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The European Union (EU), one of the most complex international regional organisations in 

the world, is founded on the principle of ‘free movement’. Its creators believed that 

establishing a common market within which European citizens move freely to work or study 

would result in peace and prosperity throughout the region. The territorial borders dividing 

their countries, the assumption goes, would no longer be the sites of violence. Therefore, 

since its creation in 1957, the founders of the European Economic Community—as the EU 

was then known—have sought to remove legislative and administrative barriers against the 

free movement of goods, labour, services, and capital—the ‘four freedoms’ (Dinan 2005). At 

the dawn of the third millennium, the European policymakers introduced a new freedom—the 

free movement of knowledge—to signal their ambition to transform the Union into one of the 

most competitive knowledge-based economies in the world. Since 2007 the European 

Commission has promoted a ‘fifth freedom’ as integral to a ‘European Research Area’, that 

would be a key element of the ‘single market for the 21
st
 century Europe’ (European 

Commission 2007, p. 1). In May 2015 the Council of Ministers
1
 reaffirmed this vision, stating 

that ‘the ERA [European Research Area] is one of the cornerstones of the Innovation Union 

flagship initiative and is a crucial component of the Europe 2020 Strategy’ (Council of the 

European Union 2015, p. 4).  

 

The European Research Area (ERA) has, however, been a European project since before 2007. 

Writing about the early years of European research policy cooperation, André (2006) argued 

that the idea of a ‘common scientific space’ has been in circulation since 1973 when the then 

European Commissioner for Research presented a working programme setting out this 

concept. The idea failed to gain traction at the time among the member states for a variety of 

reasons, but notably because they had different priorities in research policies and, crucially, 

scientific research was often tied to the development of national defence and security. It was 

against this legacy that the European Commission launched the European Research Area in 

January 2000 to address what it described as the declining state of research in Europe 

(European Commission 2000). If we examine the initiatives for realising the fifth freedom in 

the European Research area, we would find that European policy actors devoted tremendous 

efforts to addressing the existing policy and administrative practices that are supposedly 

hindering the circulation of knowledge workers.  

 

The EU member states supported the idea of the European Research Area and endorsed the 

Open Method of Coordination (OMC) to be the modus operandi for its establishment. The 

OMC
2
 is a form of voluntary coordination and classically consists of four steps: (1) adopting 

guidelines and timetables for reaching common objectives; (2) developing indicators and 

benchmarks for assessing best practices; (3) translating European guidelines into national and 

regional policies; and (4) carrying out periodic monitoring for mutual learning. It is different 

from the Community Method, which is the form of EU policymaking for most of the policy 

http://www.routledge.com/


2 
 

sectors. Under the Community Method of policymaking, the European Commission proposes 

legislation, the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament debate and amend the 

Commission proposal, and the European Court of Justice adjudicates any disputes after its 

adoption. Decisions on policies are generally reached through qualified majority voting, and 

outcomes are generally binding on all the participating member states. By contrast, the OMC 

involves a variety of policy actors inside and outside of the formal and core EU decision-

making channels. The idea of the OMC, according to Hartlapp (2009, pp. 1-2), is to ‘stimulate 

policy learning, bringing positive innovation and expansion compared with the classical forms 

of regulation with all their limitations’. Nearly all instruments associated with the 

establishment of the European Research Area would share these features. 

 

This chapter examines the initiatives implemented through the OMC for achieving a key 

policy priority for the European Research Area—‘open, transparent and merit based 

recruitment practices with regard to research positions’ (Council of the European Union 2015, 

p. 6). Specifically, it looks at the implementation of the European Charter for Researchers and 

the Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers (the Charter and Code) (European 

Commission 2005) through the Human Resources Strategy. In doing so, this chapter 

illuminates the real difficulties in removing mobility barriers to free movement of knowledge 

even in a region experienced in this very task. European policymakers believe that practising 

open recruitment would make Europe an attractive destination for research and innovation. 

This policy priority is rooted in the assumption that Europe needs knowledge workers to be 

competitive in the global knowledge economy, a policy belief found elsewhere in the world as 

several chapters in this volume also show (see Noori this volume; Paul & Long this volume). 

What is generally missing from the political and policy discourse, as well as the academic 

analysis of global higher education, is the role of research administrators in these 

developments. Indeed, beyond the general discussion of the growth or ‘bloat’ of research 

administration in modern universities, there is little analysis and conceptualisation of how 

research administrators are involved in the shaping of higher education policies that affect 

core practices in universities, such as the recruitment of faculty and research staff. This 

chapter shows that a ‘bloated’ administration with its cadre of non-academic personnel and 

growing resources at its disposal is essential to facilitate the free movement of knowledge in 

the contemporary world. 

 

In other words, in order to understand the apparent isomorphism of university practices 

around the world we need to pay much greater attention to the role that research 

administrators play in the global higher education landscape. Unlike the university presidents 

and rectors who steer the overall mission of the university, or the academics who teach the 

students and perform the research, research administrators oversee most of the daily 

operations concerning research in higher education institutions. These invisible workers 

collect the metrics to report to the external bodies calculating national and global university 

rankings (see Erkillä this volume). They are the key channels through which reforms 

concerning how to improve research output and impact are communicated from university 

and departmental leadership to faculty members. For faculty in resource-strapped departments 

and universities, research administrators have the crucial role of assisting academics with 

navigating national and international research grant application processes. Put simply, they 

are integral to the contemporary global higher education landscape. In the case of the EU, 

research administrators have an unusual role in the policy process: they directly participate in 

formulating and implementing several supranational reforms for universities. This is a unique 

development because governments have traditionally been the interlocutor between EU and 

domestic institutions, especially when it comes to policy formulation and implementation. 
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This chapter describes how research administrators in Europe emerged as the EU-level policy 

actors charged with negotiating and affecting the rules and practices concerning how higher 

education institutions recruit researchers. 

 

The analysis outlined below shows that the rise of research administrators as policy actors at 

the supranational-level is shaped by several related forces: the on-going integration process 

unique to Europe; the international drive to transform national and regional economies from 

one based on labour to one based on knowledge; and the growing international competition 

for the best and brightest scientific minds. Contrary to what the European Commission 

envisaged, these research administrators did not share a set of beliefs that were manifested in 

common discourse about the desirability of the free movement of knowledge and researchers. 

Rather, it was a network of individuals representing organisations with particular institutional 

histories, different levels of resources and manpower, and diverse constraints on their overall 

capacity to effect intended programmatic change. The European Commission anticipated that 

the participating research administrators would make up a policy community of like-minded 

professionals who, when brought together, would engage in the exercise of ‘collective 

puzzling’ over how to best realise the fifth freedom. Ultimately, the European Commission 

sought a paradigm shift: from fragmentation to unification of the diverse research systems in 

Europe that would work together towards making European economies globally competitive 

and improving the knowledge levels of European societies.  

 

The findings in this chapter reveal that three sets of obstacles blocked the coming together of 

European research systems where knowledge producers would circulate freely. First, these 

research administrators represented fundamentally different institutions, and these differences 

limited the extent to which best practices from one type of institution can be used in another 

with an entirely different organisational structure and mission. Second, the non-binding nature 

of these initiatives did little to discourage existing differences in researcher recruitment 

practices. And third, the change in format and organisers, who lacked the substantive 

knowledge of the measures being implemented at the outset, contributed to the endurance of 

existing differences. Together, these factors provided administrators with the opportunities to 

steer ideas and institutional interests between supranational, national, and institutional levels. 

