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Abstract

In 2017, the European Union (EU) initiated the develop-
ment of the European Education Area (EEA). The referen-
tiality approach frames an original and timely inquiry into
how EU policymakers explain the reasons for the develop-
ment of the EEA. This inquiry relies on thematic analysis of
relevant key policy materials, produced by the European
Commission and the Council of the EU. The findings high-
light a range of internal and external referentiality mecha-
nisms that EU policymakers use to justify the development
of the EEA. Internal references are related mainly to edu-
cation traditions in the EU as a strong foundation for the
EEA and the source of its ideas; the beliefs that the EEA
can help overcome the interlocking crises the EU has faced
in its recent past in the area of education as well as more
generally; as well as the organisation of the EEA as part
of the functioning of the EU, with both mutually shaping
each other. External references are used to build on this
and boost the competitiveness of EU's education sector
and the EU as a region in the world. These findings address
important gaps in our knowledge about EU policymakers'
reasons for the development of the EEA. They enrich the
limited literature about the EEA, make a theoretical con-
tribution by extending the application of the referentiality
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approach and call policy actors at all levels of the EEA to facilitate a shared understanding of the rea-

sons for the development of the EEA to ensure that their work serves EEA's purpose.

1 | INTRODUCTION

The European Union (EU) has been coordinating a number of education policy initiatives, some of which reached far
beyond the boundaries of the EU, such as the European Higher Education Area and the Erasmus Plus Programme.
In 2017, the EU instigated the development of another initiative—the European Education Area (EEA)—specifically
for the EU. The website of the European Commission details that the EEA is an EU project, which commenced in
2017 to enable “all young people to benefit from the best education and training, and to find employment across Europe”
(EC, 2020). The EEA comprises a number of initiatives across all levels and types of education in the EU, such as:
mutual recognition of diplomas, quality in early childhood education and care, language learning, key competencies
for lifelong learning, the digital education action plan, common values, the European universities initiative, and the
European student card initiative. The European Commission (EC, 2018a) summarises the vision for the EEA as follows.

In its contribution to the Leaders' meeting in Gothenburg, the Commission set out a vision for a
European Education Area by 2025: ‘a Europe in which learning, studying and doing research would
not be hampered by borders. A continent, where spending time in another Member State—to study,
to learn, or to work—has become the standard and where, in addition to one's mother tongue,
speaking two other languages has become the norm. A continent in which people have a strong
sense of their identity as Europeans, of Europe's cultural heritage and its diversity.’ (EC, 20183, p. 5)

This article sets out to answer the question: how do EU policymakers justify the development of the EEA by the usage
of referentiality mechanisms? The referentiality approach that originates from the works of Luhmann (1986a, 1986b,
1990) and Schriewer (1992) for the analysis of the justification of education policies, frames this original and timely
inquiry. The analysis in this article relies on a thematic analysis of relevant key policy materials, produced by the
European Commission and the Council of the EU.

The article argues that EU policymakers use a range of internal and external referentiality mechanisms to justify
the development of the EEA. The article starts with the explanation of the referentiality approach and its links to
other dominant theories in EU studies. Next, the literature on EU education policymaking is explored, highlighting
the emerging and still very limited body of literature about the EEA—which showcases the gap about the reasons
for the development of the EEA. Then, the methods are explained, followed by the presentation of the findings.

These findings address important gaps in our knowledge about EU policymakers' reasons for the development
of the EEA. They enrich the limited literature about the EEA, make a theoretical contribution by extending the
application of the referentiality approach and call policy actors at all levels of the EEA to facilitate a shared under-
standing of the reasons for the development of the EEA to ensure that their work serves EEA's purpose.

2 | BRIDGING EU POLICYMAKING AND THE
REFERENTIALITY APPROACH

A range of approaches are used to theorise EU policymaking: institutionalism, neo-institutionalism (Jones, 2018),
intergovernmentalism (Jones, 2018), new intergovernmentalism (Falkner, 2016), liberal intergovernmentalism
(Borzel & Risse, 2018), transactionalism, new supranationalism (Falkner, 2016), functionalism, neofunctionalism
(Borzel & Risse, 2018) and postfunctionalism (Schimmelfennig, 2018). There are many similarities amongst these
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theoretical approaches, particularly in their focus on EU integration—the strengthening and structuring of the
relationships amongst EU member states, between EU member states and EU candidate countries as well as be-
tween the EU and the United Kingdom after Brexit (Kushnir et al., 2020). For instance, both new intergovernmen-
talism and liberal intergovernmentalism see national governments as the main actors of integration policy in the
EU. However, the former approach emphasises consensual agreement as the major decision-making mode, while
the latter one points out the role of bargaining (Hatton, 2011).

There is no consensus as to what theoretical approach is the most suitable to describe EU's recent context. For
example, Falkner (2016) explains that while new supranationalism may be developing, new intergovernmentalism
will potentially dominate in EU policymaking in the future. However, Borzel and Risse (2018) claim that liberal
intergovernmentalism, neofunctionalism and postfunctionalism have already become the dominant theoretical
approaches. Moreover, none of the above theoretical approaches can fully explain the integration trajectories that
the EU adopted after its different crises. For instance, Borzel and Risse (2018) maintain that none of the dominant
approaches—liberal intergovernmentalism, neofunctionalism or postfunctionalism—can fully explain why the Euro
crisis led to a substantial deepening of European financial relationships, while EU member states opted for disin-
tegration while dealing with the recent migrant crisis.

Given the ambiguities around the ever-growing theoretical array for the analysis of policymaking in the EU, this
article seeks to go beyond these more traditional approaches. It appeals to a new referentiality approach, which
has more sociological roots and has been adopted in the area of international education. Applying it to the analysis
of EU policymaking in education in this article enables us to learn how EU policymakers explain the reasons for
the development of the EEA.

Policymaking in the area of education, like in any other area, is induced by certain pressures and this is re-
flected in the ways in which the policy is justified. Steiner-Khamsi emphasises that “using references as sources
of authority—internal or external, domestic or international—is endemic to education, which is under constant public
pressure to legitimize its practices, values and forms of organization” (Steiner-Khamsi, 2002, p. 70).

