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Abstract

Applying the methodology of the French Régulation School I will contextualise the Bologna Process in Europe within the shift to a post-Fordist finance led regime of accumulation. Discussion of the relation between the Lisbon Strategy and Bologna process, will contextualise the current transformations in the higher education within the shift towards knowledge-based economy. I will argue that the change in capitalism, Europe is experiencing since the breakdown of Fordism, makes the determining factor that has produced the accompanying changes in the education. 

Relevance to Development Studies

The higher education reform towards knowledge-based economy and the interplay between post-Fordist regimes of accumulation, depict the significant changes in the global economy that are relevant not only for the European context, but for the other regions as well that may be pushed towards similar transformations. 
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1 Chapter 

Introduction 

1.1 Research Objective 

Using the methodology of the Régulation School I will contextualise the reform of higher education in Europe (the Bologna process) within the shift to the knowledge-based economy in neoliberal European Union as a part of the search for a new post-Fordist regime of accumulation. This first key EU policy paradigm related to shift towards the knowledge-based economy is the Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs from 2000. By drawing explicit connections between the Lisbon Strategy and Bologna process, I will contextualise the debates around Bologna within the larger debates of the movement towards knowledge-based economy. However, I will employ the Régulation Theory in order to explain the roots of this shift towards knowledge-based and education reform within the process of capital formation. In other words, I will argue that the change in capitalism, Europe is experiencing since the breakdown of Fordism, makes the determining factor that has produced the accompanying changes in the education. I will track down the effects the structural crisis in Europe had on the main institutional forms, especially the wage-labour nexus, on the mode of régulation and regimes of accumulation. I will explain how the policy response to the crisis initiated the greater push towards the neoliberal European Union, evident in the EU documents from the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 to the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, which, among other issues, effectively considered the search for a new post-Fordist regime. The Bologna Process steer towards the knowledge-based economy should be seen as the complementary process in the post-Fordist capitalism search. Furthermore, neoliberalism conveniently uses the wide spread of Bologna Process to 46 countries, out of which 19 is not in the EU, as one of the ways to promote the specific type of skill-labour nexus that corresponds to the one model of regime of capitalist accumulation. However, the numerous cracks in the process are making this more difficult. Neglect for historical social relations and struggles between interest groups, and different levels where these interests are manifesting, inadequate tools for the effective implementation of the policies and variety of capitalism within wider European region. 

1.2 Research Questions 

How the knowledge-based economy, personified in the case of the Bologna Process, relates to changes in the forms of capitalist accumulation process in Europe? Why a new education system needs the knowledge-based economy and makes an essential part of the new mode of production? 

2 
Chapter 

The Knowledge-Based Economy 

The knowledge-based economy emerged as a concept in academic debates to describe the changing structure of a modern post-industrial society in the late 1960s. The origins of knowledge related concepts, such as the knowledge economy, knowledge society, knowledge for development and knowledge-based economy, closely relates to the ideas of modernisation, progress and development that have influenced different public policy making areas. 

The various concepts related to knowledge carry certain differences, but in various policy documents and in parts of academia these terms are used interchangeably. The most significant difference between knowledge society and the knowledge economy lies in the understanding that the former is sociological and the latter economic term. It is usually the background of the author who uses the concept who determines where the emphasis will be. However, these cannot be understood separate form one another. Social relations are embedded in the economic and vice versa. In this paper, I will use the knowledge-based economy as the main concept, bearing in mind that it is defined by the totality of social, political and economic relations in their mutual interaction. 

2.1 Genesis of the Concept of the Knowledge-Based Economy 

The concept of the knowledge-based economy gained its momentum in the decades after the World War II. Robert Lane in 1966 developed the term “knowledgeable society” to describe the “great optimism of the early 1960s which suggest that science would somehow allow for the possibility of a society in which common sense would be replaced by scientific reasoning” (Stehr 1994: 5). Peter Drucker in 1969 coined the term “knowledge worker” envisioning the change from manufacturing to information technology based economy: “shift to industries, based not only on the new and different technologies but also on a different science, different logic and different perception” (Drucker 1969: 12). According to Stehr, for Drucker the knowledge was essential to society “as the foundation of economy and social action” (Stehr 1994: 5). These ideas gave momentum to view that investing in knowledge is investing in the future, pawing the way to the particular kind of development based on knowledge and human capital. However, according to Peters “the notion of the knowledge economy has a prehistory in Hayek (1937; 1945) who founded the economics of knowledge in the 1930s, in Machlup (1962; 1970), who mapped the emerging employment shift to the US service economy in the early 1960s, and to sociologists Bell (1973) and Touraine (1974) who began to tease out the consequences of these changes for social structure in the post-industrial society in the early 1970s. The term has been taken up since by economists, sociologists, futurists and policy experts recently to explain the transition to the so-called ‘new economy’” (Peters 2004: 160). These terms are at the same time not only historical, but they also can be components comprising ideologies that are used to form specific meanings and influence public policy making. 

These concepts were taken on board by international organisations, such as World Bank, UNESCO, OECD and other. “Towards Knowledge Societies” is UNESCO’s 2005 paper that makes a clear link between the information technologies, workers migration to the service sector and human development: “The simultaneous growth of the internet, mobile telephony and digital technologies with the Third Industrial Revolution – which, at first in the developed countries, has seen much of the working population migrate to the service sector – has revolutionized the role of knowledge in our societies. These technologies play an important role not only in economic development (through the spread of innovation and the productivity gains they bring about), but also in human development” (UNESCO 2005: 18). This mainstreaming of the knowledge discourse implies that technologies and knowledge directly contributes to productivity and human development. It could be argued that the socio-economic concept of the knowledge economy was brought to the realm of the different discourse with a goal to promote particular conception of development that closely corresponds to the hegemonic neoliberal ideas embodied in the Post Washington Consensus. The new approach is overpassing Washington Consensus ideas of strictly economic liberalisation, privatisation and retrenchment of the state. The knowledge discourse is adding the ‘human face’ side by talking about human development achieved by education for all and recognition that the state has some role in providing for the basic needs that would enable unregulated market to function. That is in agreement with the idea of knowledge-based economy and is confirmed in UNESCO’s position: “the new value placed on “human capital” suggests that traditional models of development, predicated on the enormous sacrifices deemed necessary for the achievement of long-term growth (at the cost of very great inequalities and possibly a high degree of authoritarianism), are gradually giving way to models centred on mutual help and the role of the public services” (UNESCO 2005: 19). Important contribution to the knowledge economy discourse was Amartya Sen’s (1999) capability approach, according to which everyone should be able to build his or her capacities, which in turn would lead to human development. Effectively, this is to be achieved through Sen’s concept of freedoms that are both the end and tool for development, that at the same time closely correspond to the main characteristics of the knowledge societies as described by international organisations. Furthermore, knowledge is understood as “a potent tool in the fight against poverty” (UNESCO 2005: 20). What remains undefined is to what kind of “knowledge” they refer? Earlier publication of the World Bank’s World Development Report “Knowledge for Development”, begins with “knowledge is like light” (World Bank 1998, in Radhakrishnan 2007: 145) implying that knowledge is readily available to everyone. In order to achieve the full potential and grow capabilities the people need to acquire them, if they have secured the Sen’s ‘freedoms’. Looking closely in the policies that advance knowledge economy it becomes apparent that they are talking about specialised, high-tech knowledge that is far from being available to everyone and deprived of any applicable local context in which these policies should be implemented. Yet the idea that the benefits will be passed on to the rest of society remains. Usually we hear of the successful examples of countries that have embarked on the course of investing in information technologies that have produced economic growth, such as Ireland and New Zeeland, then these examples are used as copy paste ideal models for development for the other countries. Instead of investing heavily in development of industry, manufacturing or agriculture, which might be the development model some of these countries adopted earlier, the international institutions advocates that all countries should now embark on specific “knowledge for development” policies that “became narrowly defined strategy aimed at bringing technology, expertise, and infrastructure to the developing world” (Radhakrishnan 2007: 147). Another view is that “one can define knowledge as ‘the capacity to act’, as the potential to ‘start something going.’ Thus scientific or technical knowledge is primarily nothing other than the ability to act” (Stehr 2001: 89). Nevertheless, this ability is limited to a remarkably small number of people, who already are the elite, or who will become the elite by obtaining this kind of specialised knowledge. However, in the dominant discourse knowledge is equated with freedoms that constitute the building blocks of modern society. “If knowledge is the main constitutive characteristic of modern society, then the production, reproduction, distribution and realisation of knowledge cannot avoid becoming politicised. Thus, one of the most fundamental questions facing us in the next decade will be how to monitor and control knowledge” (Stehr 2001: 92). Politicisation of knowledge means nothing else but that power relations are an integral part of it and that it could be easily used by the political and economic elites for their own vested interests, making it appear as something that is suitable for all. 

2.2 The Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs 

The Strategy for Growth and Jobs was adopted at the Lisbon European Council meeting in March 2000. The goal of this ambitions project was to make the European Union “the most dynamic and competitive the knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion and respect to the environment” (European Council 2000). The backgrounds for adopting the Strategy were globalisation challenges, the changes resulted in search of the new post-Fordist growth model, and advancing the idea of a new knowledge-based economy. The view that Europe was falling behind US and Asian economies, especially in ICT innovation, and its ageing population made the need for reforms pressing. The new strategy offered policy programme to strengthen European values and social compromise by working to achieve both sustained economic growth and social cohesion through higher productivity and employment based on investment in human capital. It relied on action in several policy areas: the knowledge society; the internal market; the business climate; the labour market; and environmental sustainability (Kok 2004: 6). 

In the following years, it became clear that some of the set targets will not be reached. The High Level Group, chaired by Mr. Wim Kok, published the midterm review of the Strategy in 2004, announcing that the conflicting results and “disappointing delivery is due to an overloaded agenda, poor coordination and conflicting priorities” (Kok 2004: 6). The European Commission used the report to justify the shift to almost completely to growth and jobs. After to it was amended in 2005, the Lisbon Strategy was finally replaced in 2010 by a new ‘Europe 2020 Strategy’ that is generally relocating the targets and setting the stage for the next decade in the similar neoliberal vision of the European knowledge-based economy. 