Hence, the European higher education landscape remains uneven, reflecting the diversity of 

these systems shaped by history and the personalities and ambitions of those who worked in 

these higher education systems.  

 

Data, methods, and analytical approach 

 

The analysis in this chapter relies on three sets of data. First, it uses publicly accessible 

documents from the European Commission and the Council of the European Union to identify 

the official rationale, as well as concrete measures, for establishing the European Research 

Area. Using published academic studies, it situates this discussion in the broader context of 

European research and higher education policy cooperation and European integration. 

 

Second, the analysis is informed by 30 semi-structured interviews with officials in the 

Council of Ministers and in the European Commission (Directorates-General in Research and 

Innovation; in Home Affairs; in Education; in Employment) carried out by the author in May-

September 2009, May-July 2010, July 2014, and in May-June 2015. These interviews are part 

of a larger on-going study about researcher mobility in Europe and Southeast Asia. Beginning 

with general questions on regional developments (e.g. what is the European Research Area 

and what are the main barriers to mobility?), the interviewees were then asked about the 
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respective processes and policy dossiers they oversaw. Since 2010, the policy portfolio on the 

Human Resources Strategy—a key initiative for establishing open and transparent researcher 

recruitment procedure—was transferred at least three times; the author interviewed all three 

sets of European Commission policy officers responsible for its implementation. After some 

explicitly requested that the interviews be off-the-record, the author decided to give all 

interviewees anonymity and only refers to their institutional affiliation when using interview 

data—an accepted practice in political science.  

 

Third, the body of the analysis stems from participant observation of three implementation 

sessions of the Human Resources Strategy of Cohort 1
3
. The meetings observed took place in 

Maribor, Slovenia (September 2010), Oslo, Norway (May 2011), and in Palermo, Italy (April 

2012).
4
 Two earlier meetings had taken place in Warwick, UK (September 2009) and 

Heidelberg, Germany (February 2010). Although common to ethnographic studies, 

participation observation is a method that is rarely used in political science research (Bruyn 

1963; Jorgensen 1989). This is because, first and foremost, participant observation requires 

access.
5
 For a variety of reasons, live political negotiations and policy implementation are 

generally inaccessible to non-policymakers. But participant observation is especially suitable 

to studying policy learning as part of the OMC process—also referred to as ‘experience-

induced’ change processes—because it offers a number of advantages. For instance, the 

researcher could observe if other participants were persuaded by the exchanges rather than 

rely on participant recollection, subsequently gathered through surveys or interviews. 

Similarly, the researcher could identify which ‘best practices’ were supported or rejected by 

other participants. With participant observation over time (e.g. attending several sessions), the 

researcher could see if there are any changes to the organisational set-up and whether these 

changes triggered, hindered, or did not alter learning. Put simply, participant observation 

gives researchers the immediate access to the very processes that are meant to induce policy 

learning. Part of the contribution of this study is thus its unique method. Most scholars 

studying ‘experience-induced’ change processes rely on more static and second-hand data 

sources: documents (archival, existing studies and primary documents); interviews (semi-

structured, expert); questionnaires; and statistics (national, international, and supranational 

sources, such as Eurobarometer) (cf. Koch & Lindenthal 2011; Lange & Alexiadou 2010; 

Nedergaard 2007; Radaelli 2008, 2009).  

 

During the implementation sessions, the author took detailed notes of the proceeding and 

discussions with other participants. These notes were transcribed immediately at the end of 

the day, or after the respective sessions when time allowed. When referencing data from the 

implementation sessions, a coding scheme was developed to refer to the date of observation 

(e.g. ‘Observations 24-04-12’). In addition, the author had access to documents—agendas, 

presentations, descriptive reports, and news clippings—circulated to participating research 

administrators. When referencing these materials, the title of the document, if any, is noted 

along with the date of access on SINAPSE, which is a ‘web communication platform offering 

tools to promote a better use of expertise in EU policy making and governance’
6
. The 

European Commission created a SINAPSE
7
 community specific for the research administrators 

involved in the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy to ‘facilitate the exchange 

of documents…and for storing them in a coherent, easily accessible manner’ (general 

description, SINAPSE 09-06-15). Together, the multiple data sources and methods were used to 

describe how research administrators learn and explain the ways in which European policy 

actors sought to attract more researchers to Europe and to the scientific career. 
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The notion of learning is key to the way that the OMC process has been enacted in different 

higher education institutions across Europe. The concept of learning is important because it 

allows us to ask questions, not just about institutional willingness, but also about institutional 

implementation and transformation. In 2015, the European Commission celebrated the 10
th

 

anniversary of the Charter and Code; some 660 organisations from 39 countries in Europe and 

beyond have endorsed these principles.
8
 Among these, some 229 universities and research 

institutions have been acknowledged
9
, with the UK (91 institutions) and Spain (29 institutions) 

leading with the most institutions awarded the logo, indicating that they have successfully 

completed several steps in the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy. According 

to the policy officer overseeing this process in 2015, while only eleven institutions have so far 

completed all five steps of the Human Resources Strategy when the framework contract for 

the evaluation expired, more institutions have lined up to complete Step 5. But these statistics 

tell us very little about what the institutions actually took away from these implementation 

sessions (i.e. learning) and what changes they brought about. Addressing these issues is 

important because it confirms or rejects the presence of institutional transformation. In turn, 

detecting institutional transformation would suggest that some of the efforts behind realising 

the fifth freedom in Europe have been successful. This would mean that the terrain of 

European higher education is becoming less differentiated than before the implementation of 

the Human Resources Strategy. Engaging with the policy learning literature therefore enables 

us to develop a deeper understanding of the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy 

and its impacts, if any, on the ways that universities and research institutions in Europe recruit 

researchers. 

 

The social science literature on policy learning is vast (Eising 2002; Kerber & Eckardt 2007; 

May 1992; Meseguer 2005; Radaelli 2009; Stone 1999). The literature differentiates at least 

three types of learning. According to Bennett and Howlett (1992), there is governmental 

learning, which occurs when civil servants and policymakers accumulate ‘intelligence’ that 

ultimately leads to organisational change. Organisational change refers to the adaptation of 

existing organisational behaviour or values to new ones. The second strand of learning 

Bennett and Howlett (1992) propose is lesson-drawing. This happens when members of a 

policy network collectively, and explicitly, begin and complete a process of knowledge 

acquisition. The basic assumption in lesson-drawing is that policy challenges are rarely 

unique to any country (Rose 1991, p. 4; 1993); policymakers simply need to look elsewhere 

for ‘inspiration’ (Freeman 2008, p. 376). In lesson-drawing, policymakers develop knowledge 

about specific instruments that ultimately lead to programme change, which are specific to the 

policy sector. The third strand of learning is social learning (Bennett & Howlett 1992). This 

process occurs when policy communities engage in ‘collective puzzling’ (Heclo 1978) 

concerning the grand challenges confronting society. Hall (1993, p. 278) defines social 

learning as ‘a deliberate attempt to adjust the goals or techniques of policy in response to past 

experience and new information. Learning is indicated when policy changes as the result of 

such a process’. Here, ideas—such as the free movement of knowledge—are central to the 

learning process and, Bennett and Howlett (1992) argue, is what the policy communities learn. 

Effects of social learning culminate in a paradigm shift, which is enduring and ingrained.  