The literature that explores how policies are justified by using references as sources of authority has been
developing for a few decades now. Steiner-Khamsi (2002) and Perry and Tor (2009) explain that the approach
combines Luhmann'’s self-referential social systems theory and Schriewer's externalisation thesis.

Luhmann’s Self-referential Social Systems Theory is developed through his multiple works, such as Luhmann (1986a,
1986b, 1990). A couple of pillars of this theory can be identified. First, social systems exist, and different societies are ex-
amples of such social systems. According to this logic, the EU can, arguably, be positioned as a social system. The second
pillar of the self-referential social systems theory is that social systems are autopoietic, which means self-organising as they
aim to solve problems that threaten their functioning and existence. They do this through recurrent self-referentiality—
social systems reflect on how they function and look within themselves to find justifications for their need to exist.

Schriewer (1992) used Luhmann's idea of self-referentiality of social systems as a foundation to suggest that the
self-organisation process of social systems involves not only self-referentiality but also its opposite mechanism—
externalisation. In his further work, Schriewer (2000) focused on policymaking, expanded his discussion and ex-
plained that self-referentiality means making references to internal sources of authority to justify reforms, while
externalisation means referring to external sources of authority to make such justifications. Hence, the roots of
self-referentiality are in Luhmann's theory but Schriewer elaborated on the meaning of self-referentiality and
added externalisation while demonstrating how these two mechanisms work in a policy context.

Luhmann's (1986a, 1986b, 1990) and Schriewer's works (1992, 2000) were later applied to the area of education
policymaking by, for instance, Steiner-Khamsi (2002), Luschei (2004), Silova (2004) and Vavrus (2004) and Kushnir
(2015). Steiner-Khamsi states that “education constitutes an ideal site for studying referentiality” (Steiner-Khamsi, 2002,
p. 70). Steiner-Khamsi also specifies the meaning of the two referentiality mechanisms in the area of education
policymaking. According to her, self-referentiality, that allows education systems to self-perpetuate themselves,
involves internal references to tradition, beliefs and organisation. What concerns externalisation, education systems
turn to this mechanism in justifying policy innovation when internal references are not enough to solve the problem
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or justify the need to do that. She notes in this vein that “In times of rapid social, economic and political change [...]
internal references fail to justify the persistence or introduction of reforms” (Steiner-Khamsi, 2002, p. 70).

3 | THE EDUCATION POLICY SPACE OF AN EU SOCIETY

The existence of EU or European society is advocated by the literature that investigates the relationship between
EU governing structures and its wider civil society (e.g., Kohler-Koch & Finke, 2007; Kohler-Koch & Quittkat,
2013) as well as the literature on European identity formation (e.g., Childe, 2009; Kushnir, 2016). A great deal of
the analysis in this article rests on the idea that an EU or European society exists. This is important for positioning
the EU as a society that exemplifies Luhmann's (1986b) social systems, as Luhmann (1986b) states that different
societies make social systems which are, by their nature, self-organising. According to this logic, the EU can, argu-
ably, be positioned as a social system, governed by EU policymakers and the wider civil society in the EU.

The formation of an EU society has been taking place in the midst of a number of interlocking crises in the EU,
such as economic, political, security, external relations crises (Falkner, 2016; Seabrooke & Tsingou, 2018; Taggrat
& Szczerbiak, 2018), a migration crisis (Balkan, 2016) as well as the recent health crisis in the context of the pan-
demic (Reusken et al., 2020).

In light of the challenges that the EU was experiencing in the aftermath of its formal establishing by the
Maastricht Treaty in 1993, the EU set out “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 cohesion” (Gillies, 2019,
p. 1, citing European Parliament, 2000). This goal was set in the Lisbon Strategy of 2000 and sparked an acceler-
ated growth of EU education policies (Gillies, 2019).

This growth was accompanied by a shift from politico-economic to economic-functional goals in EU education
policymaking (Walkenhorst, 2008). One of the indicators of the change has been a move towards an intergovern-
mental mode of policymaking. Despite this transition, the work of EU policymaking bodies remained important.
According to Walkenhorst

The Council of Education Ministers has held regular meetings since the 1970s, both the European
Parliament and the European Commission have established separate administrative divisions to
deal with education, there is a relevant budget chapter [...] EU education policy is backed by sanc-
tion as it is subject to scrutiny by the European Court of Justice. (Walkenhorst, 2008, p. 568)

The Lishon Strategy, mentioned above, was at the heart of the development of the European Higher Education
Area through the Bologna Process. This is a policy initiative to harmonise higher education structures and promote the
European dimension of higher education. The Bologna Process which became the biggest higher education initiative
in the world was originally an EU initiate which eventually transformed into a wider European project that crossed
the borders of the EU, to encompass the geographical Europe and some countries beyond it as well (Kushnir, 2016). It
came to be known as the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). This is where a tension lies between the Bologna
Process and the initiatives that it encompassed. On one hand, the Bologna Process was one of the tools for achieving
the goal that the EU set up for itself at the Lishon European Council meeting in 2000—to become the most compet-
itive knowledge-based economy in the world. On the other hand, the territorial expansion of the EHEA through the
implementation of the Bologna Process in different countries has blurred the meaning of a European education space
as it was not limited to the EU anymore. The term European did not refer to an EU education space, it was wider.
The emergence of the European education space as a dynamic space of flexible meanings (Kushnir, 2016; Novoa &
Lawn, 2002) invites us to view the EU education space as a nested space within a wider European education space.

EU countries are part of the EHEA. The studies about it focus on the following key aspects of the influence of
EU integration on higher education: changes in the governing of higher education on the national level; changes
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in the governing of higher education institutions (Charlier & Croché, 2005; De Wit, 2003; Lowe, 1992; Maassen
& Olsen, 2007; Maassen & Musselin, 2009); changes in the governing of research in higher education (Amaral
etal., 2009), the impact of EU integration on private higher education institutions (Kwiek, 2007), and the European
integration of higher education through student mobility (Papatsiba, 2006).

There is research on integration tendencies in education in Europe in general, not limited to higher education—
termed a European education area in the sense of a European education space (Grek & Lawn, 2009; Lawn, 2003).
However, it is not the European Education Area (EEA) that was officially initiated by the EU in 2017. The European
Commission Directorate General for Education and Culture coordinated a number of initiatives that collectively
came to be known as the Education and Training (ET) Work frameworks for 2010-2020. They consider “the whole
spectrum of education and training systems from the perspective of lifelong learning, covering all levels and contexts
(including non-formal and informal education)” (lonela & Camelia, 2014, p. 330).