The Open Method of Coordination (OMC) became the formal instrument of the Lisbon strategy “as the means of spreading best practice and achieving greater convergence towards the main EU goals” (European Council 2000). OMC represent the mix of soft law European Commission uses in new policy areas that it does not have direct jurisdiction. It is based on “broad policy goals and timetables for the effective implementation of EU goals and objectives; quantitative and qualitative indicators of best practice through which policy measures can be evaluated and monitored; efforts to translate broad EU goals to the specific national plans of action that take into account national and regional differences in social governance; and continuous monitoring and evaluation of national plans” (Jayasuriya 2009: 24). This benchmarking and peer-review should encourage member states to accept the best practices. It is the job of Commission and their experts to denote those practices, making sure that general convergence is ensured. However, this method proved to be inefficient for policy goals of the Lisbon Strategy, and it was improved according to Kok (2005) midterm review. However, the underlying method and its shortfalls of linear understanding of the policy process remained. 

In summary, the Lisbon Strategy’s twofold goals of competitiveness and social cohesion, based on structural reforms guided by the open method of coordination creates many contradictions and jeopardises the European growth model. 

2.3 Inherent Contradiction within the Lisbon Strategy: Embedded Neoliberalism 

Defining neoliberalism is not easy and it is out of scope of this paper, but following Harvey it can be understood “as a political project to re-establish the conditions for capital accumulation and to restore the power of economic elites” (Harvey 2005: 19). Apeldoorn argues that the European neoliberal project has managed to secure broad social support for the Lisbon Strategy: from the labour represented in European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) that supported the strategy “in particular because of its balanced and integrated approach between economic, social and environmental policies” (Apeldoorn 2009: 31), and, on the other hand, from industrialists represented in European Round Table of Industrialists (ERT) who saw their interests in “full liberalisation of services, deregulation, pension reform and labour market reform” (Apeldoorn 2009: 31). For Apeldoorn embedded neoliberalism is the product of the competition between three rival projects of European integration (‘neo-mercantilist’, ‘neoliberal’ and ‘social democratic project’), and incorporation of the components of subordinated projects on behalf of neoliberalism (Apeldoorn 2008: 23). The social forces represented by these projects are not uniform across Europe or in any member country. They can be nationally fragmented and heterogeneous with sometimes opposing interests, thus creating different outcomes of their struggle. This has enabled neoliberalism to neutralise opposing social forces by making concessions. This offers powerful explanation of why embedded neoliberalism is constructed of relatively opposing concepts. In the Lisbon Strategy, embedded neoliberalism could be observed in a decisive step to secure the support of those competing projects of European integration, and thus, to neutralise the opposing social forces by declarative proclaiming the protection of values of social well being and at the same time pursuing the competitiveness. Here, social cohesion is not understood in classical social-democratic welfare state mode, but in need of labour force to be flexible and market oriented. Thus, embedded neoliberalism, as dominant concept of European integration, clearly emphasise that “in order to preserve it, European social model needs to be adapted” (Agence Europe 1995: 13 in Apeldoorn 2008: 28), “and social cohesion is to be achieved by letting labour market work better. Thus, social cohesion is made compatible with, but at the same time also subordinate to, the goal of neoliberal competitiveness” (Apeldoorn 2006: 312). The contradiction inherent in embedded neoliberalism may not be visible at first glance, since neoliberalism as a hegemonic project is able of both adopting and neutralising contradictory ideas without threatening the core one - protection and reinforcement of dominant position of political and economic elites (Harvey 2005: 19). 

In policy terms, success of the Lisbon Strategy is translated in “the modernisation of the European education and training system is obligatory to avoid trade off [between the economic and social dimension, efficiency and equity, productivity and employment], since education and training system create both productivity and employment” (Dion 2005: 310). This clearly reveals the conflicting nature of Lisbon strategy of setting as goals two opposing principles of competitiveness and social cohesion. However, in the document it is also apparent that the knowledge-based economy discourse creates a somewhat circular, internal neoliberal logic that reinforces each connecting concept thus avoiding the explicit contradiction and incompatibility between competitiveness and social cohesion. This logic takes implicit causal consequent flow: human capital - investment in education - reform of education - investment in people - high skills labour force - flexible labour market - productivity and growth - employment - social cohesion - progress - human capital, etc. Understood in this way, the contradictory concepts do not meet directly, guarantying the wide spread support. In other words, to utilise human capital, it is necessary to invest and reform education, because that is investment in people. Educated and trained individuals form high-skill labour force. Both companies and high-skill individuals need flexible unregulated labour market, which leads to productivity of the companies, economic growth, and at the same time to higher employment. Because “more and better jobs” are created, social cohesion is achieved. This enables entire society to progress, but to maintain progress continuous invest in human capital is needed, etc. It is reasonably easy to follow this kind of logic that the knowledge economy discourse offers. However, this apparently exceptionally simple and appealing logic could only function in the ideal model for rational choice actors have timely and perfect information in the self-regulated market economy. Such ideal model does not exist anywhere, and it is even impossible to engineer it in the complex world of conflictual power relations. The strong convergence of the EU to the neoliberal model, manifested in the knowledge discourse of the Lisbon Strategy may in the end lead to trade off between productivity and employment or competitiveness and social cohesion. Then again, insisting on the “combination of both goals – the ‘magic formula’ of competitiveness and cohesion - is critical to the hegemonic project of embedded neoliberalism” (Apeldoorn 2006: 312) and to maintaining the support of social forces. Nevertheless, it could be argued that there is no contradiction whatsoever and that it is possible to sustain both high growth and social cohesion, as Europe has successfully managed to do till the 1970s. However, that view neglects the fact that Europe is different today than it was till the 1970s. Institutional, structural, political and economic changes brought by the collapse of the Fordism, makes it impossible to go back to the old model. 

2.4 The Knowledge-Based Economy in the Lisbon Strategy 

In this context, the knowledge-based economy proclaimed by Lisbon Strategy seams like a perfect solution to Europe’s problems. The education is understood as the key driver of high growth, and it was associated with the ideas "that the productivity and competitiveness of Europe’s economy are directly dependent on a well-educated, skilled and adaptable workforce that is able to embrace change” (Kok 2005: 33). The higher education systems need to reform and raise their standards. The reformed education should produce adequate profiles of a skilled workforce matching the ones new knowledge economy needs. In that arrangement, it seams it would be easy for skilled worker to find employment. Increased skills levels should lead to greater productivity and growth, and more flexible labour market should then able to adapt to the changing needs of the post-Fordist economy. Lifelong learning in that sense responds not only to the constantly changing requirements of flexible labour market, but also to the increasingly aging population in Europe. The labour force will need to stay employed longer, and it should be capable of change and adaptation to the new jobs. In turn, this new skilled, mobile and flexible workforce that responds to the demand of the market would be employed, thus securing the social cohesion and European welfare model. Therefore, for EU the knowledge discourse is not only growth and productivity, but also social cohesion as distinctive characteristic of EU policies. As I explained earlier, this creates serious tensions and contradictions because the institutional forms of Fordist economies have remained largely unchanged. Knowledge is understood as a particular kind of education, training, research and innovation, but it takes on the specific value and meaning that is neither neutral nor accessible to all. Even with the rising number of highly educated young people, it is not the direct solution to the problem of unemployment. Furthermore, insisting on the knowledge-based economy will likely “act as a discriminatory device in order to allocate too many workers to scarce jobs…where firms get over-skilled workers to be allocated to quite conventional jobs or tasks, for relatively low wages” (Boyer 1995: 30). In order to get the job, people will actually need higher levels of education and more skills and the wage will probably be lower than it was before. Hence, both the social cohesion and productivity are in danger. 



3 Chapter 

The Bologna Process 

The Bologna Declaration, signed in 1999, is the joint pledge of, at that time, 29 European Ministers of Education to reform European higher education. Today, the number of countries that are taking part in the process rose to 47, with Kazakhstan becoming the newest signatory in 2010. The Bologna Process is a wide-ranging European cooperative venture whose goal is to harmonize higher education in Europe and create the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). “The envisaged European Higher Education Area should facilitate mobility of students, graduates and higher education staff, prepare students for their future careers and life as active citizens in democratic societies, and support their personal development, offer broad access to high-quality higher education, based on democratic principles and academic freedom” (Tempus Office 2010). 

The Bologna Declaration aims to achieve greater compatibility and comparability of the systems of higher education, attractiveness and competitiveness of European higher education institutions and greater employability of its graduates. The objectives laid down in the Bologna Declaration that are considered to have the highest relevance in establishing European Higher Education Area and promoting European higher education in the world are: 

· Establishment of a system of easily readable and comparable degrees, with introduction of the Diploma Supplement, in order to promote employability of the graduates and the international competitiveness of the higher education; 

· Adoption of a system of based on two cycles: undergraduate of at least three years and graduate cycle. At the ministerial meeting in Berlin in 2003, this item was amended by integrating doctoral studies and making the three-cycle structure; 

· Introduction of the European Credit Transfer Scheme (ECTS) in order to facilitate student mobility; 

· Promotion of mobility of students, teachers, researchers and administrative staff; 

· Promotion of cooperation in the quality assurance and develop comparable criteria and methodologies; and

· Promotion of the European dimensions in higher education (cooperation, integrated programmes, mobility schemes) (Bologna 1999). 

The Bologna Declaration had its predecessor in Sorbonne Declaration from 1998, signed by just four countries: France, Germany, Italy and UK. The main aims of the two declarations are quite similar. Moreover, “the Sorbonne Declaration expresses in much clearer terms the original thrust and intentions of the European higher education reform agenda” (Wächter 2004: 265). While Sorbonne Declaration calls for a ‘harmonisation’, the Bologna Declaration adopts more cautious aim of achieving ‘greater compatibility and comparability’ of European higher education systems. 

The European ministers of education agreed that for the purpose of monitoring the process they should meet every two years. The first such follow-up meeting was held in Prague in 2001, and three new objectives were added to the previous six: 

· Introduction of lifelong learning; 

· Involving students and the higher education institutions in the process; and 

· Promotion of the attractiveness of the EHEA (Prague 2001). 