 

It is difficult to determine a priori which learning process is unfolding, if at all. Bennett and 

Howlett propose these three strands of learning as a heuristic device for those interested in 

studying learning processes. Given that the European Commission explicitly designed the 

implementation of the Human Resources Strategy as a learning process, we can reasonably 

assume that learning could be a potential and observable outcome. For our purpose, Bennett 

and Howlett’s learning ideal types will act as templates we hold up to see if the design and 
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enactment of the Human Resources Strategy could be described as fitting a particular learning 

type. Empirically, if we find that the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy has 

triggered any or all three modes of learning, we could conclude that researcher recruitment 

practices in Europe may be undergoing transformation. Such transformation suggests that the 

global higher education landscape could be becoming isomorphic through concerted policy 

and administrative coordination.  

 

Establishing an ‘open, transparent and merit based recruitment’ for researchers 

 

In March 2005, the European Commission adopted the European Charter for Researchers and 

the Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers (European Commission 2005). The 

Charter and Code is a set of 40 principles that addressed the many career barriers identified in 

the Mobility Strategy for the European Research Area (European Commission 2001). 

According to the European Commission, Europe needed some 700,000 researchers by 2010 to 

be competitive in the global knowledge economy (European Commission 2004). For the 

period of 2010-2020, it proposed a new target of one million researchers (European 

Commission 2014). These figures were derived through a complex calculation for achieving 

the so-called Barcelona target, which the European policymakers set as 3% of the Gross 

Domestic Product for research and development. For achieving these targets concerning 

researchers, the European Commission promoted and adopted two types of measures: (a) 

those to attract foreign scientists to come and work in the EU (e.g. Scientific Visa), and (b) 

those to make research career an attractive career pathway for those contemplating this option, 

as well as for those who have already embarked on a scientific career or who are considering 

pursing other professions. Underpinning these policy efforts is the global knowledge economy 

assumption that knowledge—and more knowledge—is the key to competitiveness. Bringing 

knowledge workers to Europe to generate more knowledge is thus the overall policy thrust. 

 

The Charter and Code was one measure adopted by the EU with the aim of making research 

careers attractive. In general, the Charter aims to ‘ensure that the nature of the relationship 

between the researchers and employers or funders is conducive to successful performance […] 

and to the career of researchers’.
10

 Specifically, the Charter elaborated the ‘roles, 

responsibilities and entitlement’ for researchers and employers (see Table 8.1). For instance, 

the Charter called for scientists to conduct research for the ‘good of mankind’ while 

recognising the ‘limitations’ of experimental research. Similarly, the Charter urged employers 

to aim for a ‘representative gender balance at all levels of staff’ and to recognise different 

forms of mobility—geographical, inter-sectoral, and disciplinary—and their values. The Code, 

on the other hand, set out the ‘general principles and requirements’ of the recruitment process 

and addressed only the employers and funders of researchers (see Table 8.2). The institutions 

and employers that adhere to the Code ‘openly demonstrate their commitment to act in a 

responsible and respectable way and to provide fair framework conditions to researchers, with 

a clear intention to contribute to the advancement of the European Research Area’.
11

 For 

example, the Code asked the employers to not penalise career breaks when reviewing 

applicant CVs and to ensure that members of selection committees are representative (e.g. in 

gender and in nationality). The Directorate-General for Research of the European 

Commission drafted the Charter and Code in 2003 and, in 2004, carried out a wide 

stakeholder consultation before its adoption in 2005.  

 

 

[Table 8.1 about here] 
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[Table 8.2 about here] 

 

 

Similar to the idea of a ‘common scientific space’, the idea for an instrument like the Charter 

and Code had a long history. According to an interviewee in the European Commission’s 

Directorate-General for Research who was responsible for implementing these principles, 

discussions for a measure like the Charter and Code had been on-going within the European 

Commission since the 1980s, but it was not until the late 1990s that these talks crystallised 

into ‘policy form’. The negotiations for the EU Sixth Framework Programme—the main 

supranational funding instrument for research (now renamed Horizon 2020, its eighth 

iteration)—enabled this to occur. Specifically, the negotiations at the time revolved around 

how Europe can open up to the world—a discussion that very likely reflected European 

concerns with the lagging performance of European universities in the global university 

rankings, and the rise of China as a main competitor in the global knowledge economy. 

Although we know little about the contents of the discussions in the 1980s, we know that the 

European Commission originally formulated the Charter and Code as an instrument primarily 

for European researchers (European Commission 2003, p. 23). If it retained this original 

formulation, the framing of the Charter and Code would be incompatible with the reforms that 

EU member states adopted for the Sixth Framework Programme (i.e. opening up Europe). 

What the long histories of the Charter and Code, and the European Research Area, tell us is 

that while many ideas are in circulation in the policy world at any given time, specific ideas 

gain currency when the broader context opens the policy window that points to the necessity 

of particular ideas for particular reasons. It is therefore essential to unpack the context against 

which proposals are made and accepted.   

 

By 2008, the European Commission recognised that support actions were needed to make the 

implementation of the Charter and Code a reality. At this point, its generic statements (see 

Tables 8.1 and 8.2) made implementing the Charter and Code difficult. For example, it was 

unclear whether the EU member states or, given the institutional autonomy of universities, the 

higher education institutions should implement the Charter and Code. For those institutions 

that endorsed the Charter and Code during the early years, they had to interpret the overall fit 

between these principles and their own. The non-binding nature of the measure certainly did 

not help with the uptake, especially when the incentives—in reputational or financial support 

terms—for doing so were not overwhelming. Confronted with this situation, in 2008 the 

European Commission launched the Human Resources Strategy for Researchers—with the 

difficult acronym of HRS4R. The Human Resources Strategy outlined a five-step process that 

encouraged participating institutions to evaluate their progress. In Step 1, using a template the 

European Commission designed (see Table 8.3), institutions would carry out a gap analysis, 

which identified areas in their researcher recruitment practices that deviated from the Charter 

and Code principles. This template identified four sets of information that the European 

Commission considered essential: relevant legislation (permitting or impeding 

implementation of the principle), existing rules or practices of the institution, actions required 

for implementation, and when or who was responsible for putting this principle into practice.  

 

 

[Table 8.3 about here] 
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In Step 2, the participating institution would publish its gap analysis on its own website. The 

gap analysis must be in English, but it could be in an abbreviated version. By posting the gap 

analysis online, the university makes a publically visible commitment to improve its 

recruitment practices, more specifically, and its human resource policy, more generally. In 

Step 3, the European Commission policy officer would examine the submitted gap analysis 

and would recommend that the institution be awarded the logo if the results were ‘satisfying’. 

During the period of participant observation (2010-2012), the author observed that there was 

no consensus among the participants and the European Commission as to what the logo ought 

to symbolise (see exchange between the participants about the logo usage at the 2010 Maribor 

implementation session). According to the European Commission, the logo is the European 

Commission’s ‘seal of approval’ to ‘identify the institutions and organisations as providers 

and supporters of a stimulating and favourable working environment’
12

. Finally, the 

participating institution would carry out a self-evaluation every two years (Step 4) and an 

external evaluation every four years (Step 5). These five steps reflect the overall flexibility of 

instrument implementation through the Open Method of Coordination. 