The literature specifically on the EEA is limited. The EEA has been explored from the following angles in the
scholarship: digitalisation of education in the EU (Decuypere & Simons, 2020; Salajan, 2019) and student mobility
within the EEA (Grinberga-Zalite et al., 2018), national responses to the initiative illustrated by the case of Croatia
(Kasap et al., 2018), the governance of the EEA which resembles the governance of the EU through the creation
and expansion of interest groups that coordinate stocktaking and benchmarking (Cone & Brogger, 2020). The first
two topics are similar in the sense that they focus on two policy initiatives within the EEA, linked to its action lines.
The study about the Croatian national response also touches on EEA's action lines but it places more emphasis on
how the implementation was governed nationally and its preliminary results. The standardisation tendencies por-
trayed in the last study are presented as examples of the integration of the EU policy field in the area of education.

The study presented in this article is the closest in its scope to the study by Cone and Brogger (2020) because
it also explores the EEA's international level of policymaking and draws parallels between EEA and EU governance.
The difference is that while Cone and Brogger (2020) demonstrate the similarities of how the EEA and the EU
more widely are governed through such similar mechanisms as interest groups, stocktaking and benchmarking, the
study presented in this article, explores a new angle by uncovering the reasons of EU policymakers to develop the
EEA and how they link to the crafting of the EU project more widely. This is accomplished through the adoption of
referentiality as an original lens for this analysis.

It is also important to mention that some references to the EEA can be found in the literature prior to 2017
(Burnett, 2007; Fernandez, 2014; Kirkwood-Tucker, 2004; Lentner, 2007; Salimova et al., 2012) but they are used
as synonyms of the European Higher Education Area. The emergence of the EEA in 2017 as a separate initiative
makes such synonyms inappropriate now. The development of the EEA is a milestone in demarcating the borders
of, specifically, the EU education space.

4 | METHODOLOGY

The data informing this article were collected in the framework of a larger project focused on the role of the EEA
in EU integration. Although | did not set out to research how EU policymakers justify the establishment of the EEA
by the usage of referentiality mechanisms, this emerged as a key theme in the data, and it forms the focus of the
current article.

The larger project, in the framework of which this article was developed, was a qualitative study, consisting of
policy analysis. Key international policy materials relevant to the development of the EEA were collected from the
website of the European Commission and qualitative thematic analysis was applied to these materials. The data
collection and analysis was conducted between January and March 2020.

Seven key documents of different types, issued between 2017 and 2019, were collected as well as the initial
press release of the European Commission to announce the EEA initiative. The choice of this timeframe was
dictated by the commencement of the work on the EEA by EU leaders at their meeting on 17 November 2017 in
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Gothenburg, Sweden; also, the fact that the latest relevant key documents at the time of the data collection were
issued in 2019. The following documents were collected in addition to the European Commission press release
by Bertaud et al. (2017): a resolution of the Council of the European Union (2019); and six documents by the
European Commission, including two communications of the European Commission issued in 2017 and 2018, a
report by the Directorate-General (DG) for Communication (2018), and three supplementary documents by the
European Commission presented at the EEA section of the European Commission website (EC, 2020). It is worth
acknowledging that few other documents supplementing each of the action lines exist. For this research, only
key documents about the EEA in general were targeted. Therefore, the materials selected for analysis should be
treated as a purposeful sample of the EEA materials that explain the emergence and governance of the EEA over-
all. The selected documents were listed as key documents in the European Commission press release (Bertaud
et al., 2017) and the EEA section of the European Commission website (EC, 2020).

Manual thematic analysis of these materials was conducted. The thematic analysis followed Rubin and Rubin's
(2012) guide for open and axial coding of themes. Open coding entailed breaking down the data in the documents
into themes, sub-themes, sub-sub-themes and so on, while being open to different insights. The open coding was
guided by theoretical ideas around EU integration in times of crises and yielded three main themes: (1) the context
of crises, (2) deepening of the EEA, and (3) EU deepening through the deepened EEA. A number of sub-themes were
identified within each of these themes. Each of the sub-themes were further sub-categorised supported by a
list of relevant quotations from the EEA materials. The open coding of themes relied partially on key concepts in
different linguistic forms that helped to generate some themes, such as the words crisis, challenge, difficulty, un-
certainty, struggle, problem and shortage in the first theme the context of crises, for instance. Additionally, the open
coding for the themes relied on the overall meaning of sentences that could convey the same ideas without ex-
plicitly mentioning any of the crisis-related synonyms. The sentence “Europe does not excel in delivering high-quality
skills" (EC, 2017, p. 2) does not contain any of the crisis-related terms but conveys a crisis-related meaning, using
other linguistic tools, such as the negation of the desirable. The open stage of coding was guided by deductive an-
alytical strategies—shaped by the dominant theoretical approach. The themes and their subordinate themes from
the open coding were regrouped in the axial coding, relying on inductive analytical strategies, and consequently,
highlighting the nature of the relationship amongst them. The thematic analysis was recorded on 22 pages of a
Word document.

For the purpose of this article, another round of axial coding was conducted to single out and regroup the
justifications for the development of the EEA from the three key themes into self-referentiality mechanisms and
externalisation. The theme self-referentiality included three main foci, following Steiner-Khamsi's (2002) definition
of self-referentiality as the mechanism that involves internal references to traditions, beliefs and organisation.
Herein, the term tradition means established ways of member states' working together on education projects in
the past, beliefs are about the purpose of the development of the EEA, and organisation pertains to how the work
on the EEA is organised and positioned within the wider structures of the EU.

Both major themes—self-referentiality mechanisms and externalisation—included references to EU education
in particular as well as the EU overall. To illustrate, the theme deepening of the EEA included internal and external
references for education policymaking in the EEA per se. The theme, EU deepening through the deepened EEA
also included similar references but they pertained to the justifications of the development of the EEA for wider

purposes.