3.1 The Higher Education and the Knowledge-Based Economy 

The knowledge-based economy requires high skilled workforce. In general terms, higher education institutions are providing that knowledge, embodied in specialised education, training and skills development. These higher education institutions (universities) became predominant in production and distribution of knowledge. Increased demand for the skilled workforce influenced the increased supply and changes of higher education services. Mass higher education supposed slightly different purpose, role and institutional setup of higher education systems. There was a shift from traditional less productive labour profiles, such as sociologists or social workers, to more productive market oriented profiles of managers and IT workers. In the global world, higher education entered the competitiveness race over attracting more international tuition paying students and renowned teaching staff, thus becoming more and more entangled in commercialisation. Neoliberal principles have penetrated the higher education institutions, which are increasingly adopting market-oriented principles of management making them “entrepreneurial” or “enterprise” universities. However, the different higher education institutions are not identically modelled. There is significant variation around the globe, but the general convergence could be observed. The new, market oriented setup and management of higher education institutions implies their flexible stance in responding to the changing needs of the knowledge-based economy. “This expansion is taking place simultaneously with the development of modern knowledge societies. Stehr’s interpretations indicate that the emergence of the knowledge societies and the expansion of higher education have a causal relationship” (Välimaa 2008: 268). 

The shifting social purpose of the higher education could be explained in the way in which knowledge is produced in universities. The traditional mode supposed production of knowledge within academic research context, while new mode oriented production of knowledge towards specific application context. (Välimaa 2008: 271). This probably echoes the changes in the economy and society itself, following the shift from Fordism to post-Fordism, or from industrial to post-industrial society. The tension occurred when the changed economical set up of post-Fordism required the new high skilled labour force to supply it. The institutional response of higher education and public policy makers in Europe was slower than in the US, where privately owned universities and already flexible labour force quickly caught up with the needs of high tech ICT industries, thus achieving higher growth rates. Furthermore, “the US has created a clear comparative advantage in the knowledge economy thanks to the higher investments in human capital and R&D” (Dion 2005: 298). 

3.2 Contradictions in the Social Dimension of the Bologna Process 

The social dimension and understanding that higher education should be considered like a public good and a public responsibility was added to the process mainly because of the student representatives’ initiative at the Prague 2001 meeting and reinforced at the Berlin 2003 meeting (Wächter 2004: 266). Social cohesion in the Bologna Process had the explicit aim to “reduce social and gender inequalities both at national and European level”, students gained position of partners in the process and they were granted “appropriate study and living conditions” (Berlin 2003; Wächter 2004: 267). Including social agenda in the Bologna objectives revealed the contradictions “with its increasing emphasis on the social and solidarity agenda and on competition and excellence, the Bologna process at its present stage clouds rather than highlights this need for a clear decision” (Wächter 2004: 267).

Wächter (2004) concludes that the fundamental contradiction in the Bologna Process “is the one between the original emphasis on competitiveness and a new social agenda with a partly anti-globalist undercut that is rapidly gaining ground.” (273). The importance of inclusion of such discussions is in creating a counterbalance to the market function discourse of higher education and its contestation in the political arena. However, Cemmell (2007) noted that among high government officials “discussions on higher education as a public good and a public responsibility á la the Berlin Communiqué were purely rhetorical in nature and added nothing to the debate” (263). Furthermore, as student representatives pointed out, “in almost none of the countries the social dimension is understood as a part of the Bologna Process” (ESIB 2005: 6). 

4 
Chapter 

Theoretical Framework and Methodology 

The world was rapidly changing in the post-World War II era. The pace and type of development differed substantively around the globe. However, the United States was clearly the dominant capitalist economy with the impressive growth rates while at the same time the lifestyle of labour force was dramatically improved. The similar patterns were obvious in other developed capitalist countries. The continuous rising profit rates were matched with rising wages. The Fordist compromise was wide accepted model until the stagflation crisis of the 1970s has changed the ruling paradigm. The search for a new accumulation regime was not that easy in the more globalised world. The former compromises were difficult to change and the US lost its position as the world hegemon who could impose a dominant model. However, as a response to the crisis of Fordism, neoliberalism emerged as the leading political and economic driving force since the 1980s. Its main characteristics are emphasis on reduced role of the state, unregulated markets, information technologies, finance sector and services. A new set of technologies, specialised knowledge and high skilled workforce were needed to support the new model. Within this context idea of the knowledge-based economy gained its momentum and the European Union was no exception. The re-launch of the European project in the 1990s was marked by the triumph of hegemonic neoliberal project of European integration and integration of the parts of subordinated projects on behalf of neoliberalism (Apeldoorn 2009). Lisbon Strategy reflects these neoliberal ideas and propagates knowledge-based economy, which is understood as particular kind of education, research and innovation in a way that corresponds to the neoliberal ideas. The Bologna Process could be seen as extension of the same development that is concretised in the higher education. 

The theoretical framework that is able to track down and explain what observed shift that the knowledge-based economy brought to political, economical and social spheres of life is the Régulation Theory. It should take into account both political and economic transformations, and position the analysis of the policies of higher education reform process in Europe within context of changes in capitalism. The French Régulation Theory deals with the “long-term analysis of the transformation of capitalism” (Boyer 2005: 509), moreover régulation is “the study of the transformations of social relations as it creates new forms that are both economic and non-economic, that are organised in structures and themselves reproduce a determinant structure, the mode of production” (Aglietta 1982 in Boyer 1990: 17). The origins of the régulation approach can be found in the works of Aglietta, Lipietz and Boyer in the 1970s and their analysis of the US and French capitalist accumulation and the remarkable growth regime that emerged after the Second World War. The unprecedented long-lasting period of boom in developed countries is often referred to as the ‘golden age of capitalism’. The increased emphasis on industrial development and technological discoveries made significant changes in the society and economy. The crisis of these growth regimes instigated a number of analyses trying to explain why and how the Keynesian’s policies begun to fade and propose the solution to the pressing problems of high unemployment and low growth rate. The Régulation Theory was able to that, with its historical analysis of the changes in capitalist growth regimes, and institutional forms which are products of a particular social compromise that are maintaining that regime. The different types of crisis could challenge the existing regime of accumulation, signify transformations in institutional forms that are responding to the crisis and continues to support existing regime of accumulation, or even lead to their final destruction. The crisis in Europe that started with the slowdown of growth rate in the 1970s and structural changes in the 1990s could have prompted the push towards the knowledge-based economy as the response to the changes of that time. One aspect of the knowledge-based economy is the education system, while the other is the corresponding economical system. 

4.1 
The Central Concepts of the Régulation Theory  

In order to examine the hypothesis of this research I will use the methodological framework of Régulation Theory, and accompanying key concepts of the Régulation Theory of social relations of production, institutional forms, modes of régulation and regimes of accumulation, developed in the historical study of the modern capitalism. Together they build the methodological approach for the analysis. Before I proceed, it is important to define and explain these concepts on the abstract level, so that their application to the concrete problematique of the knowledge-based economy and the Bologna Process would be understandable. 

Regimes of Accumulation

Long-term duration of a particular mode of production that enables continues capital accumulation is defined by the concept of the regime of accumulation (RoA). For Boyer (1990) a regime of accumulation is “the set of regularities that ensure the general and relatively coherent progress of capital accumulation, that is, which allow for the resolution or postponement of the distortions and disequilibria to which the process continuously gives rise to”. These social and economic sets of regularities relate to the organisation of production, the time horizon for capital formation, the income distribution (wages, profits, deductions), the composition of social demand, and the articulation with other relations of production. (35-6). How capital is created, circulated and distributed within RoA largely depends on institutional forms and their transformations that might be different in time and space. Because the regimes of accumulation could be described at the macroeconomic level, with some abstraction, it then may be unclear how individual agents know how to behave in the economic system without being aware of the overall macroeconomic logic of RoA. Only after sufficient time, when the system’s dynamic stability has been established, the rules characteristic of the dominant RoA, become “intuitively internalised by economic agents and groups” (Boyer 1990: 42). The principles of institutional forms internalise the socialisation rules and act as the channel between the macro and micro level. 

Mode of Régulation

The exact codification of all institutional forms in their totality in the given historical and geographical context describes the mode of régulation (MoR), as the next level of theoretical abstraction in the régulation theory. 

A mode of régulation establishes a set of procedures and individual and collective behaviour patterns which must simultaneously reproduce social relations through the conjunction of institutional forms which are historically determined and supported by the current accumulation regime. Furthermore, a mode of régulation ensures the compatibility of a set of decentralised decisions, without requiring agents to internalise the principles governing the overall dynamics of the system (Boyer and Saillard 2002: 41). 

A mode of régulation represents the body of written and unwritten laws, norms, ideas and customs that govern individual and collective action, which are codified within institutional forms, that are at the same in correspondence with the regime of accumulation. A mode of régulation “involves all the mechanisms which adjust the contradictory and conflictual behaviour of individuals to collective principles of regimes of accumulation” (Lipietz 1992: 2). The relationship between the modes or régulation and regimes of accumulation is dialectical, and their interaction defines the codification of the institutional forms, that are operationalisation of the mode of régulation and also reflection of the current regime of accumulation. A particular mode of régulation is concretised through the five institutional forms, but it would be incorrect to assume that the mode of régulation is these five institutional forms, because the way institutional forms will be codified also depends on the existing regime of accumulation. The five institutional forms are methodological tools to operationalise the abstract level of the mode of régulation, and their description is the outcome of the research. The same could be said for the four varieties of capitalism that régulation research has came up with through international comparative analysis or to the growth regimes. They do not stand in place of either MoRs or RoAs. The research strategy should be quite different as Boyer (1990) suggests, it should use “the method, not its results to define other modes of régulation and development (100). 

