ITV 10


� European level associations such as  UNICE, ETUCE/Education International, European School Heads Association, , European Parent’s Association,


� SGIB minutes from 3rd July 2002, first meeting: p.5


� In 2005 the OMC structure was partly reorganised with the thematic working groups resurfacing as learning cluster whose predominant working methodology is so-called  Peer Learning Activities, that includes site visits of good practice and in situ peer reviewing. 


� The Council underlines “the importance of ensuring that the programmes better support policy developments at the European level in education and training, notably in relation to the Lisbon strategy and to the strategic objectives provided in the ‘Report on the concrete future objectives of education and training systems’”(Council 2004: 25).


� For instance, the directive that was adopted on the recognition of professional qualifications was seen as part of the “legislative roadmap” of the Lisbon strategy (Commission 2004c).


� The Commission paved the way for the ERA trough their Communication “Towards a European Research Area” of 18 January 2000 (Commission 2000). The Council made the official resolution “on the Creation of a European Research and Innovation Area” 15 June 2000.  The ERA is also codified as part of the Constitutional Treaty. 


� This comprises the Community Framework programmes (including Networks of Excellence and Integrated projects), technology platforms, coordination of national research council programmes (ERA-NET) and the establishment of a European Research Council (see Khulman and Edler 2004, Gronbaek 2003) 


� (European Commission 2001a: 3). (Commission of the European Communities 2001. Brussels 20.6.2001. SEC(2001) 1002. Commission staff working paper. Progress report on Benchmarking of national research policies.)


� Commission 2003b, final version issued in April 2003


� All expert groups produced their final report to CREST in June 2004 and all of them clearly identified their work as part of the OMC 3 % Action Plan.


� Council Resolution of 28 September 1995 on Crest (95/C 264/02)


� Report from the CREST expert group on SME and Research (Final report June 2004: 14).


� CREST 2005 – Draft summary conclusions 304th meeting,p.9


� SEC (2005) 1253 


� SME report p. 14
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