5 | REFERENTIALITY MECHANISMS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
EUROPEAN EDUCATION AREA

EU policymakers use a range of internal and external referentiality mechanisms as sources of authority to jus-
tify the development of the EEA—which they position as an integral part of the functioning of the EU. These
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mechanisms include self-referentiality and externalisation that any self-organising social system can use, as ex-
plained by Schriewer (1992). The data showcases that the internal references are related mainly to the need to
overcome the interlocking crises the EU has faced in its recent past—in the area of education in particular as well
as more generally. External references are used to build on this and boost the global competitiveness of education

in the EU, and the EU as a region.

5.1 | Self-referentiality

Schriewer (2000), focusing broadly on policymaking, explains that self-referentiality means making references to
internal sources of authority to justify reforms. What concerns education specifically, self-referentiality involves
internal references to tradition, beliefs and organisation (Steiner-Khamsi, 2002).

5.1.1 | Tradition in education

The EEA materials cite a number of other projects that have traditionally come to be associated, at least
partially, with EU education and have now formed the foundation for the development of the EEA. These
include the Creative Europe Programme that supports a transnational cultural project (EC, 2017, p. 9); since
2000, the Strategic Framework for European cooperation in education and training (DG for Communication,
2018, p. 2); the project Move2learn Learn2Move that supports young Europeans to discover and learn about
Europe (EC, 2017, p. 5); the Erasmus+ programme, the European Solidarity Corps and the Bologna Process
more widely (Bertaud et al., 2017). The Bologna Process is the largest of these projects. According to Vogtle
and Martens (2014), it is the largest higher education initiative in the world. It aims to create a European
Higher Education Area (EHEA) with comparable higher education structures within it to provide opportuni-
ties for academic and job mobility, and cultural exchange. The Bologna Process currently encompasses 49
countries and major developments in their higher education systems; for example, a common system of
study credits, cycles of study progression; the development of a diploma supplement for graduates, to pro-
mote mutual recognition of higher education qualifications; the promotion of student and faculty mobility
and shared quality assurance practices in higher education in Europe (EHEA, 2020). A lot of the work of the
EEA is about advancing the action lines of the Bologna Process specifically for the EU countries. This can
be exemplified by how the EEA relies on the Bologna Process action line about the recognition of higher
education qualifications. "A European Area of Education should include [...] The mutual recognition of diplomas:
by initiating a new ‘Sorbonne process’, building on the ‘Bologna process’, to prepare the ground for the mutual
recognition of higher education and school leaving diplomas” (Bertaud et al., 2017). Evidently, the EEA builds
on the Bologna Process action line related to the recognition of higher education qualifications and adds
another focus on the recognition of school leaving diplomas. This is an internal reference to tradition as the
Bologna Process originally started as an EU initiative. Similar developments exist in the work of the EEA
towards its other goals that overlap with the Bologna Process, such as cross-border mobility and quality
assurance (Council of the EU, 2019, p. 4). They get expanded in the EEA due to the inclusion of non-tertiary
education developments. In addition to statements like this, the EEA materials evidence the decision to
maintain all “Bologna commitments” in the work towards the EEA specific idea of the creation of European
inter-university campuses (EC, 2019a, p. 7).

Aside from the established education traditions through the concrete projects, the EU member states’
“tried-and-tested ways of working together” (EC, 2017, p. 12) on these projects is another reason to consolidate
the work on the development of an education space specifically for EU member states—the EEA—and hope
for its success.
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Beliefs about the context of the EEA

Aside from the traditions on which the EEA is founded, the authors of the EEA documents express specific be-
liefs. The beliefs articulated are important contextual factors that are fundamental to understand why the EEA
is important for the EU. These beliefs, arguably, shape the organisation of the link between the EEA and the EU,
discussed in the next section. One group of these belief are about the EU which is the wider context of the EEA.
The other group comprises the beliefs about the EU education field, which has celebrated a range of achieve-
ments but which still needs improvements. This is another important contextual feature of the EEA that has been
integrating the EU education policy field.

The EU tends to be characterised in a very positive way in the EEA materials which present the EEA as a proj-
ect for the EU. The 2017 Communication cites Juncker, the former President of the European Commission, who
in the European Commission's White Paper on the Future of Europe noted that the European Union has improved
the lives of people in the EU (EC, 2017, p. 12). The EU is also presented as a “unique project” in the European
Commission document (2017, p. 2). The existence of the EU is seen by the European Commission as particularly
important now because it enables EU member states to deal with emerging problems. “The EU is the best instru-
ment we have for addressing the new challenges we are facing” (EC, 2017, p. 1 citing the Bratislava declaration). The
fact that internal references to the EU are used as a mechanism to address these challenges is surprising at first
sight as Steiner-Khamsi suggests that self-referentiality fails to justify policy innovations in times of rapid social,
economic and political change (Steiner-Khamsi, 2002, p. 70). However, a deeper analysis of the crises that the EU
has been facing suggests that the recent challenges are not novel and sudden—the EU has dealt with problems
throughout the history of its existence.

The literature about EU integration highlights a number of the same crises in the EU as the EEA ma-
terials mention (Balkan, 2016; Falkner, 2016; Reusken et al., 2020; Seabrooke & Tsingou, 2018; Taggrat &
Szczerbiak, 2018). These include crises that pertain to economy and security (EC, 2017); migration (Bertaud
et al., 2017; EC, 2017, 2019b), political developments (Bertaud et al., 2017; Council of the EU, 2019; EC,
2017) and health (EC, 2019h). Aside from these crises, a number of other overlapping crises in the EU feature
in the EEA materials: populism (Bertaud et al., 2017; EC, 2017, 2018a), the phenomenon of fake news and
media illiteracy (Bertaud et al., 2017; Council of the EU, 2019; EC, 2017, 2018a, 2019b), xenophobia (Bertaud
et al.,, 2017; EC, 2017, 2018a), discrimination (EC, 2018a), the risk of radicalisation (EC, 2017), the crisis of de-
mocracy (EC, 2017, 2019b), unemployment (EC, 2017), a gap between a rising skills demand by employers and
the skillset of the population (Council of the EU, 2019; EC, 2017, 2019h), persistent social inequalities (Council
of the EU, 2019; EC, 2017), ageing population (Council of the EU, 2019; EC, 2017), overall underperforming of
the EU in its excellence in different areas in comparison to other countries, particularly Asian countries (EC,
2017). Moreover, the materials that were analysed mention a couple of globalisation challenges that the EU
faces, such as climate change (Council of the EU, 2019; EC, 2019b) and sustainability problems (Council of the
EU, 2019).