On one hand, the actors may acknowledge the general rules as valid and conform to them, and on the other, the rules of the institutional forms may guide them. According to Boyer (1990), the ways in which institutional forms directs agents to act could be explained through the three principles: laws, rules and regulations; negotiations and compromise; and common value system (44-5). The state defines the laws, rules and regulation governing the economic and social behaviour through the work of the parliament and other decision-making bodies with the jurisdiction and enforces it using coercion. If these laws come into the conflict with the interests of the groups holding political or economic power, the implementation of the law may become questionable. These private or state constraints constitute the first principle that defines the institutional forms. The interest groups in disagreement over implementation of the law can negotiate and come to a compromise in order to resolve the tension. The compromise can come in the form of collective or individual contract, which is the second way the institutional forms guide agents to act. It is possible that the compromise reached between the private agents becomes the law, as it the case when collective agreements in one branch are extended to the whole industry. The third principle, by which the institutional forms conform deviant individual behaviour, is the value system or common beliefs. Hence, the established social relation and behaviour of actors could be the product of either law, compromise or value system. It is also possible that when the new rule emerges it replaces the old one (Boyer 1990: 45). Therefore, it is not likely to assume that all actors are bounded rational. Their behaviour is the outcome of the complex social relations and processes in which institutional forms conforms action through the working of these three principles. Rules of socialisation are important part of these principles that enable institutional forms to operate both at the macro and micro level. Additionally, it is difficult for any actor, including the state, to be the primary conscious guide of the economic stabilisation process. The complex, hard to predict and even contradictory web of the institutionalised social compromises are the limitations in which all actors operates. That are constrains of any state intervention, policymaking or private initiative. 

The Régulation School’s goal is to explain the rise and subsequent crisis of modes of development. The tension between a regime of accumulation and a mode of régulation creates the crisis when “the economy is reaching the limits of the previous mode of régulation and the rise of the contradictions within it”. (Boyer 1990: 13). When the old growth regime destabilises, a new one starts to emerge, but that is an open-ended process, without the clear path that could be positively determined. (Boyer 1990: 48). 

Institutional Forms

The concept of mode of production refers to “any particular form of relations of production and exchange, that is, social relations governing the production and reproduction of the material conditions required for human life in society” (Boyer 1990: 32). This is a major departure from Marxist notion of determination of the relations of production in capitalism, which, for them, are fixed. Regulationists, on the contrary, emphasise interdependence of society and economy, especially in establishing various relations between labour and capital. They take the social embeddedness approach (Polanyi 1944), where the society and the economy cannot be analysed as independent units. They mutually influence each other and build political, legal and economic codifications of the social relations, which define the concept of institutional forms, which can vary across space and time. The point of departure of the Régulation Theory are, Boyer’s (1990), five institutional (structural) forms: “monetary constraint, configurations of the wage relations, competition, position within the international regime, and forms of the state” (37-41). The institutional forms are codifications of the modes of régulation in their interaction with regimes of accumulation. They do not exist independently of the MoRs and RoAs. 

The codification of the social relations and rules between the agents in exchange constitute monetary constrains as one of the institutional forms in the specific historical and spatial context. The commodities, economic agents and money characterise the exchange. Money is the important unit of analysis because it connects the actors and establishes economic and social relations. These actors can operate in the same country and then they are bounded by the monetary constrains of that state and its borders. On the other hand, capital cross borders and establishes connections between different actors and states. This creates limits for national monetary policies and, at the same time, makes international accumulation of capital possible. In addition, “there are as many monetary regimes as there are ways of compensating shortfalls and oversupply between economic agents. For Régulation Theory the overlapping of institutional forms implies the rejection of univocal explanations of economic phenomena. Thus the origin of inflation cannot be solely monetary, not can money be neutral” (Boyer and Saillard 2002: 39). The task of regulationists is to describe and define the specific monetary regime of one country in a given time and to analyse the dynamics between constitution elements of monetary regime and other institutional forms. 

 The wage-labour nexus for Aglietta (1987) is “the basic relationship that defines capitalism” (380). It is characterised by separation of workers from means of production, and introduction of the wage as monetary compensation for their labour. The labour in that sense becomes commodity, and the wage outcome of the negotiations or social agreement. Thus, the wage labour becomes the mode of the accumulation of surplus for those in control of the means of production. “Defining different forms of the wage relation involves characterising the mutual relations among different types of work organisation, life-styles, and ways in which the labour force is reproduced. Analytically speaking, there are five components of the historically observable configurations of the capital-labour relation: the type and means of production; the social and technical division of labour; the ways in which workers are attracted and retained by the firm; the direct and indirect determinants of wage income; and lastly, the workers’ way of life, which is more or less closely linked to the acquisition of commodities or the use of collective services outside the market” (Boyer 1990: 38). In addition, historical and comparative analysis of US and France, revealed different forms of the wage-labour nexus: competitive, in which worker’s consumption is not a factor in capitalist production; Taylorism, in which the labour process is fundamentally reorganised to enable mass production, but without change in the worker’s way of life; and Fordism, which codifies new mass production forms and that of mass consumption (Boyer 1990; Boyer and Saillard 2002). 

Forms of competition show “how relations between producers are organised” (Boyer and Saillard 2002: 39). There are several opposite cases of these relations, such as competitive or monopolistic, depending on whether the rules of competition and socialisation are applied before or after the production of goods. For Régulation Theory it is “important to explain how changes in forms of competition contribute to transitions from one regime of accumulation to another” (Boyer 1990: 39). These changes of forms of competition could initiate the changes in other institutional forms, which on their own could bring about the transformation of the regime of accumulation. Nevertheless, the transformation could also be the result of the mutual dynamics of the institutional forms. 

Position within the international regime refers to the relations a country has with international community. This position is “defined by the set of rules that organise the nation-state’s regulations with the rest of the world, both in terms of commodity exchanges and the localisation of production, via direct investment or through the financing of capital inflows and external deficits” (Boyer 1990: 40). The rules state adopts is not determined by the market relations only, political decisions, of exchange regime or openness to direct investments for example, are shaping the forms of insertion into the international regime. It would be over simplistic to think only of an open or closed economy, or political sovereignty and foreign constrains. The intermediate notions, such as strategic area, describes, “the set the possibilities offered and constrains imposed by the international regime for each national space” (Mistral 1986 in Boyer 1990: 40). In that sense, the same form of the international regime can indicate possibilities for one state and constrains for the other. Moreover, the regime can have different effect thorough time. The international regime that has stimulates growth for one country in one historical period does not mean that it will have the same affect for either the same country or in the present. The interaction with other institutional forms is crucial for the viability of a growth regime. 

The last of the five institutional forms is the forms of the state, which “demonstrate how the organisation of public authorities is part of the economic dynamics” (Boyer and Saillard 2002: 40). The focus of the Régulation Theory is the analysis of relations between the state and the economy. The state has the authority and primary role in influencing and creating rules for other institutional forms. The particular form of the state is characterised by the combination of these institutional forms. Furthermore, “the state appears as the (often contradictory) totality of a set of institutionalised compromises” (Boyer 1990: 41). The institutional forms can inform the formation of the compromises, as well as the laws brought by the state conforms the institutional forms. The relation between them is clearly mutually dependent. For régulation theory, it is essential to observe and analyse the institutional forms, not independently of each other, but in their dynamic and dialectic relations. 

Therefore, institutions are central to the concepts of the Régulation Theory because they “unite the legal and social spheres, since they generate rules of the game and conventions determining collective and individual behaviour” (Boyer 1988: 9). The purpose of Régulation Theory is to describe how the dynamic stability of the economic system is maintained. It is not, as orthodox theories explain, the bounded rational actors with perfect and timely information, who adjust their behaviour in order to stabilise the functioning of the economic system. But more likely, it is the internal logic of the institutional forms that “have the effect of inducing adjustment fundamentally different from those occurring in the perfectly competitive pure markets” (Boyer 1990: 43). 

Historical Types of Accumulation Regimes  

The régulation research identified at least four historical accumulation regimes: capital-extensive, capital-intensive, Fordist and post-Fordist. Chronologically, the first capitalist accumulation regime to emerge with industrial revolution was capital-extensive variant “that conquers new branches and new markets, spreading its production relations to new spheres of economic activity, without altering conditions of production and the efficiency of labour or capital in any significant manner” (Juillard 2002: 154). The period in between world wars marked the contrasting capital-intensive regime of accumulation where “conditions of productivity are systematically transformed with a view to increasing the productivity of labour” (ibid).  The post-World War II period with impressive growth rates is known as the ‘golden age of capitalism’ and represents a Fordist regime of intensive accumulation. In a summary, Fordism could be “described as an upward spiral of capitalist accumulation supported by the welfare state, strong labour unionism and credit-based consumerism, each of which played its part in the virtuous circle linking production to consumption” (Boyer and Durand 1997: 69). A distinct characteristics of the Fordist wage-labour nexus are, on one side, further division of labour, separation of manual and intellectual labour, increased mechanisation, assembly lines, labour productivity, and on the other employees’ share of the productivity gains which lead to the changes in their life-style. Furthermore, Fordism requires compatible institutional forms - monetary regime characterised by the credit money or the oligopolistic competition, and constrained incorporation into international regime by accumulation process that takes place mostly within the nation state (internal consumption). Together it creates high employment, real wage increase, and mass production matched with mass consumption. (Aglietta 1987; Boyer 2002, 2005; Juillard 2002: Lipietz 1992). 

Although the scientific management of the organisation of work process in assembly lines came from Taylorism, the expansion of the model extended beyond the factories to the distribution, financial and other sectors. A major change was the specific capital-labour compromise. The labour, organised in the trade unions, was able to negotiate a nominal wage increase in relation to the expected productivity gains. The new institutional form transformed the standard of living of workers who used their wage for higher consumption that in turn influenced higher production. These elements of mass production linked with higher wages and mass consumption, were locked in the Fordist institutional compromise. Each institutional form relates to a particular social relation, and their simultaneous operation reduces the social ambiguity.  The contradictions within one form can jeopardise the other, and lead to destabilisation of the mode or regulation, and even the regime of accumulation. The institutional forms can function as a whole, reproduce and reinforce themselves and dominant mode of production only within the state. The success of Fordism  “was due to taming of the market by large corporations, unions, and, of course, numerous state agencies” (Boyer and Hollingsworth 1997: 435). Fordism changed the relation between the state and the market, and it produced a specific type of the interventionist state that manages the institutional forms and uses the instruments of economic policy to stabilise fluctuating nature of capitalist accumulation. Moreover, exact codification of the institutional forms in Fordism greatly differs among countries. It is the outcome of the particular social conflicts and implies political decisions in a concrete context that produces variety of institutional architecture. There is no convergence to one ideal type of institutional forms’ configuration (Boyer 2002: 7), because its viability largely depends on the socio-economic context and the nature of social relations and the conflicts within them. However, a coherent Fordist accumulation regime did exist till the crisis in the 1970s. 