 

In May 2010, during an interview with the European Commission policy officer responsible 

for implementing the Human Resources Strategy at the time, the author was told that 

transformation could be taking place. It was explained that ‘strong interactions’ between the 

European Commission and the participating institutions during Steps 1-3 changed the role of 

the former from a mere ‘supporter’ to an ‘instructor’ and ‘interpreter’ of what the principles of 

the Charter and Code meant (e.g. what is considered a ‘good’ composition for the recruitment 

selection committee). If confirmed, this would be significant because it would demonstrate 

that the European Commission has far more influence than what its treaty competence suggest 

(cf. Jørgensen, Oberthür & Shahin 2011; Riddervold & Sjursen 2012). This policy officer also 

said that participating institutions were ‘enthusiastic to learn’ about whether ‘what they have 

been doing is right or wrong’. This remark directly taps into the core debate concerning the 

voluntary nature of the OMC and its capacity to generate learning effects (cf. Kerber & 

Eckardt 2007; Radaelli 2008). The section below describes the type of learning the European 

Commission intended and the type of learning the implementation sessions actually generated. 

 

Implementing the European Human Resources Strategy for Researchers (2010-2012)  

 

The European Commission designed the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy as 

a social learning process that could ultimately lead to a paradigm shift in how European 

universities recruit research staff. It did so in two ways. First, the European Commission 

explicitly invited institutions that already championed the idea of good human resource policy 

and practice—such as Vitae (a UK-based international programme ‘dedicated to active career 

learning and development’) and the Research Council of Norway—to be members of the first 

cohort. In comparison, it convened subsequent cohorts through open calls. The deliberate 

selection of which institutions would make up the first ‘Human Resources Strategy 

Community’ indicates that it is very likely the European Commission believed this shared 

feature could foster implementation success. One key element, however, stood in the way. In 

practice the members of the ‘Human Resources Strategy Community’ represented institutions 

that were very different. For instance, the 43 organisations making up the first cohort 

belonged to one of six institutional types (examples in parenthesis): higher education 

institutions (University of Oslo); research institutes (IMDEA Water); research funders 

(Research Council of Norway); multiplier-researcher employer (European Science 

Foundation); multipliers (Marie Curie Fellows Association); umbrella organisations (The 

Rectors’ Conference of Swiss Universities). The policy officers from the European 
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Commission’s Directorate-General for Research planned and led the implementation sessions 

up until 2010 when consultants from Deloitte Policy and Evaluation Services took over this 

role.
13

 As will be elaborated further below, participant observation showed that this 

heterogeneity resulted in the lack of a common perspective concerning how participants could 

collectively enact best practices in researcher recruitment (Observations 29-10-10; 

Observations 23-05-11; Observations 24-04-12). 

 

Second, the European Commission attempted to generate social learning by limiting access to 

SINAPSE—a one-stop shop for documents and e-communication functions—to only the 

members of the ‘Human Resources Strategy Community’. SINAPSE contained ‘e-debate’ 

functions for ‘discussion and surveys’, as well as a library for archiving all meeting agendas, 

presentation slides, meeting summaries, newspaper interviews, institutional gap analyses and 

promotional materials. The European Commission’s decision to make the ‘Human Resources 

Strategy Community’ a closed community rather than an open one suggested that it assumed 

participants were more likely to share their ideas and exchange frank debates if they were not 

open to public scrutiny. But in practice SINAPSE became merely an online archive for a variety 

of reasons. For one participant, ‘SINAPSE is not too flexible for quick response and quick 

communication’ (Observations 29-10-10). Even the European Commission and Deloitte 

organisers circulated meeting agendas and communicated with the participants through email. 

Another participant had simply forgotten his password for logging on to the SINAPSE platform 

(Observations 29-10-10). The expansion of cohort membership—across cohorts (from one to 

four) and within cohorts (doubling delegates from one to two meant that the first cohort had 

93 registered participants) (‘List of members and representatives-HRS4R First Cohort-status 

06-07-2012’, SINAPSE 09-06-15)—also made the SINAPSE ‘Human Resources Strategy 

Community’ a less intimate community. These observations point to the friction between the 

design and enactment of the Human Resources Strategy, which was also visible during the 

implementation sessions. 

 

Participant observation of three Human Resources Strategy implementation sessions in 2010-

2012 revealed that participants primarily drew lessons on various aspects specific to the 

Charter and Code. The participants in the implementation sessions were administrators 

responsible for either researcher recruitment or the internationalisation
14

 of their institutions. 

The European Commission allocated resources for five implementation sessions for Cohort 

1.
15

 Each session had a designated theme that roughly corresponded with the five steps of the 

Human Resources Strategy. For instance, the author’s first meeting at Maribor in 2010 was 

the third meeting and that session focussed on how to complete the gap analysis and obtain 

the logo (Observations 29-10-10). The Maribor session began with an exchange about why 

the acknowledged institutions were not using the logo. According to an Italian delegate, her 

institution found it difficult to transmit the ‘right’ message the logo supposedly exemplified 

(Observations 29-10-10). She referred to the logo’s tagline—‘HR Excellence in Research’—

and explained that it was ‘hard to translate this “message”’ (Observations 29-10-10). The 

Swiss delegate offered another explanation: his institution’s web-master did not want to put 

the logo on the homepage because ‘something else was already there’—the logo clashed with 

the institutional design and colour (Observations 29-10-10). A Greek delegate explained that 

his institution only used the logo when referring to human resource and mobility issues, not 

on all the institutional documents as the European Commission had encouraged (Observations 

29-10-10). This exchange illuminates institutional behaviour at the moments of friction: 

institutions are more likely to maintain existing practices even when the proposed measure 

was supposed to promote the institution to the world.  
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Participant observation of the 2010 Maribor implementation session revealed that the 

participants were mostly interested to learn from one another what had worked well for others 

performing similar tasks (Observations 29-10-10). Four participants presented the steps their 

institutions had taken to complete their gap analysis, which ranged from key informant 

interviews and stakeholder workshops to questionnaires. During the questions-and-answers 

segment, participants were eager to seek clarifications from the presenters about various 

aspects of their gap analysis experience. For instance, one Spanish institution surveyed its 

researchers about what they considered as best practices in researcher recruitment and 

received a response rate of 100% (Observations 29-10-10). This response rate piqued a lot 

interest; specifically, other participants wanted to know how to secure such an outcome 

(Observations 29-10-10). The Spanish delegate explained that it was a combination of the age 

and size of her institution: the institution was less than five years old and had less than forty 

researchers working there at the time (Observations 29-10-10). According to this Spanish 

participant, being a new institution meant that there was a lot of flexibility to engage 

researchers in the institutional decision-making process (Observations 29-10-10). The 

majority of the researchers at this Spanish institution had either recently obtained their PhDs 

or just completed their postdoctoral research—the Spanish delegate attributed their status in 

the scientific career as motivating their engagement and interests in human resources issues 

(Observations 29-10-10). It was common for participants, in other words, to share lessons that 

could not be generalised into a best practice because the examples they shared were usually 

highly specific to the individual institutions. 