Education in the EU has celebrated a range of achievements. Its track record of promoting mobility is be-
lieved to be excellent (DG for Communication, 2018; EC, 2017). It is also mentioned that “Education and training
systems in Europe are [already] in general of good quality” and that the EU is already an attractive place to study
(EC, 2017, p. 4). Moreover, significant progress has been made towards the EEA (Council of the EU, 2019) which
is an encouragement for further work in developing it. Particularly as a number of problems in EU education are
believed to persist. These include obstacles to student mobility within the EU due to legal obstacles imposed by
borders and financial constraints (Bertaud et al.,, 2017: DG for Communication, 2018; EC, 2017, 2018b); a num-
ber of gaps in student participation in education on different levels, particularly gender disparity in choosing to
study science, technology, engineering and math. Further, a limited pursuit of inter-disciplinary studies and par-
ticipation of adults in lifelong learning (EC, 2017); a shortage of digital equipment in schools and teacher training
programmes in IT (EC, 2017, 2019b); and the existence of a big share of low achievers in education most of whom
come from poor households (EC, 2017, 2018b). Some of these challenges resonate with what is also discussed in
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other studies about the EEA, such as academic mobility issues (Grinberga-Zalite et al., 2018) and digitalisation
problems (Salajan, 2019).

5.1.2 | The EEA and the EU contribute to shaping each other as organisations

The mirroring foci of the discussion above about the EU and its EEA also defines how the work on the EEA is or-
ganised and positioned within the wider structures of the EU. The education space of the EU represented by the
newly established EEA is juxtaposed to the wider functioning of the EU, which highlights their inextricable role in
shaping each other. “The European project has always been about overcoming [internal] borders and allowing for free
movement [...] we see an increasing interest in cross-border cooperation and mobility for both learners and cultural and
creative works in all EU member states (EC, 2017, p. 4).

The similarity of developments for open borders within the EU and its EEA can also be traced in the plethora of
statements about both the EU acting as an indispensable creator of the EEA with all of its benefits, and vice versa.
The EEA is depicted as a key to ensuring a more united EU in the future. Here follow a couple of exemplary quota-
tions of the former idea: “We need the EU to serve better their needs and wishes to live, study, work, move and prosper
freely across our continent and benefit from the rich European cultural heritage” (EC, 2017, p. 1 citing the Bratislava
declaration); a “Union where young people receive the best education and training and can study and find jobs across
the [European] continent” (Bertaud et al., 2017).

While the EU is portrayed as acting as a creator of the EEA, the EEA, in its turn, is presented in the EEA ma-
terials as being key to building a very much needed increased unity within the EU in the future. “Education and
culture are the key to the future—both for the individual as well as for our Union as a whole (EC, 2017, p. 1 citing
former EC President Juncker).

The analysis above has illustrated references to tradition, beliefs and organisation in the self-referentiality
mechanism at work in the EEA materials to justify the development of the EEA. The next section explores the
other key referentiality mechanism—externalisation.

5.2 | Externalisation

Externalisation is presented by Schriewer (1992) as a mechanism, which is opposite to self-referentiality. According
to him, externalisation means referring to external sources of authority to justify reforms. Steiner-Khamsi (2002)
as well as Perry and Tor (2009) explain that policymakers opt for externalisation particularly in times of rapid
changes when internal references would fail to justify reforms. Indeed, a range of rapid changes rooted in the
global context form the foundation for the externalisation mechanism that EU policymakers have used to justify
the development of the EEA. This mechanism is related to EU's international competitiveness. Other groups of
countries, such as non-EU states or Asian countries, as well as globalisation in general are part of the statements
that showcase externalisation mechanisms. One may counter this by saying that international competitiveness is
as much about externalisation as it is about self-referentiality because it maintains the focus on the internal—it
is about how much the internal can compete with the outside world. While there is logic behind claims like this,
equating externalisation to self-referentiality or blurring the boundary between them completely in this case
would be erroneous (although a possibility of overlaps is not rejected here). It is because competitiveness is es-
sentially about comparing how well the internal does in relation to the external. Such comparison presupposes the
acknowledgement of the entities that exist externally. Both self-referentiality and externalisation provide justi-
fications for reforms in a particular context that can be understood as internal. However, while self-referentiality
is about using internal references to justify reforms in a particular context, externalisation may bring in external
elements to justify reforms in this same context.
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The international competitiveness of the EU is a very strong theme in the data. In addition to the crises in
the EU overall and its education explicated earlier, the EEA materials recognise that the excellence of the EU in
general is contested and that education in the EU is lagging behind in comparison to other counties. The European
Commission notes that many are worried about Europe’s “place in the world” (EC, 2017, p. 1). A concern is raised
that while there is ambition to engage with new developments, Europe does not excel in delivering high-quality
skills, that even the best-performing member states “are outperformed by advanced Asian countries” (EC, 2017, p. 2).

The EEA is presented in these materials as a vehicle for driving the competitiveness of EU education systems
in particular, and of the EU as a whole. The European Education Area is understood as a mechanism for enabling
EU member states to do more, faster, to drive up the quality, competitiveness and inclusiveness of their education
and training systems; meanwhile, also to provide “inspiration for non-EU countries to follow” (EC, 2018a, p. 6). High-
quality education and training is here understood to provide the Union a competitive edge in an increasingly digital
and knowledge-based global economy (Council of the EU, 2019, p. 1).

What concerns the competitiveness of EU education in particular, EU policymakers place a lot of emphasis
on higher education by aspiring to “increase [the] international competitiveness of European higher education” (EC,
2019a, p. 2); ensuring that Europe is an attractive place to study for people from other countries (EC, 2017, p. 4);
creating a competitive world-class European university (Bertaud et al., 2017). Also, by ensuring that “more EU
universities top international ranking[s]"—as currently, out of 50 top universities in the world, only ten are located
in the EU (EC, 2017, p. 4). Higher education is emphasised perhaps because it may be seen by EU policymakers
as the area that can demonstrate impact within a relatively short time, other levels of education are not ignored.
The competitiveness of all levels of education are implied in statements that the EEA is about developing the best
education (Bertaud et al., 2017; Council of the EU, 2019; DG for Communication, 2018; EC, 2017, 2018a, 2018b,
2019a, 2019b).