Even with dominant Fordist accumulation regime, its manifestation was not the same through the developed capitalist world. There were different types of Fordist growth regimes: archetypal fordism in the US and France during the Golden Age, Beveridgian in Germany and Keynesian in Sweden and even in the UK until Thatcher. Generally, by Fordist accumulation regime we should consider matching mass production with mass consumption, and the fordist growth regime is characterised, in addition, by the new productive methods and specialisation of repeated tasks in assembly lines that needed low skills. Beveridgian growth regime, incorporates sharing the productivity gains, wage bargaining, corporatism “collective provision of the goods and services necessary for the intergenerational reproduction of wage-earners”, and finally Keynesian growth regime under Fordist RoA, means that there are “new links between the private interests and public intervention” (Boyer 2001: 65) and wage bargaining. The régulation research has “demonstrated in its comparative studies of capitalist societies is that each national welfare state is the outcome of deeply embedded compromises and that these compromises were the result of past struggles that shaped social stratification, politics and economic specialisation” (Boyer and Drache 1996: 5). Although the general pattern of accumulation regime can be identified, there are varieties of manifestations of growth regimes that are the result of the specific context. 

The Crisis of Fordism

The manifestation of the crisis of the 1970s was the combination of high unemployment and high inflation, i.e. stagflation, which indicated the crisis of capital accumulation. The conjunction of unemployment and inflation alone does not necessarily lead to the structural crisis. It occurs when structural stability of the system is challenged by “the endogenous or exogenous evolution of the model’s parameters, one observes a simultaneous reduction in the growth rate, a fall in the rate of profit, and the appearance of economic fluctuations of great amplitude” (Boyer 1990: 92). The regulationists developed several explanations on the origins of the crisis, which “include the saturation of consumption norms, the rise of tertiary sector and unproductive labour, the crisis of productivity within Fordism, the disconnection between national economic spaces and accumulation on an international scale, and the loss of hegemony by American capitalism…Emphasis may be placed on the influence of social conflicts, on technological factors, or the contradictions inherent in the long-run tendencies of the regime of accumulation.” (Boyer 1990: 89). 

Lipietz (1992) in his analysis of the end of the golden age in the United States argues that because of the separation of the manual and mental work, the worker’s discontent rose and micro social conflict took place, and that these principles themselves diminished productivity gains. Fall of the profit was compensated by the rise of prices, which increased inflation. When the increase of prices surpassed the increase of real wages, which stagnated, purchasing power and demand for consumer goods fell. Less profit meant less investment and subsequently less employment. However, the Fordist welfare state prevented the disintegration of the social fabric, but these welfare benefits heightened the pressure on the wages and profits, and eventually the Fordist compromise was questioned. In the national, internal, context this was more of a supply-side crisis, when the contradictions in the labour process reduced labour productivity, which caused over-accumulation and fall of investment returns. In the international contest, the firms turned to the world markets to compensate for the loss of profit. The produced goods were exported and the domestic demand damped, but the oversupply of products from other countries reduced their prices, which lead to demand-side crisis and further productivity slowdown (15-9). The previous Keynesian polices were not able to solve the problem in international arena and the world trade slipped away from the government interventions. The increased internationalisation of the economy and foreign trade, made wages become the production cost, instead of driving the new production. The Fordist capital-labour compromise cracked. 

This is exactly the period when Europe’s specific setup of institutional forms enabled the magic formula to function without manifestation of any contradictions. The social compromise rested on the specific Fordist wage-labour nexus that included “the labour contracts and collective bargaining” (Boyer 1995: 6). The construction of the wage-labour components can be quite different among countries of the same growth model due to the history of labour-capital relations and their specific national circumstances. 

Post-Fordism

However, the stagflation crisis in the 1970s instigated policy response in forms of financial deregulation, abandoning the previous wage formula and lowering production costs in order to sustain profit and recapture foreign markets, but it lead to further decrease in consumption and profit plummeted. The institutional forms of mode of régulation could not guarantee the reproduction of the previous social relations of production (Lipietz 1992) that imply the transition to a new accumulation model - post-Fordism. Its main characteristics are increased emphasis on the neoliberal ideas: self-regulated markets, retrenchment of the state, finance sector, information technologies, services, product specialisation, specialised knowledge, high skilled workforce, flexible labour force and a new wage-labour nexus. Modification of the Fordist wage formulas meant, “one of the engines of post-war growth were obstructed” (Boyer and Yuillard 2005: 240). Crisis of Fordism was a “crisis of the reproduction of wage relation, which affects methods and goals of production as well as modes of life. The social condition which permitted capitalist relations of production to be universalised through the transformations of the way of life of wage-earning class have now undergone a profound alteration” (Aglietta 1987: 122). 

The institutional forms of the previous period explain why particular countries were more or less successful in adaptation to the changing internationalised economic system. On the one hand, the US even though it went through the stagflation crisis, was able to reassert itself as the leader by breaking down with the Fordist compromise and stronger emphasis on the innovation and new technologies in the 1990s. The social relations in the US were not as conflictual as in Europe, Boyer (1995) argues, the new institutional forms, especially different wage-labour nexus, could emerge and overcome the crisis, while in France, the same institutional forms that “allowed for the Fordist growth regime have become inadequate to the new context of 80s and 90s” (6). Because the post-Fordism is the outcome of the crisis of RoA, the new regime should be based on new MoR and its codification in institutional forms. 

Historical Types of Capitalisms

A particular methodological challenge for this research would be to distinguish and explain the supranational operation of the Bologna Process that involves 46 countries and the regional level of analysis, through the European Union as the steering engine of the process. The diverse nature of capitalisms could offer an explanation. The Régulation theory’s contribution is also in differentiating at least four configurations of capitalisms, which are the product of interaction between MoRs and RoAs. The results from the international comparative analysis of this interaction, offer four configurations of capitalisms: market oriented, meso-corporatist, state-driven and social-democratic capitalism variety (Boyer 2005). In the market-oriented capitalism the key organising principle is market logic, it “puts faith in the markets and in the independent authorities who are responsible for staving off market excess and the opportunistic behaviour it can generate”. The representatives are Anglo-Saxon countries. The meso-corporatist variant, typical for Japan, Korea, Germany, “corresponds to a modernised version of the paternalistic capitalism that was so typical of the nineteenth century, in an environment where capital concentration led to emergence of large conglomerate firms”. The state-driven form is “revolving around the crucial role played by national, regional, or local state authorities in making economic adjustments” and it could be found in continental European countries that are driving for the European integration. Finally, the fourth configuration, characteristic of the Scandinavian countries, is the social-democratic capitalism that “emphasises the role of social partners in the emergence and management of most institutional forms” among which wage-labour nexus takes the prominent place (Boyer 2005: 533). 

These four configurations of capitalism could be juxtaposed to the concepts of wage-labour nexus and skill-labour nexus. In market-oriented capitalism, “decentralisation and individualisation strongly shape the employment and wage formation”, while in meso-corporatist “a typical capital-labour compromise takes place at the level of large firms, and wage hikes are synchronised across firms and sectors”. In statist economies, there is “a strong institutionalisation of the rules governing hiring, firing, working hours, and even wages and social benefits”. Lastly, in social-democratic capitalism there is “configuration based on upon a frequent and intensive view of collective bargaining at the national level” (Boyer 2005: 538). 

Types of Crises

Boyer (1990) distinguishes five types of crises categorised by their increasing extent of severity: Exogenously triggered crisis or crisis of external disturbances, is an episode when economic reproduction of a country or a region is blocked when shortages and economic collapse occurs caused by natural disasters or war (Boyer 1990: 49). The distinctiveness of exogenous crisis is that its root cause is not in the normal functioning or exhaustion of Mo or RoA, which are the other types of crisis. Endogenous or cyclical crises are minor crises that “correspond to the phase in which tensions and disequilibria accumulated during periods of expansion are wiped out. They take place within the existing economic mechanisms and social patterns, and thus within the prevailed mode of régulation in a given country and era” (Boyer 1990: 50) but without challenging that mode of regulation. The disequilibria caused by the processes of accumulation of capital are endogenous in character and the result of its normal workings. The other categories of crises are structural or great crises that mark “any period in which economic and social dynamics comes into contradiction with the mode of development that drives them” (Boyer 1990: 51). When the crisis comes from the mode of régulation when its internal mechanisms are “incapable of overcoming unfavourable short term tendencies, even though the regime of accumulation was at least initially viable” (ibid: 52), then it is the crisis of mode of regulation. Likewise, if the crisis originates form the regimes of accumulation, when there are unsolvable contradictions within the crucial institutional forms and they negatively affect the other institutional forms creating further disequilibria of the whole RoA, then it is the crisis of regime of accumulation. It reflects the “blockage of the process of dynamic reproduction of the economy in question” (Billaudot 1976 in Boyer 1990: 56) and after some time it may lead to the crisis of the entire mode of production. Since the institutional forms are underlying both MoR and RoA, it may be difficult to distinguish between these two crises especially as it is happening, when it is hard to predict whether a new growth regime will emerge. Boyer (1990) suggests three criteria for such an event: “the continuation of the previous pattern does not allow the automatic reestablishment of the rate of the profit…the dynamics of accumulation undermine and destroy the social forms that supported the process during the period of growth…and, the appearance of a strict economic or technological determinism ceases to prevail” (57). The specific conditions of a crisis is impossible to predict, since distinctive characterises of each type of RoA can produce a different types of this kind of crisis. The highest level is the crisis of a dominant mode of production or final crisis, which represent the adverse long-term economic conditions and “the collapse of the specific set of social relations that characterise a mode of production” (ibid: 58). The institutional forms reach their limit and the new regime of accumulation cannot emerge. This is the rare type of fundamental crisis and the most striking example is the end of feudalism. 

4.2 Methodology

The Variations of Capitalism distinguish between liberal market economies and coordinated market economies (Hall and Soskice 2001), and others should converge to the either of the model. Therefore, it takes path-dependency approach with rationally bounded actors and is part of the evolutionary economics. It also neglect the vast variety of possibilities of capitalism forms. 

