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On 15 March 1999, in an unprecedented and dramatic move, the College of Commissioners resigned en masse. This historical resignation followed the publication of a report investigating allegations of mismanagement, fraud and nepotism in the Santer Commission. Even though the Committee of Independent Experts (CIE), which was appointed by the European Parliament, did not identify any instances of fraud, the incoming College of Commissioners, under President Prodi’s direction, took on the mandate of reforming the European bureaucracy. Neil Kinnock, who had been Commissioner for Transport in the Santer Commission, was hand-picked by Prodi to be one of the Commission vice-presidents and handle the administrative reform portfolio. Within six months, Kinnock together with his Cabinet and an ad hoc Task Force on Administrative Reform (TFAR) master-minded a White Paper entitled Reforming the Commission which listed 98 measures and was branded by Le Monde as “une réforme radicale de la Commission européenne”
 (Zecchini, 2000).  Seven years later, the time has come to ask what impact the Kinnock administrative reforms
 have had on the Commission. 

1. Defining the Commission

The European Commission is a relatively recent creation by international public administration standards. It was officially created on 1 January 1958 when the Treaty of Rome came into force. It was modelled on the High Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) which was set up in 1952. Legally one single body, the Commission is in fact intrinsically dual, with two levels of action: the College of Commissioners and the services. This ambiguity in vocabulary is a good illustration of the Commission’s organisational essence. Its supranational character entitles it to initiate, draft and sometimes even implement legislation which then applies in each member state. This makes it radically different from a general secretariat of an international organisation (Kassim, 2004a; Cram, 1999). The Commission cannot be regarded as the mere counterpart at international level of national civil services. However significant inspiration for its founding organisational characteristics can be traced to the French administrative system with some input from the Germanic model (Stevens and Stevens, 2001). 

Neither an international secretariat nor a government of the EU, the European Commission is often described as a sui generis institution where political-administrative relationships are particularly complex. The scope of its power and influence expands beyond the traditional boundaries of an administration. Its political component, the College of Commissioners, whose members can be seen as “entrepreneurs politiques” (Joana and Smith, 2002: 243), confirms the a-typical nature of the Commission. However the European Commission does not fit any political category and cannot be associated with a government, even if some literature refers to it as “the EU’s ‘government in-waiting’” (Warleigh, 2002: 42; see also Fransen, 2001)). It does not operate in a sovereign nation-state and “it has had up to now no power to raise revenue of its own; it is not based on any electoral or Parliamentary majority; above all – it lacks authority to make decisions on its own…” (Coombes, 1970: 101). 

Even though it does not escape comparison, it has become a cliché to say that the Commission has no match in the world of international or national administrations (Cram, 1999; Nugent, 2001; Peterson and Shackleton, 2006; Hooghe, 2001; Stevens and Stevens, 2001; Cini, 1996; Page, 1997; Edwards and Spence, 1997; Shore, 2000). A quick observation of the European Commission highlights the multi-national, multi-cultural and multi-lingual aspects of the organisation which led Cram (1994, 1997, 1999) to call into doubt the homogeneous nature of the Commission and refer to it as a “multi-organisation” (see also Caremier, 1997: 238). Similarly Christiansen (1997) brought to light the intra-institutional conflicts amongst DGs while Ross (1995) mentioned the in-fighting between Directorates-General (DGs) and their Commissioner as well as between the Commission President and particular DGs. As a result, the image of the Commission which has recently emerged in the literature is that of a heterogeneous organisation with conflicting interests and cultures.  This remains an essential aspect of the understanding of the Commission as an institution because of its magnification due to the diversity of nationalities, languages and cultures but it is fairly typical of any public administration where officials work in different bureaux and develop different interests (Downs, 1967; Niskanen, 1971; Dunleavy, 1991). 

Because of its two levels of action, the Commission deals with particularly complex and unusual politico-administrative relationships. As Cini (1996: 101) points out, the word ‘Commission’ is used in two different circumstances. It can apply to the College of Commissioners which tends to be regarded as the political body dealing with policy entrepreneurship in the EU. On the other hand, the word ‘Commission’ can represent “the commissioners and their personal staffs, but also the officials, linguists and researchers who work within the directorates-general and services, as well as those officials located within the Commission’s national representations and within the Commission-funded research institutes”. European officials usually take this broader acceptance of the Commission, which they call ‘the House’ (Cini, 1996: 101; Shore, 2000: 127). From a staffing viewpoint, it presents little difficulty to distinguish the two Commissions. One includes only Commissioners whereas the other also integrates civil servants, be they statutory or not. 