The significant progress made towards the European Education Area and the importance of rein-
forcing the commitment towards the ambitious further development of its goals, objectives and
scope, in order to make the vision of the European Education Area a reality and to make Europe
the leading learning society in the world; contributing to a culture that encourages, empowers and
motivates people and societies to learn and innovate, including all levels and forms of education and
training and all stages of life. (Council of the EU, 2019, p. 2, added emphasis)

This quote unveils the meaning of EU competitiveness. Becoming the world leading learning society is one of many
other similar references that emphasise the competitiveness of the EU, such as becoming “a Union where citizens have
new opportunities for cultural and social development and economic growth” (EC, 2017, p. 1 citing the Rome declaration),
and allowing talent in Europe to flourish (Council of the EU, 2019, p. 1). Economic growth is a key pillar in EU compet-
itiveness, whereby the EEA is meant to support the resilience of the EU economy which is essential for the overall
resilience of the EU in the global context.

Education is part of the solution to get more people into decent jobs, respond better to the econo-
my's skills needs and strengthen Europe's resilience in a context of the rapid and profound change
induced by the technological revolution and globalization. (EC, 2017, p. 2, added emphasis)

Aside from all of these explicit references to the competitiveness of the EU, there is a handful of references about
EU's work towards common global action lines, such as global health, climate protection in particular (EC, 20193) as
well as the whole set of the UN Sustainable Development Goals (Council of the EU, 2019; EC, 2019a).

European action for [the] Green Europe [agenda ..] needs to involve all levels and all forms of
education and training and all stages of life, enabling activities initiated at local and regional level
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and in cooperation with civil society, with the aim of moving forward towards the implemen-
tation of the relevant UN Sustainable Development Goals. (Council of the EU, 2019, p. 2, added
emphasis)

It is debatable whether these infrequent references are about EU's competition in the global arena, or in-
stead, its cooperation with other countries and regions in achieving common targets. Arguably, it is both as a
degree of competitive spirit drives everyone in the race towards achieving the Sustainable Development Goals
along with a sense of collective responsibility for the future of the world. This form of cooperation is termed
coopetition in literature about the Sustainable Development Goals. Coopetition is a neologism that denotes hy-
brid behaviour that “refers to the collaborative efforts of competitors with the aim of achieving mutually beneficial
results” (Hafezalkotob, 2017, p. 229).

6 | CONCLUSION

This article has explored a range of internal and external referentiality mechanisms that EU policymakers use as
sources of authority to justify the development of the EEA. This exploration relied on thematic analysis of relevant
key policy materials, produced by the European Commission and the Council of the EU. The analysis has revealed
arange of aspects of self-referentiality in the justification of the EEA. The EU has a strong tradition in building its
education space, however, a lot of its work was not confined by EU borders, such as in the case of the Bologna
Process. Now, the EEA aims to advance the strengths of many of the past projects specifically for EU member
states by focusing on all the levels and types of education. Internal references used to justify the development of
the EEA are also related to expressing the beliefs that the EEA can help overcome the interlocking crises the EU
has faced in its recent past in the area of education as well as more generally. The development of the EEA is also
justified by referring to how the work on the EEA is organised and positioned within the wider structures of the
EU. The most striking finding is the strategic importance of the EEA for the existence of the EU. In a way, the EEA
is positioned in the EEA materials as a moulder of the future of the EU, due to its capacity to raise the citizens the
EU needs—valuing diversity but, at the same time, appreciating and aspiring for unity. The external references in
the EEA materials are about the potential of the EEA to boost the competitiveness of education in the EU, and
moreover, the EU as a region in the world overall.

These findings address gaps in our understanding about why EU policymakers have been developing the
EEA. These findings enrich the limited literature about the EEA and make a theoretical contribution by ex-
tending the application of the referentiality approach. Understanding the architecture and essence of these
reasons also has a practical significance for all policy actors at different levels and establishments in the EEA,
from EU policymakers to teaching staff and students at educational establishments, as they all have to develop
a shared understanding of these reasons to infer a common goal and join efforts in achieving it. How they
respond to and co-create EEA policies plays a role in shaping the nature of the EEA in particular, and of the
EU project more widely—and their place in the world. A sense of responsibility in this process is particularly
important now. The EU has been experiencing turbulent times recently, with the migrant crisis, rising popu-
lism, Brexit and other aggravating political divisions amongst the EU member states. EU policymakers have
appealed to education to play a role in further crafting and strengthening the EU as a Union which cannot
proceed without a common understanding of the goal, and joint efforts of all policy actors—at all levels—in
achieving it.

ORCID
Iryna Kushnir © https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0727-7208

.. dUluO K{ [ wodhemAeiqiauluo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘2202 ‘SErESIrL

sapaIMe $5920y uad( 40y 1dadxa ‘paniwtad Jou AIdLIS I UOINGLISIP pue 3sn-ay ‘(2202


http://core.ac.uk/labs/oadiscovery/redirect?url=https%3A%2F%2Fonlinelibrary.wiley.com%2Fdoi%2Fpdfdirect%2F10.1111%2Fejed.12485&key=CF167D22653A7C97F5161D2B66266F7E
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/ejed.12485

12 KUSHNIR
—LWI LEY

REFERENCES

Amaral, A., Neave, G., Musselin, C., & Maassen, P. (Eds.). (2009). European integration and the governance of higher educa-
tion and research. Springer.

Balkan, Q. (2016). Disorder at the border: Europe’s ‘migrant crisis’ in comparative perspective. Studies in Ethnicity and
Nationalism, 16(1), 116-120. https://doi.org/10.1111/sena.12171

Bertaud, N., Vandystadt, N., & Waldstein, J. (2017). Future of Europe: Towards a European Education Area by 2025. Press
Release of the European Commission from 14 November 2017. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detai
I/en/IP_17_4521

Borzel, T., & Risse, T. (2018). From the euro to the Schengen crises: European integration theories, politicization, and
identity politics. Journal of European Public Policy, 25(1), 83-108. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1310281

Burnett, J. (2007). Tilling the soil of the European higher education area. Educational Action Research, 15(2), 283-293.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650790701314973

Charlier, J. E., & Croché, S. (2005). How European integration is eroding national control over education planning and
policy. European Education, 37(4), 7-21. https://doi.org/10.2753/EUE1056-4934370401

Childe, V. G. (2009). The prehistory of European society. Spokesman Books.