The Régulation Theory has been developed in the rigorous analysis of capitalism formation processes having in mind the complexity of institutional forms and social relations of power that shaped them, and its origin in a specific historical and geographical context. The initial régulation researches were based in the national macroeconomic and political context of United States and France. The state and its framework were used because the specific wage relations developed within them. Later, the scope expanded to other capitalist countries, but the level of analysis was still grounded in the nation states. It is unquestionable that a state does not exist in a vacuum, separated from the influences of the local and global events and interest. Even the structural form of insertion in the international regime and internationalisation of capital confirms that Régulation Theory was not exclusively interested in the developments within one state. Moreover, it is impossible to exclude the globalisation influences from the equation in the régulation analysis. However, in the first decades of régulation research there was more emphasis on the national régulation modes, but more recently, the increased attention on the ‘intermediate’ (local, regional or supranational) levels opened the new space and concerns for régulation theory. 

The main task of the research would be to operationalise these abstract concepts of the Régulation Theory. The previous elaboration of the régulation basic concepts enables me to define more precisely the methodological approach I will use in the analysis of the knowledge-based economy and the Bologna Process, within the context of capitalism. 

Saillard (2002) has summarised the methodology that could be used for régulation analysis of intermediate levels. He took on Boyer’s (1990) methodological suggestions for the sector specificity (Bartoli and Boulet 1990), and with some adaptation of the four requirements for local analysis by Gilly and Pecqueur (2002), he defined them in the following way (184-5): 

1. Clarification of the origins of the unit of the level of analysis and how they are socially and historically constructed. It calls for identification of collective actors (stakeholders, participants, associations, unions, institutions) and relevant territory (geographical proximity, political organisation, economic, institutional criteria); 

2. Description of the institutions that enable the unit of analysis to function, i.e. institutional rules and the way in which they direct or constrain actors to behave; 

3. Indication on how the activity under analysis is part of macro-economic interdependences and what its place is in the accumulation regime; and

4. Identification of the places of an institutional and economic dynamics that founds reciprocal transformations of the unit under analysis and the overall economic system (Saillard 2002: 184-5).

In the case of this research, the sector of analysis is education, more specifically higher education system, while the level of analysis is Europe and the specificities of the way in which creation of European Higher Education Area of the Bologna Process is steered at the supranational European level. These will be explained through the four requirements for ‘intermediate’ levels of analysis, and the five institutional forms (monetary constraints, wage-labour nexus, competition, state forms, insertion into international regime) in the European Union, with reference to the mode of régulation and regime of accumulation that can be traced in the EU key documents. I would add to the analytical framework the concept of a skill-labour nexus that “provide a precise description of relations between the organisation of the educational and training system on one hand and the social and technical division of labour on the other” (Boyer 2002b: 78). That is, interaction between wage-labour nexus and the skill producing system, which reflects the efficiency of technical education, firms’ involvement in skill enhancement, willingness to pay for skills development and extent of institutionalisation of training (Boyer 1995). 

Relevance of the Régulation Theory 

The original contribution of the Régulation Theory is in emphasis on endogenous, structural, crises that are taking place within MoR or RoA, as well as in building a set of institutional forms that inform both MoR and RoA and in the elaboration of how the institutions are formed and changed. These concepts are then better equipped to explain the economic crises through history. The understanding of these concepts sets Régulation Theory apart, not only from neo-classical economic, which regulationists have been the major critics, especially of their concept of bounded rational actor, but also from Marxist theories especially in the notion of historical determinism. 

In this theoretical explanation, it is possible to understand why in one period in the EU it was possible to maintain both high growth and social cohesion, and why in the other that was no longer possible with some variations between countries based on their institutional setup. Europe in the new century is no longer able to maintain the same production principles and achieve the same goals. Challenges are considerable both endogenously with diverse member states, democratic legitimacy, political power and social struggle on EU and national level, enlargement, aging population, and exogenously where EU is competing with emerging economies and plays a crucial role in international politics. 

In regards to the education and knowledge-based economy, regulationists dealt with it in terms research finding out which institutional forms are favourable for the knowledge-based economy (Boyer 2004), the examining the relevance of labour market flexibilisation and educational policies in creating new skill-labour nexus that would create more jobs, or how training and (vocational) education in wage-labour nexus (Boyer 1995).
Critique to the Régulation Approach 

The Orthodox economist would argue that Régulation Theory is descriptive and part of the old American Institutionalism and old Institutionalism. Although the Régulation School is related, it is not part of them. The Régulation School is every analytical, but it does puts a lot of attention to the details and historical context. The old Institutionalism is descriptive, historical and takes a path-dependency approach in analysing laws and routines (Villeval 2005: 297). They do not rationalise the actor, and hence they are not building a model of behaviour based on the individual. Régulationists are interested in social relations of production. Although Marx influenced Régulationists, they are not Marxist, but Marxian. It is manifested in the classical Marxist thought about social relations of production and forces of production, and idea that there is one type of modality of moving form one cycle to another. The Régulation School takes historical developments more seriously, and also inter-subjectivity in their own social relations of production. The Structuralists would argue that there is “a ladder of sequential adaptation” (Gibson-Grahm 1996: 113) from Fordism to post-Fordism, but it confuses results of the Régulationists research and neglect the variety of forms of capitalism. The critique to constructivism would be on the grounds that identity is based on purely ideational terms, while for Régulationists, it is material based, and the emphasis is on deep historical structures that they drew from the Annales School and hence it may be material constructivist. Social struggles and material interest are real, the notion of deep structure is material, but there is the ideational aspect involved.
5 
Chapter 

Analysis 

Applying the Régulation Theory’s methodology to the Bologna Process is challenging in its own right. There is multitude of layers that require description, deciphering and contextualisation within the dialectical relation between regimes of accumulation and modes of régulation. In that process, new and relevant issues from he governance perspective will emerge that require attention. To begin with, I will use the aforementioned methodology applicable to the intermediate levels of analysis developed by Bartoli and Boulet (1990), Boyer’s (1990), Gilly and Pecqueur (2002) and put together by Saillard (2002). 

I will continue with description of the five institutional configurations in Europe, that will concretises the abstraction of MoR and RoA. Finally, this will enable me to discuss the relation between post-Fordist growth regimes in the contemporary capitalism.

5.1  Origins of the Unit of the Level of Analysis 

In the case of the Bologna Process, the unit of the level of analysis is Europe, understood as political and economic EU entity, and as wider regional territory that Bologna is operating in. Social and historical construction of the European Union has been briefly discussed. The guiding idea of foundation of European Community for Coal and Steal in 1951 was to regulate production and trade of the war fuelling coal and steal, but it was advanced by the ideas of creating common market, raising employment and living standard. The Rome Treaty expanded it in 1957 by creating European Economic Communities. The Maastricht Treaty form 1992 marked a new era with advancement of the European Union, and finally the Lisbon Treaty of 2009 laid the constitutional foundations for further integration processes. 

The initial boundary of the Bologna Process was the signatory to the Lisbon Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications from 1997 that included USA, Canada, Australia, New Zeeland and some other non-European countries. However, it was abandoned in 2003 in favour of the European Cultural Convention that excluded those non-European countries. 
Stakeholders 

Interestingly, from initial 29 countries that signed the Bologna Declaration in 1999, the number of stakeholders constantly increased, both in terms of countries taking part in the process and the organisations that were given special status of observers, advisors in the Bologna Follow-Up Group that has responsibility for formulating and proposing the policy agenda, coordinators, and even members in the process, like in the case of the European Commission. 
Students were also officially recognised as partners in the higher education in the Prague Communiqué in 2001. European Student Union was given the opportunity to present the student’s views and propose new items to the agenda. This was a significant change to the pertaining view that students have little to add to the reform process. However, students became the peripheral actors (Cemmell 2007), and their formal inclusion in the Bologna Process could be interpreted in a way to neutralise their potential opposition. Giving them a formal floor to express themselves, they were taken stripped from the radical opposition in a form of public protests. That had been the case when students in France organised the strikes against the law on flexible youth employment in 2006 and against the university autonomy law in 2007 that would open a door for privatisation of university and higher tuitions, without or with late support from the French Student Union.
The other stakeholders were given the place within the Bologna Process as well. Namely, the representatives of the higher education institutions that are the main object of the reforms, as well as the other international organisations, such as Council of Europe, United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) and its specialised agency in Bucharest - European Centre for Higher Education (CEPES), European University Association, European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, Education International and Business Europe. The European Union is taking part in the process as well, but its role has been changing. In the text of the Bologna Declaration, The European Union was mentioned only once. The Bologna Process has been conceived as intergovernmental initiative that effectively removed EU from the arena. However, the European Commission took a more prominent role in financial and technical support of the process and organisation of various meetings, conferences, seminars and projects in between two high-level meetings. Eventually, the European Commission gained the status of a full member of the process in 2003? Side by side the other countries. Although “the principle of subsidiarity prevents the EU involvement in higher education policy, but that does not prevent her from threatening national governments with exclusion form a process that does not belong to the EU in the first place, but to a group of countries” (Tomusk 2004: 78). Clearly, the European Union has no jurisdiction in the filed of higher education of its member countries, nevertheless, the European Commission is steering the Bologna Process and putting pressure not only on its member states, but also on countries that are on the path of becoming EU members as well as on countries that have no EU perspective whatsoever. The reason for this is more complex than the explanations putting forward only the idea of pursuing federal Europe or individual financial gains of the “growing and apparently lucrative Bologna experts and consulting industry” (Tomusk 2004: 76). 

5.2 Institutions that Enable Functioning of the Unit of Analysis 

The institutional rules that direct and constrain the stakeholders in the higher education are numerous. In that sense, the most significant is the role of the European Commission and how the higher education has become part of the EU policy. 

The Role of the European Commission and Jurisdiction over Higher Education 

The jurisdiction over higher education and legislation is firmly positioned within the nation states. The Founding Treaties of the European Communities (Rome 1957) did not mention higher education, which later created difficulties for the EU in creating European higher educational policy. The higher education was understood in the context of preserving national cultural identity, language and values and not as means in the foundation of an economic community. However, the vocational training is part of the Treaties, and it gave the European Commission the legal mandate to take the initiative in this area because the training in the firms and the secondary education was relevant for employment in the construction of a common trade union. Nevertheless, there has been a gradual shift of jurisdiction in the higher education regulation at the European level. The role of the European Court of Justice in the Europeanisation has been documented by Beerkens, who  “concludes that the ECJ has applied an increasingly expanding interpretation of European laws and regulations” (Beerkens 2010). The European Court of Justice in the case of Françoise Gravier v City of Liège (1985) gave the interpretation that the higher education is in fact training for employment by stating that “any form of education which prepares for a qualification for a particular profession, trade or employment or which provides the necessary skills for such a profession, trade or employment is vocational training, whatever the age and the level of training of the pupils or students, even if the training programme includes an element of general education. The term ‘vocational training’ therefore includes courses in strip cartoon art provided by an institution of higher art education” (2). This gave the Commission the legal basis for extending intervention to the higher learning. The argument was that for effective functioning of the common market, free movement of labour is essential. 