 

Participants of the first cohort admired the progress that some institutions—such as the 

Spanish institution—had made throughout the implementation sessions, but they also pointed 

to the general non-transferability of some best practices due to the differences in their national 

legal tradition, their institutional structure, size, and researcher population (Observations 29-

10-10; Observations 23-05-11). According to the European Commission policy officer, other 

cohorts had raised similar concerns about the ‘most different institution’ format used in earlier 

sessions (Observations 24-04-12). These participant feedbacks led to the re-organisation of 

some breakout sessions for Cohort 1 at the final meeting in Palermo in 2012 (Observations 

24-04-12). At the 2012 Palermo meeting, the Deloitte organisers assigned the delegates 

according to the ‘most similar institution’ principle. Thus, the funders were grouped together; 

small universities were with other small universities and so on. The author asked the Deloitte 

organisers about their decision to do so and was told that ‘Institutions of a different kind do 

not share the same challenges’ (Observations 24-04-12). This remark highlights how policy 

intentions—even those supported by resources and organisational planning—rarely lead to the 

desired outcome without some adjustments during the enactment process. Indeed, even 

though the delegates wanted to identify which lessons to take back to their institutions, they 

faced barriers in doing so. These exchanges point to the tremendous policy and administrative 

efforts that go into the free movement of knowledge—efforts that are generally missing in 

discussions about the globalisation of higher education. 

 

Participants drew fewer lessons, if any, about the Charter and Code at the fourth and fifth 

implementation sessions in Oslo (2011) and in Palermo (2012) respectively. Participant 

observation identified several changes that contributed to altering the extent of lesson-drawing 

at these meetings (Observations 23-05-11; Observations 24-04-12). The change in the total 

number of participants—from 32 at Maribor to nearly triple that figure in Oslo and Palermo—

made collective discussions difficult. As the author observed at the Maribor meeting, 

spontaneous exchanges of questions-and-answers involving all participants sparked lesson-

drawing between them (Observations 29-10-10). To accommodate all participants at the 
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fourth meeting, the delegates gathered in a large auditorium at the University of Oslo with a 

cascade seating arrangement, which did not facilitate collective group conversation. The 

seating arrangement improved at the final meeting in Palermo in 2012 (Observations 24-04-

12). While participants sat in a smaller auditorium with non-cascade seating, still 

comparatively fewer delegates participated in the informal questions-and-answers exchanges 

than at the 2010 Maribor session (Observations 24-04-12). The author observed that the 

participants had many questions about multiple aspects of the sessions, but they raised them 

primarily at the breakout sessions where they met in a smaller pre-assigned group 

(Observations 23-05-11; Observations 24-04-12). These observations showed that discussions 

tend to engage more participants when they talked in smaller and more informal groups about 

their experiences. These discussions were generally more detailed and reflective of participant 

experiences in researcher recruitment. 

 

The change in leadership of the implementation sessions in 2011 from the European 

Commission to the Deloitte team significantly contributed to first cohort participants drawing 

fewer lessons about the Charter and Code at the last two meetings. Participant observation 

revealed that this came about due to two noticeable changes associated with the Deloitte 

leadership: change in the language of communication and change in working methods 

(Observations 23-05-11). While the communication was still in English, it reflected the jargon 

commonly associated with companies and management. For instance, the 2011 Oslo meeting 

was headlined as a ‘Mutual Learning Seminar’ and participants were referred to as ‘mutual 

learners’ (Observations 23-05-11). In comparison, the 2010 Maribor session was simply 

called the ‘Institutional Human Resources Strategy Group 3
rd

 Working Meeting’ and 

participants were merely ‘participants’ (SINAPSE 09-08-15). At the 2011 Oslo session, the 

author joined the working group tasked with identifying ‘crucial success factors’; the theme 

for the second day was ‘enriched knowledge sessions’ (Observations 23-05-11). Participants 

were reminded that the objectives of the 2011 Oslo meeting were to enable a ‘continuous 

improvement process’, develop a self-assessment ‘toolkit’, reinforce ‘team spirits’, and foster 

‘network effects’ (SINAPSE 17-08-11). These objectives were meant to implement principles 

for good researcher recruitment practices, but the author saw that many participants did not 

understand the jargon (Observations 23-05-11). Most of the discussions in the breakout 

sessions focussed on clarifying what participants were supposed to do (Observations 23-05-

11). The Deloitte organisers also introduced ‘Ten Golden Rules’
16

—posted throughout all 

session rooms—for regulating participant interaction (Observations 23-05-11; Observations 

24-04-12). But the leaders of some breakout sessions at the 2011 Oslo meeting cut-off some 

participants in the middle of their contribution and reminded all to ‘focus on the theme of the 

workshop’ (Observations 24-05-11). Not only did their actions contradict several of the ‘Ten 

Golden Rules’— for instance, ‘3. Everyone has an equal voice’ and ‘4. Listen to others’—

their actions served to illustrate how the change in leadership ultimately also altered the 

dynamics of the implementation sessions.  

 

To pave the way for the leadership change, the European Commission policy officer opened 

the 2011 Oslo session by stressing the importance of informality and the lack of hierarchies—

right before the Deloitte team introduced the five ‘facilitators’ who were to assist in the five 

pre-arranged working sessions (Observations 23-05-11). The facilitators were members of the 

first cohort representing institutions that had advanced the furthest in the steps of the Human 

Resources Strategy—for instance the Spanish delegate discussed above was one of the 

facilitators (Observations 23-05-11). The new working method and the new roles—Deloitte as 

‘organisers’, selected participants as ‘facilitators’, and all others as ‘mutual learners’—created 

a hierarchy previously absent in the implementation sessions. The author saw how the new 
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hierarchy restricted the extent to which members of the first cohort drew lessons from their 

peers at the 2011 Oslo meeting (Observations 23-05-11; Observations 24-05-11). For instance, 

the facilitator in the author’s breakout session did not circulate the room nor contribute to the 

exchanges—he merely sat apart (Observations 23-05-11). When asked to clarify the 

instructions for the tasks to be completed, this facilitator only repeated the instructions given 

by the Deloitte team and told the participants to ‘go to it’ (Observations 23-05-11). The 

Deloitte organisers also contributed little to lesson-drawing at the 2011 Oslo meeting because 

they were unfamiliar at the time with the principles of the Charter and Code—the topic of 

implementation. Indeed, the author heard one of the Deloitte organisers remarking that ‘I 

don’t actually know the content’ (Observations 24-05-11). This was especially problematic 

because the Deloitte organisers were supposed to be the instructors of the implementation 

sessions. These observations showed that when new changes—in membership, leadership, 

working methods, or communication language—were introduced, the participants drew fewer 

lessons because they needed to adjust to these new changes in the first instance, which also 

ultimately occupied most of the time slots designated to the implementation sessions. 

 

At the end of the five implementation sessions for the first cohort, it remains unclear whether 

the lessons drawn by the participants amounted to any discernible transformation of sectoral 

practices. While participant observation revealed that there were several new developments—

changes in implementation leadership, communication language, and working methods—that 

contributed to affecting the lesson-drawing processes the author observed at the 2010 Maribor 

meeting, participant observation also suggested that these developments did not lead to 

unlearning. Indeed, at the final implementation meeting at Palermo in 2012, the author saw 

the participants adapting to the new working method and communication language the 

Deloitte team introduced (Observations 24-04-12). These observations indicate the overall 

robustness of the Human Resources Strategy and its success as a dialogue platform between 

European policymakers and research administrators. Through these interactive sessions, 

administrators from higher education institutions and research institutes in Europe emerged as 

policy actors at the supranational-level. This may be, indeed, the most important lesson 

learned for those interested in contemporary global higher education developments. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In the last two decades, policymakers around the world became increasingly attentive to the 

importance of higher education for domestic and regional economies. This chapter examined 

EU efforts to create a common scientific space within which knowledge and its producers 

would circulate freely to generate further knowledge and even innovation. In 2005, the 

European Commission adopted the ‘European Charter for Researchers and the Code of 

Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers’ as a recommendation to the EU member states. 