Cram (1999: 45) and Nugent (2001: 8-9) have taken this distinction to a more functional level, separating the Administrative Commission, which in their view solely includes the Commission Services and their day-to-day administration of tasks, from the Executive Commission, which takes decisions. Even though it seems a neat way of approaching the organisational design of this hybrid institution and the interaction of power within it, it also over-simplifies the politico-administrative relationships at work in the European Commission. It falls back into a traditional debate in public administration which can be dated back to Wilson’s 1887 essay on the dynamics between bureaucracy and politics. “The Study of Administration” is regarded as the founding text recommending a politics-administration dichotomy. According to many authors though (Hughes, 2003; Waldo, 1948, 1968; Sayre, 1951, 1958; Barzelay, 1992; Ostrom, 1973; Peters, 1989, 2001; Kettl, 2000; Behn, 2001; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000), the idea that “administration lies outside the proper sphere of politics” (Wilson, 1941: 197) does not reflect reality and is analytically counter-productive. Trying to recreate this long-criticised dichotomy within the Commission erases any political aspect from officials’ daily activity when, in fact, “[t]hey are the administrative elite entrusted with what in French is called conception, “a concept that is perhaps best translated as ‘creative thinking’”(Cini, 1996: 116)” (Shore, 2000: 183).

The European Commission was put at the heart of the European Community’s institutional structure because of its commitment to ‘creative thinking’. Jean Monnet considered it as the crux of any successful development of an integrated European system. Its functions are multi-faceted and representative of its hybrid organisational nature. The Commission’s formal roles cross over agenda-setting, legislative and executive functions. It acts as an internal motor of European integration but also as an external representative of the EU on the international scene. Formally, the Treaty of the European Union assigns to the Commission the right to propose policies. The institution shares this right with other actors such as member states but it enjoys an exclusive right when it comes to proposing and initiating legislation
. It is further involved in policy implementation, specifically in the area of competition but also through setting out the detailed rules which are not included in primary legislation and are required to guarantee consistent implementation. In addition, the Treaty states that the Commission should act as a legal guardian of the European treaties and ensuing legislation. The institution therefore plays a supervisory role with regards implementation and possible infringements of EU primary and secondary legislation. Finally, and crucially, the Commission also has the exclusive power of drafting the budget. 

Beyond those formal roles allocated to the Commission by the Treaty, the institution has developed the scope of its powers through more informal channels like agenda-setting, brokerage and lobbying. The Commission has maximised its influence by developing its initiative function through think-tanks which reflect over ways for the Commission to pursue new policies. This gives the institution a more informal but nevertheless influential role in innovative agenda-setting. As Pollack (1997: 125) argues, the Commission has been enabled to “‘set the agenda’ by constructing ‘focal points’ for bargaining in the absence of a unique equilibrium or by constructing policy proposals and matching these to pressing policy problems in an environment of uncertainty and imperfect information”. Given the multi-layered, ambiguous and open-ended nature of EU governance (Hooghe, 1997), the Commission is often required to mediate between the various actors in order to smooth out the policy-making process. It also goes further and sometimes tries to lobby those actors so as to gain support for the development of an initiative or a policy. The Commission juggles between its role as a policy entrepreneur which plays a significant part in policy-making towards further European integration and its role as a policy manager which has increased with the extension of the EU’s fields of competence and is more technical, bureaucratic and routine. 

2. Administration de gestion or administration de mission?

The literature (Morgan, 1992; Berlin, 1987; Pisani, 1956; Caremier, 1997) on the Commission which focuses on the duality in its functions and identity, traditionally opposes two concepts when analysing the institution:  the administration de mission which is entirely dedicated to the achievement of one specific goal, i.e. European integration; and the administration de gestion which is not teleogical and is focused on policy managing. This categorisation was coined by Pisani in a 1956 article (324-325) in which he stated:  

L’administration de mission est adaptée à un problème, à un lieu ; elle est localisée ; elle est spécialisée ; elle doit s’éteindre le jour où le problème est résolu[…] L’administration de gestion est formaliste, peu évolutive, dans une certaine mesure repliée sur elle-même. […] L’administration de mission est légère, elle a le goût de faire faire, elle est réaliste, mouvante, elle va vers l’événement. […] L’administration de gestion est juge ; l’administration de mission est acteur. La première est cartésienne, l’autre est concrète ; les fonctions de la première sont neutres, les fonctions de la seconde ont des aspects politiques évidents.

Academics (see Pisani, 1956; Caremier, 1997) identify five defining characteristics in an administration de mission and in an administration de gestion (see table 1):  


Table 1. 