Cone, L., & Brogger, K. (2020). Soft privatisation: Mapping an emerging field of European education governance.
Globalisation, Societies and Education, 18(4), 374-390. https://doi.org/10.1080/14767724.2020.1732194

Council of the EU. (2019). Resolution on further developing the European Education Area to support future-oriented education
and training systems, adopted 11 November 2019. Policy document. https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publi
cation/9f1d16d1-09d1-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71al/language-en/format-HTML/source-113%947200

De Wit, K. (2003). The consequences of European integration for higher education. Higher Education Policy, 16(2), 161-
178. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.hep.8300014

Decuypere, M., & Simons, M. (2020). Pasts and futures that keep the possible alive: Reflections on time, space,
education and governing. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 52(6), 640-652. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131
857.2019.1708327

DG for Communication. (2018). Flash Eurobarometer 466 Report: The European Education Area. EC, June 2018. Report.
https://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data/dataset/S2186_466_ENG

EC. (2017). Communication from the commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee of the Regions - Strengthening European identity through education and culture: the EC's
contribution to the Leaders' meeting in Gothenburg, 17 November 2017. Policy document. https://ec.europa.eu/commi
ssion/sites/beta-political/files/communication-strengthening-european-identity-education-culture_en.pdf

EC. (2018a). Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the European Council, the Council, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions - Building a stronger Europe: the role of youth, educa-
tion and culture policies, 22 May 2018. Policy document. https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/1/2018/EN/
COM-2018-268-F1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF

EC. (2018b). Unlocking the potential of education and training to support the European project, May 2018. Policy document.
https://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/factsheet-education-may2018-en.pdf

EC. (2019a). European Universities: Why? Policy document. https://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/docum
ent-library-docs/european-universities-info-session.pdf

EC. (2019h). European Universities: A key pillar of the European Education Area. Policy document. https://ec.europa.eu/
education/sites/education/files/document-library-docs/european-universities-initiative-factsheet.pdf

EC. (2020). Education in the EU: European Education Area. Website. https://ec.europa.eu/education/education-in-the-eu/
european-education-area_en

EHEA. (2020). European Higher Education Area and Bologna Process. Website. http://www.ehea.info

Falkner, G. (2016). The EU's current crisis and its policy effects: Research design and comparative findings. Journal of
European Integration, 38(3), 219-235. https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2016.1140154

Ferndndez, A. D. (2014). The future of European education: A political strategy & four action areas. European Journal of
Futures Research, 2(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1007/540309-014-0049-2

Gillies, D. (2019). Learning to make money: 21st century EU education policy. On_Education, 2(6), 1-4. https://doi.
org/10.178%9%/on_ed.2019.6.1

Grek, S., & Lawn, M. (2009). A short history of Europeanising education: The new political work of calculating the future.
European Education, 41(1), 32-54. https://doi.org/10.2753/EUE1056-4934410102

Grinberga-Zalite, G., Hernik, J., Liepa, E., & Papins, A. (2018). Evaluation of Latvian students' learning experience in the
European education area. Sociology, 1(10), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.17770/Iner2018vol1.10.3598

Hafezalkotob, A. (2017). Competition, cooperation, and coopetition of green supply chains under regulations on en-
ergy saving levels. Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and Transportation Review, 97, 228-250. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tre.2016.11.004

.. dUluO K{ [ wodhemAeiqiauluo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘2202 ‘SErESIrL

sapaIMe $5920y uad( 40y 1dadxa ‘paniwtad Jou AIdLIS I UOINGLISIP pue 3sn-ay ‘(2202


http://core.ac.uk/labs/oadiscovery/redirect?url=https%3A%2F%2Fonlinelibrary.wiley.com%2Fdoi%2Fpdfdirect%2F10.1111%2Fejed.12485&key=CF167D22653A7C97F5161D2B66266F7E
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/ejed.12485

KUSHNIR

13
W1 LEYJ—

Hatton, L. (2011). Theories of European Integration. Website. http://www.civitas.org.uk/content/files/0S.16-Theories.pdf

lonela, P., & Camelia, M. (2014). Efficiency of public spending for education within the European Union in the context of
the strategic framework “Education and Training 2020". Management Strategies, 7(4), 328-333.

Jones, E. (2018). Towards a theory of disintegration. Journal of European Public Policy, 25(3), 440-451. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1411381

Kasap, J., Lachner, V., & Ziha, N. (2018). Through Legal Education towards a European Education Area. EU and Comparative
Law Issues and Challenges Series (ECLIC), 2, 252-274. https://doi.org/10.25234/eclic/7110

Kirkwood-Tucker, T. F. (2004). Toward a European model of higher Education: Processes, problems, and promises.
European Education, 36(3), 51-69. https://doi.org/10.1080/10564934.2004.11042366

Kohler-Koch, B., & Finke, B. (2007). The institutional shaping of EU-society relations: A contribution to democracy via
participation? Journal of Civil Society, 3(3), 205-221. https://doi.org/10.1080/17448680701775630

Kohler-Koch, B., & Quittkat, C. (2013). De-mystification of participatory democracy: EU-governance and civil society. Oxford
University Press.

Kushnir, 1. (2015). Expanding the horizons of the referentiality approach. Cambridge Open-Review Educational Research
e-Journal, 1(2), 139-153.

Kushnir, 1. (2016). The role of the Bologna Process in defining Europe. European Educational Research Journal, 15(6), 664-
675. https://doi.org/10.1177/1474904116 657549

Kushnir, 1., Kilkey, M., & Strumia, F. (2020). EU integration in the post ‘migrant crisis’ context: Learning new integration
modes? European Review, 28(2), 306-324. https://doi.org/10.1017/51062798712000425

Kwiek, M. (2007). The European integration of higher education and the role of private higher education. In S. Slantcheva,
& D. C. Levy (Eds.), Private Higher Education in Post-Communist Europe (pp. 119-131). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.
org/10.1057/9780230604391_6

Lawn, M. (2003). The ‘Usefulness’ of Learning: The struggle over governance, meaning and the European education space.
Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 24(3), 325-336. https://doi.org/10.1080/015%2630032000172515

Lentner, C. (2007). The competitiveness of Hungarian university-based knowledge centres in European economic and
higher education area. Transformations in Business and Economics, 6(2), 87-99.