The Charter and Code set a baseline for good practices in research and in the recruitment of 

research staff. The member states acknowledged the Charter and Code to be a positive policy 

development even though they did not adopt any implementation measures to put these 

principles into practice. By 2008, the European Commission recognised that further action 

was needed and decided to launch the Human Resource Strategy to assist universities and 

research institutions throughout the region to implement the Charter and Code. As a result of 

this shift in target audience, research administrators emerged as policy actors at the EU-

level—roles that are traditionally reserved for government officials. Analysing the 

implementation sessions of the Human Resource Strategy, this chapter revealed the collective 

policy and administrative efforts that go into supporting researcher mobility in Europe, as 

well as the real difficulties in ensuring their free movement in practice. 
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The European Commission designed the Human Resource Strategy as an implementation 

instrument that was supposed to bring together a policy community of professionals who 

would share common beliefs concerning best practices for researcher recruitment and the 

overall desirability of free movement of knowledge in Europe. But instrument design rarely 

yields the direct outcomes sought—in this case, the ultimate outcome sought was a paradigm 

shift that would reduce the fragmentation of European research systems and bring about their 

unification towards making Europe a globally competitive knowledge economy. In practice, 

these research administrators represented a heterogeneous group of institutions. For instance, 

in size—some institutions have less than forty researchers, while others have thousands; and 

in terms of manpower and resource capacity—some institutions have designated research 

support offices staffed with specialised personnel, while others allocated these tasks to one 

administrator who oversaw other aspects of university life. Similarly, these institutions have 

very distinct histories and legacies that determined what are appropriate and acceptable 

practices in researcher recruitment. These histories and legacies, as Gornitza (2013) tells us 

(cf. Chou, Kamola & Pietsch this volume), direct the ways in which administrators behave 

towards external and supranational pressures for institutional reforms in the area of researcher 

recruitment and research profession. As a conduit between the supranational and institutional 

levels of operations, administrators can be open and receptive (channelling), highly selective 

(filtering), or closed (buffering) to external pressures.    

 

Participant observation revealed that in Europe, a comparatively highly integrated region, 

there continues to be several worlds of higher education (cf. Pietsch this volume). This 

chapter identified three sets of factors contributing to these developments. First, the non-

binding nature of instruments such as the Charter and Code did not discourage institutions 

from recruiting researchers in similar ways as they have done in the past. Second, institutional 

differences restricted the extent to which best practices from one institution were applicable in 

another with a different organisational composition and resource allocation. And third, the 

introduction of new actors less familiar with the policy substance to lead several 

implementation sessions did little to encourage convergence of recognised best practices in 

researcher recruitment. In sum, the findings from this chapter highlighted the extent to which 

the global higher education landscape remains uneven—indeed, in this case, even after 

explicit policy and administrative efforts were made to minimise these differences. 

 

The emergence of research administrators as policy actors at the EU-level is significant for 

the contemporary understanding of universities and the global higher education landscape in 

several ways. It points to the relevance of transnational politics and the rise of the world’s 

geographical regions and regional organisations in the international competition for the best 

and brightest scientific minds. This suggests some reconfiguration of the role of the state in 

the higher education sector, and its relationship with universities. Future research could map 

the variations of such reconfiguration from examples around the world and across time to 

tease out what they mean for our understanding of governance beyond the state. Thinking 

about research administrators, this chapter also reveals that the increasingly dense connection 

between them, and not just the academics and students, is a defining feature of the current 

global higher education terrain. Future research could look into the extent to which similar 

patterns of cooperation—formal and informal—exist or emerged in other regions through the 

support of its regional organisations. This development has practical implications for those 

universities seeking to achieve ‘world-class’ status because it indicates that robust 

administrative manpower is as equally significant in this undertaking as strong research 

manpower. Last, and perhaps most obviously, it emphasises that academic analyses of global 
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higher education must examine the roles that invisible university workers—such as 

administrators—play in these developments. This chapter has shown that research 

administrators took on different roles at these encounters—these moments of friction (Tsing 

2004): they channelled institutional interests to the supranational-level; they buffered 

European Commission pressures for institutional reform; and they filtered ideas and best 

practices back to their own institutions. It is attending to these different roles that 

administrators take on that we can begin to account for the apparent isomorphism of 

university practices around the world. 

 

 

References 

 

Bennett, CJ & Howlett, M 1992, ‘The lessons of learning: Reconciling theories of policy 

learning and policy change’, Policy Sciences, vol. 25, pp. 275-294. 

 

Chou, M-H 2012, ‘Constructing an Internal Market for Research through Sectoral and Lateral 

Strategies: Layering, the European Commission and the Fifth Freedom’, Journal of European 

Public Policy, vol. 19, no. 7, pp. 1052-1070. 

 

___________2014, ‘The “Republic of Research Administrators” in Europe: how to get the 

researchers moving’, PS: Political Science & Politics, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 612-615. 

 

Council of the European Union 2004, ‘Council Directive on the admission of third-country 

nationals for the purposes of studies, pupil exchanges, unremunerated training or voluntary 

services (114/04)’, Council of the European Union, Brussels. 

 

Council of the European Union 2015, ‘Draft Council conclusions on the European Research 

Area Roadmap 2015-2020 (8975/15)’, Council of the European Union, Brussels. 

 

Dinan, D 2005, Ever Closer Union: An Introduction to European Integration (3
rd

 ed.), Lynne 

Rienner, Boulder CO. 

 

Eising, R 2002, ‘Policy Learning in Embedded Negotiations: Explaining EU Electricity 

Liberalization’, International Organization, vol. 56, no. 1, pp. 85-120. 

 

European Commission 2000, ‘Communication from the Commission to the Council, the 

European Parliament, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions - 

Towards a European research area (6 final)’, Commission, Brussels. 

 

___________2001, ‘Communication on A Mobility Strategy for the European Research Area 

(331 final)’, Commission, Brussels. 

 

___________2003, ‘Communication on Researchers in the European Research Area: One 

Profession, Multiple Careers (436 final)’, Commission, Brussels. 

 

___________2004, ‘Europe needs more scientists: EU blueprint for action (2 April 2004)’, 

Commission, Brussels. 

 

___________2005, ‘Recommendation on the European Charter for Researchers and on a 

Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers (251 final)’, Commission, Brussels. 



15 
 

 

___________2007, ‘A single market for 21st century Europe (724 final)’, Commission, 

Brussels. 

 

___________2008, ‘Communication on Better Careers and More Mobility: A European 

Partnership for Researchers (317 final)’, Commission, Brussels. 

 

___________2014, ‘Researchers’ Report 2014, Final Report’, Deloitte, Brussels. 

 

Freeman, R 2008, ‘Learning in Public Policy’, in M Moran, M Rein & RE Goodin (eds.), The 

Oxford Handbook of Public Policy, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 367-388. 

 

Gornitzka, Å 2013, ‘Channel, Filter or Buffer? National Policy Responses to Global Rankings’ 

in T Erkillä (ed.) Global University Rankings: Challenges for European Higher Education, 

Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, pp. 75-91. 

 

Hall, PA 1993, ‘Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of Economic 

Policymaking in Britain’, Comparative Politics, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 275-296. 

