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Abstract (600 words; 574 words)
One of the most radical assertions made by the German sociologist Niklas Luhmann was that of late modern society’s lack of self-control (Luhmann, 1990). Indeed, from the perspective of systems theory governing modern society is at once expected and impossible. The history of the political system must be understood as a series of attempts to achieve a task that cannot be achieved: that of actually governing or controlling modern society. The constitutional Nation State and the separation between legislative, executive and judicial powers has been the most conventional modern attempt by the political system to control society. In late modernity, the political system added yet another attempt to control modernity’s own lack of control: that of “governance” instruments, sometimes alluded to under the terms “governing without government” (Rhodes, 1996). Several authors have linked this type of ambiguity to the “Governance Turn” (Armstrong, 2016; Kjaer, 2010), the “Comparative Turn” (Grek, 2009, 2010) or the “Knowledge Turn” (Fenwick et al., 2014; Freeman & Mangez, 2013; Normand & Derouet, 2016). 
The main topic of interest of this paper is the involvement of the European Union in the sector of education through the Open Method of Coordination. The attempt of the EU to govern education is fostered and legitimised by the observation of society’s future as full of risks and uncertainties exceeding by far national territories – unemployment, terrorism, transformation of the labour market, etc. These observations, apparent in the “Lisbon Dramaturgy” (Laffan & Shaw, 2005), far from acting as an obstacle to the European involvement in education, operate instead as resources legitimating further political action at EU level. This involvement, however, does not take the conventional form of government. Instead, at a transnational level, the political system partly takes the form of governance processes, such as the OMC.
The OMC is often defined by its informality (Alexiadou, 2007, 2014; Kjaer, 2010; Trubek & Trubek, 2005; Wallace et al., 2006) compared to traditional political mechanisms such as the Ordinary-Legislative-Procedure. Attempts to characterise these informal mechanisms range from the “lack of pre-given sets of rules” (Hajer, 2006) to “a greater inclusion of non-governmental actors in policy processes” (Peters, 2007). Inspired by but not limiting ourselves to these definitions, we intend to complete the analysis of informal governance mechanisms with the example of the Education and Training 2020 Working Groups, constitutive of the OMC in education. Informality, we suggest, is by no means a lack of form but rather a redefinition of political processes in a context of relative lack of formal power. Informal governance redefines the ways politics attempt to steer society, not by the deliberation, voting and implementation of legislative rules, but rather by facilitating learning processes, sharing of best practices and the tentative construction of shared cognitive frameworks at European level. Therefore, the goal of this paper is to provide a description and an analysis of the ET2020 Working Groups as novel ways through which the political system attempts to govern education. 
Research questions
· [bookmark: _GoBack]How do the WG attempt to reach a consensus through the production of a coherent output, given the diversity of backgrounds and expectations among the WG members? 
· What is the influence of their initial mandate in the production of their output? How do the WG achieve to fulfil their two-fold mission, on one side to complete the objectives pre-defined by the mandates, and on the other side to foster the feeling of agreement and ownership of the WG members towards the output?
Methodology (up to 400 words; 285 words)
This research uses three types of methodological approaches to test the hypotheses presented above:
· Analysis of European institutions’ documents about the OMC in education
Firstly, we qualitatively analyse documents produced by European institutions about both the education sector and the OMC. This selected corpus allows us to understand the place that the EU policy agenda gives to education and the types of political instruments linked to this sector over time. Thus, this leads us to analyse documents about the emergence and development of the Open Method of Coordination, first in general, then in the sector of education.
· Observation of Working Group meetings
Secondly, we actively observed meetings of the Working Groups Schools; Vocational Education and Training; Digital Learning, Teaching and Assessment; and Adult Learning. This enables to observe the set of procedures setting up the context in which the Working Group members – stakeholder organisations, Member State representatives, Commission coordinators and external consultants – interact. 
· Semi-structured interviews with WG members
Thirdly, we confront the direct observation of meetings with semi-directed interviews with Working Group members - representatives of Member States or of stakeholder organisations -, members of the European Commission and private consultants hired by the Commission. The objective here is to have a better understanding of their own vision of the processes in action within the Working Groups. 
The combination of meeting observation and interviews enables to alleviate one another’s blind spots. Indeed, the meetings are power-laden situations that need to be observed first-hand in order to be analysed in detail, but within these situations, actors might refrain from discussing potentially sensitive topics. On the other side, interviews offer the actors a safe space to discuss the Working Groups from a second-order perspective.
Expected outcomes/results (up to 300 words; 286 words)
The ET2020 Working Groups rest on the production and dissemination of reports of best practices that “irritate” national education systems, as well as on peer learning processes and on the attempted construction of shared cognitive frameworks. Given their informality – WG have virtually no legislative power -, the WG face a seemingly impossible mission. On one side, their internal complexity is very high given the diversity of WG members’ cultural backgrounds, languages and expectations. Yet, Working Groups are expected to produce consensually shared outputs whose format and content are pre-defined in their respective mandates. How this seemingly impossible mission is nevertheless achieved is an important question for us.
Our hypothesis is that this mission unfolds by the alternating of moments of expansion of complexity (sharing of best practices during the meetings, discussions in small groups and world cafés, etc.) and moments of reduction of complexity (production of the reports done mostly by the Commission and its consultants, with a selection of input). The periodic alternating between these two phases during the 2.5-year Working Group cycle enables to fulfil the mandate - production of a series of outputs whose the WG is the author -, while taking into account the WG’s high complexity. 
Through this alternating of expansion and reduction of complexity, the authorship of the transnational discourse on education in action in the ET2020 Working Groups is shifted from the pre-defined mandates to the Working Group as a single author of the final outputs. Moreover, participative and collaborative conversational tools foster WG members’ feeling of agreement and ownership towards the output, which is an essential element for the alleged effectiveness of the OMC to feed in the Europeanisation of education through the irritation of national education systems.
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