Additionally, when Europe was growing into a distinct political entity, rather than just a common market, it needed control in the area of culture and education to direct and conform the new generations towards the European values, i.e. creating “European minded citizens” (Robertson 2008: 2). For some, Europe could not endure only as an economic project, even though that was the original idea. The European Commission and member states negotiated the jurisdiction over the education and reached a compromise in which “member states retained control over the education, but opened the path up to 1976 for the Commission to put in place a limited Education Action Programme” (Neave 2003: 146). The conditions of the compromise were that harmonisation would not apply to education and that the member states are in charge of the implementation of the programme. The European project could now expand to the culture and education, thus the Commission initiated the modest education related projects. This balance between member countries and the Commission in regards to the higher education shifted with the changes in the social and political circumstances in Europe. It could be safely argued that the combination of events in the period between the 1970s and 1990s caused this shift. Namely, the stagflation crisis of the 1970s, which was especially visible in the high youth unemployment, that led to the overall crisis of the welfare systems and together and with the ideational aspect of dominant belief that without closer cooperation between universities and industry Europe would be lagging behind in ICT sector and knowledge-based economy. The trends in the global economy in the post-Fordist era, such as globalisation, internationalisation of production, rise of financial sector and services had the effect in the EU restructuring towards free trade liberal market economy, or to use Régulation School terminology, financial led growth regime. It manifested in the neoliberal construction of the Economic and Monetary Union and its convergence criteria of low inflation and price stability in the post-1992 Maastricht era (Bieler and Morton 2001: 5). 

Constrains of the European Higher Education Policies 

The Maastricht Treaty (1992) acknowledged the EU’s role in education, by giving her the opportunity to pursue initiatives for the “European dimension” in education. The European Commission has managed to get a direct contact with the individual higher education institutions by providing funding and administrative support for mobility and research programmes. However, the first, pre-Bologna, mobility schemes, such as Erasmus, Comett and later on Leonardo and Socrates, revealed serious deficiency and incompatibility of the European higher education systems. As Naeve (2003) noted: “each upheld its particular versions of educational theory, curriculum, teaching styles, definitions, and images of what the typical student ought to be, and a splendid variety in conditions of access and admission, length of first degree study, and types of qualifications conferred” (151). This diversity represented the serious obstacles in implementation of student mobility programmes and subsequently in construction of the European higher education area and the European labour market “because student mobility was an essential strategy for socialising the younger generations and preparing it for mobility of employment within the European Community a fundamental premise in the original Founding Treaties” (Neave 2003: 151). To deal with the obstacles of diverse systems of higher education, the Commission insisted that the institutions looking for the EU funds for the student mobility programmes would need to adhere to the principle of recognition of the study periods spent abroad, hence dual degree programmes, and the principle of transferability and complementarity of the study programmes at different institutions, hence introduction of the ECTS. However, the issues of quality assurance and accreditation were opened, that gave more power to the national regulatory agencies in converging or diverging the systems of higher education. In this case, the supranational level could only steer the process. These and other differences and contradictions do not mean that there is no general pattern. Exactly because of the hegemony of the supranational level in creating the common patter, we may observe the opposition that reaction to that hegemony. 

Relation Between Lisbon and Bologna and the Open Method of Coordination

As I have explained, the policy areas covered in the Lisbon Strategy as well as in the Bologna Process are not in the EU direct jurisdiction. Even with the right to make initiatives there is the lack of direct enforcement, as it is the case of the EU regulations, which are directly implemented in the member state. The EU has adopted the Open Method of Coordination that is guiding both of these processes as a way of putting into effect the defined objectives. However, this is creating new implementation problems, lagging behind the set targets and different speed in which reforms are made. Peer pressure and benchmarking is not producing the imagined results, as every country is trying to deal with its own internal pressures and conflicting interest in implementation of all aspects of the Bologna Process. Moreover, autonomy of the higher education institutions confirmed by the Bologna Magna Charta Universitatum of 1988 is making direct implementation more difficult. The signatories and members of the Bologna process are countries, represented by their ministries in charge of the higher education, but they have no direct control over the universities. Of course, the exercises of power can take other less direct forms, but with the significant resistance in the academic community, reforms of the higher education are more difficult to be achieved. In Germany, for example, the higher education is in the prerogative of its Bundeslands, rather than in the federal ministry, hence, the convergence is even harder to be achieved. In addition, it is challenging to monitor the implementation of the Bologna goals according to the reports that countries prepare for every Ministerial Meeting. Many of these reports does not represent the accurate account, even more “first-hand experience in these countries often contrasts starkly to with the official reports” (Tomusk 2004: 85). The contradictions in implementation of the Bologna Process could be found on three levels: supranational, national and the level of the higher education institutions. At the supranational level, the overall soft law that enforce implementation expresses contradiction. The countries may prefer to implement certain parts, but they cannot reach general effect until all or most of the countries do the same. Choosing which parts of the Bologna Process countries will implement depends on their own preferences, interests or the outcome of internal political struggles of social forces, which represent the contradiction on the national level. Finally, on the level of higher education institutions, similar interest and struggles may confront the decisions made at the national level and as well as the interests of particular groups within higher education institutions that may present internal obstacles to the reform process. The Open Method of Coordination “is apparently based on the outdated notion that policy implementation is a linear process” (Veiga and Amaral 2006: 292). Although the Open Method of Coordination is not the most efficient way for reaching convergence on the European level, the continuous pressure and the dominant discourse of Bologna and the knowledge-based economy makes significant force that is ultimately changing the higher education system. 

Expansion of the EHEA’s Sphere of Influence

The aim of this paper is not to assess all aspects of implementation of the Bologna Process, to discuss the sequencing or to give recommendations for the adequate course of action, but to explain why there is a strong push for the convergence towards European Higher Education Area and the deconstruct the social forces and power relations behind it. While for the European Union, the Bologna Process could be understood as the element of the Lisbon Strategy thus building the higher education policy it has no mandate, as part of the integration process, and an extension of the Neighbourhood Policy through Tempus programme, for some countries it is just additional way towards achieving EU membership and other, like Russia, it could also represent means of legitimising the political regime. The fact that the number of participating counties in the Bologna Process exceeds the number of the EU members represents a convenient way for spreading the influence to the other countries in yet another policy area. Jayasuriya (2009) argues that the objective of the Bologna Process “is to construct a European higher education regulatory system that extends well beyond the formal boundaries of the EU” (3), that would enable higher education systems to promote mobility, facilitate the creation of a the knowledge-based economy and functioning of the internal market. 

5.3 Macro-Economic Interdependences of the Activity Under Analysis and the Position within Accumulation Regime

The EU’s interest in redefining and steering the process must be placed into a context of the changes in the economic and political environment Europe has been facing since the 1990s and the search for a new growth regime. The EU views the Bologna Process as “the education related part of the Lisbon Process, which is Community, not an intergovernmental process” (Wächter 2004: 271) and, therefore, tries to follow it with the same vigilance as the Lisbon Agenda. The link between these documents is remarkable. Both the Bologna Declaration and the Lisbon Strategy were passed at roughly the same time, in 1999 and 2000 respectively. The Lisbon Strategy just further stressed the neoliberal view that higher education has the role of achieving the social and economic prosperity by building human capital. Thus, these documents could be understood as the policy response to the crisis of the 1990s and search for a new growth regime that would make Europe “the most dynamic and competitive the knowledge-based economy in the world” (Lisbon 2000). 
In order to enable full market utilisation of the free movement of labour, the national higher education systems need to be comparable and to coordinate in a way that qualifications and degrees are recognised between them in order for the growing mobile, skilled labour force to get employment in the European market. The European Higher Education Area “had become part of the Community’s broader agenda of economic and social coherence” (Huisman and Wende 2004: 350) according to the 1991 Memorandum on Higher Education. 

Simultaneously, EHEA should facilitate achieving the social cohesion goals by providing necessary skills to the individuals entering the global labour market. This corresponds to the conjunction of social cohesion and competitiveness within embedded neoliberalism and explains the overall drive toward the same objectives in different European policy areas. Structural convergence of the educational systems contributes to the overall functioning of the internal market by providing skilled labour force and supporting competitiveness agenda. However, the simultaneous social dislocation of EHEA and flexible labour market creates additional internal tensions with competitiveness. Oversupply of high skill labour can generate social tensions by constantly increasing the required level of skills needed for the job, and at the same time decreasing the wage for the same type of job. The dissatisfied social forces because of the work conditions and wages could in turn endanger the competitiveness agenda. 

5.4 The Transformations of the Unit of Analysis and the Economic System 

The transformations caused by institutional and economic dynamics of the unit of analysis and the wider regional surrounding the Bologna Process is bringing could be mapped. The Bologna Process is of additional significance to the countries that are part of the European Neighbourhood Policy. It could be understood it in the context of regionalism as a project of “conscious construction of identity, with a policy programme, strategy and leads to institutional building” (Hveem 2006: 296) and is supposed to construct more harmonious global order, and promote “peace, mutual understanding, and tolerance” (Zgaga, 2007: 19), with a special reference to achieving security and functioning of the common market. Regional projects, such as Bologna, can create new space for alternative governance structure, or what Jayasuriya (2009) is calling regulatory regionalism that “provides the basis for a new form of statehood” (7). The Bologna Process in this sense has enabled higher education to be used as a basis for the EU’s wider strategies of globalisation and regionalisation. The European Higher Education Area project growing role in the world economy influences not only the countries taking part in it, but also the near region and the rest of the world. From around 2003 onward 

the EC began to pursue a more explicit ‘extra-regional’ globalising strategy which has had both direct and indirect effects. The direct effects were the outcomes, both within and outside of Europe, of the explicit strategies to realise a competitive European higher education area and market; such as the Erasmus Mundus programme, the Neighbourhood Policy, the GATS negotiations, mobilisation of old colonial links to align with Europe’s market interests, and so on. The indirect effects were the consequence of the reactions to this strategy in key domestic economies in the global economy, where Bologna was now viewed as a potential threat (USA, Australia), a model or domestic restructuring (Brazil, China), or the basis for new regional projects around the globe (Africa, Latin America) (Roberson 2008: 5). 