 

Hartlapp, M 2009, ‘Learning about policy learning. Reflections on the European Employment 

Strategy’, European Integration online Papers, vol. 13, no. Special Issue 1, Art. 7. 

 

Heclo, H 1978, ‘Issue Networks and the Executive Establishment’, in A King (ed.), The New 

American Political System, American Enterprise Institute, Washington DC, pp. 413-422. 

 

Idema, T & Keleman, RD 2006, ‘New Modes of Governance, the Open Method of Co-

ordination and Other Fashionable Red Herring’, Perspectives on European Politics and 

Society, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 108-123. 

 

Jørgensen, KE, Oberthür, S & Shahin, J 2011, ‘Introduction: Assessing the EU’s performance 

in international institutions—Conceptual framework and core findings’, Journal of European 

Integration, vol. 33, no. 6, pp. 599-620. 

 

Kaiser, R & Prange, H 2004, ‘Managing diversity in a system of multi-level governance: the 

open method of co-ordination in innovation policy’, Journal of European Public Policy, vol. 

11, no. 2, pp. 249-266. 

 

Kerber, W & Eckardt, M 2007, ‘Policy learning in Europe: the open method of co-ordination 

and laboratory federalism’, Journal of European Public Policy, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 227-247. 

 

Koch, M & Lindenthal, A 2011, ‘Learning within the European Commission: the case of 

environmental integration’, Journal of European Public Policy, vol. 18, no. 7, pp. 980-998. 

 

Lange, B & Alexiadou, N 2010, ‘Policy learning and governance of education policy in the 

EU’, Journal of Education Policy, vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 443-463. 

 

May, PJ 1992, ‘Policy Learning and Failure’, Journal of Public Policy, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 331-

354. 

 



16 
 

McGuinness, N & O’Carroll, C 2010, ‘Benchmarking Europe’s Lab Benches: How 

Successful has the OMC been in Research Policy?’, Journal of Common Market Studies, vol. 

48, no. 2, pp. 293-318. 

 

Meseguer, C 2005, ‘Policy Learning, Policy Diffusion, and the Making of a New Order’, The 

ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, vol. 598, no. 1, pp. 67-82. 

 

Morano-Faodi, S 2008, ‘The Missing Piece of the Lisbon Jigsaw: Is the Open Method of 

Coordination Effective in Relation to the European Research Area?’, European Law Journal, 

vol. 14, no. 5, pp. 635-654. 

 

Nedergaard, P 2007, ‘Maximizing Policy Learning in International Committees: An Analysis 

of the European Open Method of Coordination (OMC) Committees’, Scandinavian Political 

Studies, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 521-546. 

 

Radaelli, CM 2008, ‘Europeanization, Policy Learning, and New Modes of Governance’, 

Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 239-254. 

 

___________2009, ‘Measuring policy learning: regulatory impact assessment in Europe’, 

Journal of European Public Policy, vol. 16, no. 8, pp. 1145-1164. 

 

Riddervold, M & Sjursen, H 2012, ‘Playing into the Hands of the Commission?’, in O Costa 

& KE Jørgensen (eds.), The Influence of International Institutions on the EU, Palgrave 

Macmillan, London, pp. 42-57. 

 

Rose, R 1991, ‘What is Lesson-Drawing?’, Journal of Public Policy, vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 3-30. 

 

___________1993, Lesson-drawing in public policy: a guide to learning across time and 

space, Chatham House, Chatham, NJ. 

 

Stone, D 1999, ‘Learning Lessons and Transferring Policy across Time, Space and 

Disciplines’, Politics, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 51-59. 

 

Tsing, AL 2004, Friction: An Ethnography of Global Connections, Princeton University Press, 

Princeton, NJ. 

 

  



17 
 

Table 8.1: The European Charter for Researchers  

General Principles and Requirements applicable to Researchers 

Research Freedom Research for ‘good of mankind’, but ‘should recognise the 

limitations’ 

Ethical principles ‘Adhere to the recognised ethical practices and fundamental 

principles’ 

Professional 

responsibility 

Avoid plagiarism and duplication of research; delegate to those with 

appropriate competence to complete tasks  

Professional attitude Be ‘familiar with strategic goals governing’ the research 

environment; should inform employers/funders regarding research 

project progress 

Contractual and legal 

obligations 

Be familiar with regulations ‘governing training and/or working 

conditions’ and Intellectual Property Rights  

Accountability Be accountable for usage of funding, and respect research (i.e. data-

collection), ethical and societal principles 

Good practice in 

research 

Respect health and safety regulations; ensure proper back-up of data 

Dissemination, 

exploitation of results 

Ensure dissemination and exploitation of research results either 

through direct communication or commercialised 

Public engagement Communicate research activities to society in non-specialist language 

Relation with 

supervisors 

Researchers in training should establish regular contact with 

supervisors; keep research progress and obtain feedbacks  

Supervision & 

managerial duties 

Senior researchers should be attentive to their leadership roles (as 

supervisor, mentors, project coordinators/leaders…etc.) and enable 

knowledge transfer 

Continuing 

Professional 

development 

Regular improvement of research skills and competences through 

workshops, formal training courses, conferences or e-learning 

General Principles and Requirements applicable to Employers and Funders 

Recognition of the 

profession 

‘All researchers engaged in a research career should be recognised as 

professionals and be treated accordingly’; recognition should start at 

the beginning of the careers  

Non-discrimination ‘Will not discriminate against researchers in any way on the basis of 

gender, age, ethnic, national or social origin, religion or belief, 

language’…etc. 

Research environment Ensure ‘most stimulating research or research training environment’ 

by providing adequate resources, ‘appropriate equipment, facilities 

and opportunities’  

Working conditions Aim ‘to provide working conditions which allow…researchers to 

combine family and work, children and career’; e.g. flexible working 

hours, sabbatical leave 

Stability & 

permanence of 

employment 

Improve ‘stability of employment conditions for researchers’ by 

committing as far as possible in advance 

Funding & salaries Ensure ‘fair and attractive conditions of funding and/or salaries with 

adequate and equitable social security provisions’ for all career 

stages 

Gender balance Aim for ‘a representative gender balance at all levels of staff’  

Career development Within the HR framework, there should be a ‘specific career 
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development strategy for researchers at all stages of their career, 

regardless of their contractual situation’ 

Value of mobility Recognise value of mobility (i.e. geographical, inter-sectoral, 

disciplinary, virtual); this needs administrative instruments for grant 

and social security portability 

Access to training & 

continuous 

development 

Provide ‘opportunity for professional development and for improving 

[researcher] employability through access to measures’ for 

‘continuing development of skills’ 

Access to career 

advice 

Provide ‘career advice and job placement assistance’ for all 

researchers 

Intellectual Property 

Rights 

Clarify which rights belong to researchers and/or their 

employers/funders; should ensure researchers ‘reap the benefits’ of 

their results 

Co-authorship Encourage co-authorship as ‘evidence of a constructive approach’ to 

research 

Supervision Clearly identify supervisor responsible for early-stage researchers 

Teaching Teaching is essential in a research career, but should not be excessive 

Evaluation/appraisal  Introduce evaluation/appraisal systems for assessing professional 

performance 

Complaints/appeals Establish impartial channels for complaints and appeals 

Participation in 

decision-making 

bodies 

Encourage researcher to participate in the institution’s information, 

consultation and decision-making bodies  

Recruitment Clearly specify entry and admission standards for researchers  

Source: European Commission (2005) 
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Table 8.2: The Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers  