Lowe, J. (1992). Education and European integration. International Review of Education, 38(6), 579-590. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF01101949

Luhmann, N. (1986a). The theory of social systems and its epistemology: Reply to Danilo Zolo's critical comments.
Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 16(1), 129-134. https://doi.org/10.1177/004839318601600110

Luhmann, N. (1986b). The autopoiesis of social systems. In F. Geyer & J. van der Zouwen (Eds.), Sociocybernetic Paradoxes:
Observation, control and evolution of self-steering systems (pp. 180-196). Sage.

Luhmann, N. (1990). Essays on self-reference. Columbia University Press.

Luschei, T. (2004). Timing is everything: The intersection of borrowing and lending in Brazil's adoption of escuela nueva. In G.
Steiner-Khamsi (Ed.), The global politics of educational borrowing and lending (pp. 154-168). Teachers College Press.

Maassen, P., & Musselin, C. (2009). European integration and the Europeanisation of higher education. In A. Amaral, G.
Neave, C. Musselin, & P. Maassen (Eds.), European integration and the governance of higher education and research (pp.
3-14). Springer.

Maassen, P., & Olsen, J. P. (Eds.). (2007). University dynamics and European integration. Springer.

Novoa, A., & Lawn, M. (2002). Fabricating Europe. Springer.

Papatsiba, V. (2006). Making higher education more European through student mobility? Revisiting EU initiatives in the con-
text of the Bologna Process. Comparative Education, 42(1), 3-111. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050060500515785

Perry, L. B., & Tor, G. (2009). Understanding educational transfer: Theoretical perspectives and conceptual frameworks.
Prospects, 38(4), 509-526. https://doi.org/10.1007/511125-009-9092-3

Reusken, C. B., Broberg, E. K., Haagmans, B., Meijer, A., Corman, V. M., Papa, A., Charrel, R., Drosten, C., Koopmans, M., &
Leitmeyer, K.(2020). Laboratory readiness and response for novel coronavirus (2019-nCoV) inexpertlaboratoriesin 30 EU/
EEA countries, January 2020. Eurosurveillance, 25(6), 1-6. https://doi.org/10.2807/1560-7917.E5.2020.25.6.2000082

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. (2012). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data (3rd ed.). Sage.

Salajan, F. D.(2019). Building a policy space via mainstreaming ICT in European education: The European Digital Education
Area (re)visited. European Journal of Education, 54(4), 591-604. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.12362

Salimova, T., Makolov, V., & Enaleeva, Y. (2012). Quality management of higher education in the context of integration
to European Education Area. European Journal of Business and Economics, 5, 33-38. https://doi.org/10.12955/ejbe.
v5i0.169

Schimmelfennig, F. (2018). European integration (theory) in times of crisis. A comparison of the euro and Schengen crises.
Journal of European Public Policy, 25(7), 269-989. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1421252

Schriewer, J. (1992). The method of comparison and the need for externalization: Methodological criteria and sociological
concepts. InJ. Schriewer & B. Holmes (Eds.), Theories and methods in comparative education (3rd ed.) (pp. 48-62). Peter Lang.

.. dUluO K{ [ wodhemAeiqiauluo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘220z ‘SErESIrL

sapaIMe s5920y uad( 40y 1dadxa ‘paniwtad Jou AIdL3S I UoINGLISIP pue asn-ay ‘(2202


http://core.ac.uk/labs/oadiscovery/redirect?url=https%3A%2F%2Fonlinelibrary.wiley.com%2Fdoi%2Fpdfdirect%2F10.1111%2Fejed.12485&key=CF167D22653A7C97F5161D2B66266F7E
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/ejed.12485

KUSHNIR

14
—LWI LEY

Schriewer, J. (2000). Comparative education methodology in transition: Towards the study of complexity? In J. Schriewer
(Ed.), Discourse formation in comparative education (pp. 3-55). Lang.

Seabrooke, L., & Tsingou, E. (2018). Europe's fast- and slow- burning crises. Journal of European Public Policy, 26(3), 468-
481. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1446456

Silova, 1. (2004). Adopting the language of the new allies. In G. Steiner-Khamsi (Ed.), The global politics of educational bor-
rowing and lending (pp. 75-88). Teachers College Press.

Steiner-Khamsi, G. (2002). Reterritorializing Educational Import: Explorations into the politics of educational borrowing.
In A. Novoa & M. Lawn (Eds.), Fabricating Europe: The formation of an education space (pp. 69-87). Kluwer Academic.

Taggrat, P., & Szczerbiak, A. (2018). Putting Brexit into perspective: The effect of the Eurozone and migration crises
and Brexit on Euroscepticism in European states. Journal of European Public Policy, 25(8), 1194-1214. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467955

Vavrus, F.(2004). The referential web: Externalisation beyond education in Tanzania. In G. Steiner-Khamsi (Ed.), The global
politics of educational borrowing and lending (pp. 141-154). Teachers College Press.

Vagtle, E. M., & Martens, K. (2014). The Bologna Process as a template for transnational policy coordination. Policy
Studies, 35(3), 246-263. https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2013.875147

Walkenhorst, H. (2008). Explaining change in EU education policy. Journal of European Public Policy, 15(4), 567-587.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760801996741

How to cite this article: Kushnir, I. (2022). Referentiality mechanisms in EU education policymaking: The
case of the European Education Area. European Journal of Education, 00, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1111/

ejed.12485

.. dUluO K{ [ wodhemAeiqiauluo//sdny woiy papeojumod ‘0 ‘220z ‘SErESIrL

sapaIMe s5920y uad( 40y 1dadxa ‘paniwtad Jou AIdL3S I UoINGLISIP pue asn-ay ‘(2202


http://core.ac.uk/labs/oadiscovery/redirect?url=https%3A%2F%2Fonlinelibrary.wiley.com%2Fdoi%2Fpdfdirect%2F10.1111%2Fejed.12485&key=CF167D22653A7C97F5161D2B66266F7E
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1111/ejed.12485