Education was included in the dialogue agenda with many countries. For example, the Commission has used the Erasmus Mundus Asian Windows programme to attract specifically Indian and Chinese students for MA programmes in Europe. The goal was to encourage the best students to come to study and then stay in Europe in order to make the economy more competitive. The Marie Curie programme is another EU initiative for attracting talented top researches that have spent time working abroad back to Europe. The overarching goal of such initiatives is to attract the best minds in the world to fuel the European knowledge economy. The European Union is also trying to raise its share of the international education market by making Bologna regional cooperation in the higher education more dominant than the other regions and thus attracting new brains to Europe. The Tuning Programme was initiated in 2003 with the aim to translate existing study programmes and disciplines of study into competencies and market defined profiles. It serves as yet another example of the European initiative that is giving priority to the market principles over the quality of education services and the cultural and intellectual roles of the higher education. 

All these EU programmes and initiatives represent utilisation of the legal mandate to deal with higher education as the European issue, and they have been incorporated into wider political and economic strategies to improve Europe’s economic position and influence in the globalised world. The European regionalism project, especially manifested through the Open Method of Coordination used in the Bologna and Lisbon processes, represents the new forms of scalar governance (Jayasuriya 2009: 7). The EU is able to jump scales (Jessop 2005: 226) of the sovereignty of the nation states and use novel regional relations as a platform “to act in a state-like way, advancing its claim to dominance in an interregional arena that itself operates as a strategically selective terrain” (Robertson 2008: 13). However, the power is relational and it is shared between supranational and national levels of governance, “this multilevel governance enables different national systems of higher education to retain elements of regulatory structure, but subject to a system of meta governance that monitors and enforces a broad set of benchmark standards” (Jayasuriya 2009: 7). 

While the EU education programmes could give the desired attractiveness of the European higher education institutions to the world brains, “the disjunctions between the newly re-imagined European knowledge-economy and the real multifaceted and multi-scalar economy of Europe will necessarily limit the impact and steering of Europe’s higher education/knowledge economy strategy” (Robertson 2008: 11). There are significant obstacles for the EU to obtain the global influence using the higher education policy. These obstacles are in essence endogenous, and relate to the internal contradictions of the conflicting objectives of embedded neoliberalism, diverse economies in Europe and attempts to build new convergent growth model, but also political struggles between social forces at European and the national level, and finally the plurality of stakeholders and their interests in shaping the Bologna Process at all levels of governance. 

5.5 Codification of the Institutional Forms 

The policy objectives of the EU education initiatives were, among others, to produce European citizens enriched with the European values, identity and culture. Furthermore, for Delors, the former president of the European Commission, education could also facilitate integration processes in Europe through developing the common market (Corbett 2005: 121). Therefore, the European Higher Education Area could serve multiple overlapping and intertwining purposes of advancing common market, competitiveness, employability, social cohesion, European identity and attractiveness. However, the research should go beyond the proclaimed objectives, desired effects and synergy of the Bologna Process with other EU policies, which are significant in its own right in revealing a multitude of power relations, interests and the governance structures. This picture would be incomplete and reductionist without positioning these debates into a wider context of capitalist formation, circulation and distribution. To do that, I will engage in the formulation of institutional forms in Europe - codifications of mode of régulation that are intermediary and reflect the current regime of accumulation. Mode of régulation is, in that sense, operationalised through the institutional forms. 

Regarding monetary constraints, the European Union, as the level of the unit of analysis, became an entirely new actor since 1992 Maastricht Treaty and 1997 Stability and Growth Pact’s convergence criteria of fiscal discipline related to the establishment of the European Monetary Union. The member countries could not have the budget deficit higher than 3% of GDP and the national debt higher than 60% of the GDP. The European Commission could use the sanctions to enforce these rules, but that did not happen even after several breaches, and the rules have been relaxed in 2005 in terms of flexibility when country should be proclaimed in breach of the rules. Monetary constrain of the post-1992 EU is restrictive and in power of the European Commission. However, the national governments have some space to divert from the convergent and expansionary rules. The wage-labour nexus determines the way in which skills are organised, how employers creates these skills and what kind of margins of profit and benefits would go the labour in the European Unions is still under the competencies of the nation states and the supranational level is unable to determine the wage-labour nexus in particular countries. There is a variety of ways the wage-labour nexus is determined within Europe. In the social-democratic type of capitalism, the negotiations between capital and labour are happening at the state level, in the statist, there is a tendency to institutionalisation of the rules governing the wage level, working hours and distribution of social benefits. For corporatist countries, these are determined at the level of the firms, while in liberal economies, the wage bargaining is individualised. This diversity does not mean that all this forms are equal and that there is no dominant model. The overall general pattern reflects to the norms of the European economy and is able to. It could be argued that forms of competition in the EU are still oligopolistic and neoliberal after the 2008 economic crisis. The competition rules are governed by the legislations. Regarding the incorporation into the international regime, the EU is adhering to the free trade as the open economy, but the long established social relations and their interest condition some of the choices. For example, Common Agriculture Policy and control over relations in tariffs and quotas, or the technological developments. The international trade is under national control, but the EU gained the right negotiates and sign the trade agreements with other countries. The EU is not the state, but emerging supranational regulatory agencies are shifting the balance. However, the EU has no effective enforcement of supranational rules to the member countries. 

The skill-labour nexus also varies across the EU and is not in the direct EU control. In France, there is the opposition between general education, which is strong, and vocational training that is feed by dropouts. The government combined the policies of moderate wages and labour market flexibility with improving the skills levels and promoting innovations (Boyer 1995), but the results were poor. German apprentices system appears to be highly efficient and maintains links with firms with support from the state and regional government. There is general drive in the EU to increase the skills of labour with the emergence in the knowledge-based economy, but the outcome in the dominant finance led accumulation regime might be contradictory - that “higher and higher education being required in order to get the same job for the same income” (Boyer 1995: 32).
6 
Chapter

Conclusion

The knowledge-based economy and globalisation processes indicate changes in the higher education that “can be evidenced most strongly in the Bologna Process, a heavily politicised process that seeks to integrate the European higher education sector into the EU economic development strategy whilst at the same time under pressure from strong national traditions and stakeholders” (Cemmell 2007: 265). Furthermore, “the Bologna Process has been characterised by a constant movement towards widening” (Wächter 2004: 267) of the number of countries taking part in the process and covered issues and themes, and in deepening of single themes. In this process, the objectives have been renegotiated, and on different governance levels, reinterpreted to correspond to the interest of the political and economic elites. The vaguely defined, multiple and conflicting Bologna objectives gave the European Commission in particular, the possibility to use it to advance its own goals of functional common market. Emphasis on the knowledge-based economy is crucial in retaining the competitiveness in mounting finance-led growth regime that already gives advantage to the US and Asian economies. “The higher education has become regarded as a critical ‘motor’ for national and regional competitiveness in the global economy, and a global battle has begun for the minds and markets to support this” (Robertson 2008: 9). 

The convergence agenda towards “greater compatibility and comparability” pursued by the European Commission in higher education is overcoming “the full respect of the diversity of cultures, languages, national educational systems and of University autonomy” proclaimed by the Bologna Declaration. It is another confirmation that material aspect is underlined in these policies. The convergence is difficult to be achieved through the Open Method of Coordination. However, it reveals the general pattern of the regional regulatory governance that is, nevertheless, steering the process. 

The material grounds for these changes are in the exogenous shocks caused by the Maastricht Treaty and Stability and Growth Pact. The new rules of the game regarding economic relations and are shaping the production forces within the EU. The economic and political actors reacted to the realities imposed by the new superstructure, but at the same time, the EU became the new and influential player after Maastricht in 1992. The Bologna Process should be seen as the underling pattern of the new imposed structures that is manifested in tension between finance led and knowledge led accumulation regime. There are complementarities, but also differences between them. 

Neoliberalism should be understood in the move from Fordist to post-Fordist accumulation regime. Finance and education led regimes exist under the post-Fordist regime. There has been the structural change in the way capital is created, circulated and distributed. The old Fordist patterns of mass production and mass consumption, relatively low specialisation of the workforce and sharing the productivity gains is replaced by production of high quality, specialised goods, financialisation of services, high skilled labour force, and reduced wages for the same jobs. The knowledge-based economy cannot bring the better standard of living for the general population, because the hegemonic accumulation regime is the one based in finance. The education regime is ultimately there to serve the needs of the financial regime. 

In Lisbon and Bologna, the finance and knowledge led accumulation regimes are merging into one with their overlapping objectives. They are different, but not opposing each other. Neoliberalism is essentially feeding the finance led regime of accumulation and is still dominant at the supranational level. There is a multitude of actors working at supranational and national levels in the EU with their specific interest. . There are many faces of the post-Fordist regimes of accumulation, and they can be different depending on the context. Since the EU is not the state, there are different RoAs in the EU countries, but some RoAa are more dominant than others. That explains why the EU is interested into interaction of the two regimes and has a greater variety of the regimes and even using education led accumulation regime to strengthen finance led regime. In the US, by contrast, there is clear dominance of finance led regime of accumulation. What we are witnessing is the transition from the Fordist accumulation regime to the finance led, or what Harvey (2005) called “accumulation through dispossession”. Neoliberalism in that sense is the new form of capitalism that is based on finance led regimes of accumulation and is able to incorporate other regimes. 

The characteristic of the shift in the US is finance led regime of accumulation. In the post-Fordist world system of finance led regime of accumulation is not the same. One form of RoA is becoming dominant that is causing reactions and thus pushing toward the knowledge led accumulation regime. There is the tension because that push is still happening under the finance led regime. Many countries are not under finance led regime, but since the US is, as the dominant country with specific interests, it is pushing the other countries towards the same model. There is hegemonic interaction of RoA and MoR that is pushing the other countries to embark on the knowledge-based strategies and reforms of higher education.
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