General Principles and Requirements for the Code of Conduct 

Recruitment Establish recruitment procedures that are open, efficient, 

transparent, supportive and internally comparable 

Selection Selection committee should be diverse (gender, nationality, 

public/private sector) 

Transparency Applicants should be informed of recruitment criteria prior to 

selection, and be informed of strengths and weaknesses afterwards 

Judging merit Quantitative and qualitative indicators should be used for judging 

Variations in the CV 

order 

Career breaks ‘should not be penalised’; applicants should ‘be 

allowed to submit evidence-based CVs’ 

Recognition of mobility  ‘Any mobility experience…should be considered as a valuable 

contribution’ 

Recognition of 

qualification 

Provide appropriate assessment of academic/professional 

qualifications 

Seniority Qualification levels should ‘not be set as a barrier to entry’ 

 

Postdoctoral 

appointments 

‘Postdoctoral status should be transitional, with the primary 

purpose of providing additional professional development 

opportunities for a research career in the context of long term 

career prospects’ 

Source: European Commission (2005) 
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Table 8.3: Standard Template for Implementing the Researcher Charter and Code 

I. Ethical and professional aspects 

Research Freedom Good practice in research 

Ethical principles Dissemination, exploitation of results 

Professional responsibility Public engagement 

Professional attitude Non discrimination  

Contractual and legal obligations Evaluation/appraisal systems 

Accountability 

II. Recruitment  

Recruitment Variations in CV chronological order (Code) 

Recruitment (Code) Recognition of mobility experience (Code) 

Selection (Code) Recognition of qualifications (Code) 

Transparency (Code) Seniority (Code) 

Judging merit (Code) Postdoctoral appointments (Code) 

III. Working conditions and social security 

Recognition of the profession Value of mobility 

Research environment  Access to career advice 

Working conditions  Intellectual Property Rights 

Stability and permanence of employment  Co-authorship 

Funding and salaries Teaching 

Gender balance Complaints/appeals 

Career development  Participation in decision-making bodies 

IV. Training 

Relation with supervisors Access to research training & continuous 

development  Supervision and managerial duties 

Continuing Professional Development  Supervision  

Gap Analysis Items (to be filled out for the 40 principles above)  

Relevant legislation  Existing institutional 

rules and/or practices 

Actions required When/Who 

 

 

   

Source: adapted from template http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/pdf/hrs4r/templateHRstrategy.pdf (last accessed 28 

July 2015) 

 

 

                                                 

* The author wants to thank all the interviewees and first cohort participants of the Human 

Resources Strategy for their time and input, and Isaac Kamola and Tamson Pietsch for their 

excellent comments on earlier drafts. This chapter draws on the completed project ‘Ideas and 

the European Research Area’ and is part of several larger studies on ‘Competing for Talent in 

a Globalised World’ (funded by the Nanyang Assistant Professorship grant) and ‘Doing 

Higher Education Regionalism: The Role of Research and University Administrators in 

Achieving Global Excellence’ (funded by the Merlion grant). The author is grateful for the 

funding support from NTU Singapore and the Partenariats Hubert Curien programmes for this 

research. 
1
 The Council of Ministers, now known as the Council of the European Union, is not the 

European Council. The latter consists of the heads of state and government of EU member 

states, while the former consists of ministers of the relevant policy sectors. There are currently 

http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/pdf/hrs4r/templateHRstrategy.pdf
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ten configurations of the Council of Ministers, with at least two deciding on issues pertinent 

to universities and higher education (i.e. Competitiveness Council and Education Council).  
2
 In European studies, interests in the OMC have generated a huge body of literature that will 

not be discussed in depth here. A key research strand of the OMC focussed on its effects. 

Results are mixed according to the assessment ‘yardstick’ used (cf. Idema & Keleman 2006; 

Kaiser & Prange 2004; Morano-Faodi 2008). For instance, McGuiness and O’Carroll (2010) 

argued that EU’s Mobility Strategy was an instance of OMC ‘best practice’ and ‘success’. 

According to them, ‘OMC mechanisms of mutual learning and the exchange of best practice 

helped to identify the need for Community action in the case of the Scientific Visa Directive 

and this was then taken forward under an area of Treaty competence’ (McGuiness & 

O’Carroll 2010, p. 309). This perspective, however, masked a much more complex intra-

organisational dynamics at work in the European Commission (see Hartlapp et al. 2010). For 

example, in her study of the Scientific Visa (Chou 2012), the author found that it was the 

Directorate-General Home Affairs that had initiated this legislative process because it wanted 

to experiment with another instrument that could replicate the success of the foreign student 

directive (Council of the European Union 2004). 
3
 There are four cohorts consisting of about 2000 organisations. The first cohort was created 

in 2009, the second in 2011, the third in 2012, and the fourth (and final) cohort in 2013.  
4
 Between 2009 and 2015, the four cohorts completed sixteen implementation sessions.  

5
 The author was given access to the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy as a 

representative of a pan-European association and a member of the first cohort. She joined this 

cohort from the third implementation meeting onwards and attended the third, fourth, and fifth 

(final) meetings.  
6
 https://europa.eu/sinapse/sinapse/index.cfm?fuseaction=sinapse.home (last accessed 31 July 

2015). 
7
 The URL is: https://europa.eu/sinapse/directaccess/hrs4r (last accessed 9 August 2015). 

8
 The 16 research organisations in the UK have endorsed the ‘Concordat’ – British version of 

the CC. The 660 organisations include umbrella organisations that represent several 

institutions. Institutions can participate in the Human Resources Strategy without formally 

endorsing the CC. The list of endorsing organisations can be found here (last accessed 28 July 

2015): http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/charterAndCode.  
9
 Readers will notice that there are more institutions that have been awarded the ‘logo’ than 

those formally participating in the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy. This is 

because institutions can be awarded the logo without being a member of the four cohorts.  
10

 http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/europeanCharter (last accessed 14 August 

2015). 
11

 http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/codeOfConduct (last accessed 14 August 

2015). 
12

 http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/strategy4Researcher (last accessed 7 August 

2015). 
13

 In 2010, the European Commission set out three public tenders for monitoring and 

evaluating the implementation of the Human Resources Strategy as part of the European 

Partnership for Researchers (European Commission 2008). Deloitte won the tender.  
14

 These two themes generally went hand-in-hand since most participating institutions in 

Cohort 1 defined internationalisation in terms of attracting and recruiting foreign researchers. 
15

 Cohort 2 had four implementation sessions, Cohort 3 had three, and Cohort 4 completed 

three, with one more planned for October 2015 in Izmir, Turkey (email, 06-08-15). 
16

 These rules were: ‘1. Be “relaxed” and have fun; 2. Treat each other with respect; 3. 

Everyone has an equal voice; 4. Listen to others; 5. Be positive; avoid “this won’t work”, “we 

https://europa.eu/sinapse/sinapse/index.cfm?fuseaction=sinapse.home
https://europa.eu/sinapse/directaccess/hrs4r
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/charterAndCode
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/europeanCharter
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/codeOfConduct
http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/rights/strategy4Researcher
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tried that”; 6. The only stupid idea is the one not mentioned!; 7. Respect the topic currently 

discussed; 8. No disruptive side-conversations; 9. Respect timing; 10. The group needs you, 

so no mobile and no emails’ (SINAPSE 09-08-15). 

 

 