Defining characteristics of administration de mission and administration de gestion

	Administration de mission
	Administration de gestion

	It is set up to fulfil a specific task
	It is a day-to-day administration

	It is given a defined time framework
	It does not have a specified life span

	It delegates implementation to other structures
	It manages policies

	It is partisan
	It is bureaucratic and neutral

	It is non hierarchical
	It is hierarchical


The European Commission was modelled on the High Authority and came into force in January 1958 as a result of the signing of the Treaty of Rome. The new European institution at the heart of a new institutional arrangement and a new community, the European Economic Community, benefited from the same positive circumstances as the High Authority in 1952. Everything was ahead of it, nothing was in place, no policy had been set up. It was created to achieve a defined goal (article 2 TEC): 

The Community shall have as its task, by establishing a common market and progressively approximating the economic policies of Member States, to promote throughout the Community a harmonious development of economic activities, a continuous and balanced expansion, an increase in stability, an accelerated raising of the standard of living and closer relations between the States belonging to it. 

However significant departures from the definition given by academics of an administration de mission can already be identified in the case of the 1958 European Commission. Even though authors like Berlin (1987) and Caremier (1997) have used the concept to describe the institution at the time of its inception, it is worth noticing that the European Commission did not fit the profile entirely. First, it was never given a specific time limit to reach its goal, unlike for the High Authority. The treaty of Rome did not mention a disbandment of the institution. Second, the European Commission was much more hierarchical than the High Authority even though views are rather contradictory on the topic. Coombes (1970: 311) strongly argues that Hallstein’s Commission did not request “… mechanical rules and regulations and [that there was] little stress on hierarchical lines of command and on departmental prerogatives”. On the other hand, Noël (1992: 150) insists that Hallstein, in thinking of an efficient organisational arrangement for the Commission, was significantly inspired by the highly hierarchical Auswärtges Amt where he had worked. However, a sense of common adventure and mission inhabited the Commission under Hallstein’s strong political leadership until 1963. It can be argued that the Commission was never a pure form of administration de mission.

Authors like Berlin (1987) and Caremier (1997) used the terms in reference to the Commission to demonstrate the substitution of the administration de mission by the administration de gestion. The bureaucratisation of the European institution over time would have automatically led to death of its political capacity. The argument is that the managing of policies is incompatible with the pursuit of a ‘mission’ – a political goal – and that there is therefore automatic and total replacement of one type of administration by the other. 

The case of the Commission turns out to be more complex. Berlin (1987: 38) had already pointed out that “… le schéma administration de mission envisagé pour les débuts de la Commission ne correspondait pas à un modèle pur”
. He nonetheless concluded that there had been “[un] passage d’une administration de type ‘mission’ à celle de type ‘administration’” (1987: 306). The common assumption in literature is that the Commission has moved from one type of administration to the other. The growing size in staff and structures of the European institution as well as its red tape and hierarchical structure have been criticised over the years. Dealings within the Commission have become much more neutral and impersonal as the Commission assumed more and more policy-managing functions. It can still be argued that even if the Commission has taken on some characteristics of an administration de gestion, it has also retained features of an administration de mission. 

Over the years, the Commission has constantly adapted to the environmental changes and new challenges it had to face. As a result, it has either been both types of administration at the same time or one type has dominated. The Commission was never an administration de mission in its pure theoretical conception. It was not created for a set period of time. Even though it was given a specific task to fulfil, this task has kept changing with the institution and has been at the centre of the most recent debates on European integration:  the internal market has been achieved, a common commercial policy has been set up, the EMU is up and running, so where to next? The questions of the end product of European integration have resurfaced like in Monnet’s time. As a central actor, the Commission is also going through this soul-searching process. 

The recent administrative reforms initiated by Commissioner Kinnock and President Prodi were devised to “…help the Commission to fulfil its institutional role as a motor of European integration” (European Commission, 2000: 5). The affirmed purpose of the administrative reforms is to give the means to the Commission to perform its managerial tasks more efficiently in order to maintain and strengthen “… the key role of the Commission as an independent public service acting as the guardian of the Treaties and the motor of the Union” (European Commission, 2000: 27). Focusing on enhancing the Commission’s legitimacy and regaining the lustre which made it a ‘motor of European integration’, the reform aims to make the administration de gestion more efficient and effective in order to free resources to focus on the administration de mission which will complete the Commission’s political ambition.   

3. Theoretical significance: analysing institutional change through historical institutionalism

The central question this thesis asks is: ‘what explains institutional change in the European Commission?’. The Kinnock administrative reforms are at the heart of this thesis but the analysis of these reforms is embedded in the evolution of the Commission since its inception. 

The theoretical framework of the thesis is historical institutionalism (HI), supported by Kingdon’s agenda-setting framework which together frame the analysis of institutional change and critical junctures in relation to the European Commission. It moves away from static snapshot’ of institutional analysis at one particular time to develop a dynamic approach of HI. First this version of HI can be described as dynamic because it takes time seriously. Second it focuses on the mechanisms which characterise institutional change, namely path dependency which integrates the identifying of institutional change and the mechanisms that cause it. It is also dynamic because it delves into the interaction of ideas and institution and their translation from the institutional level to the organisational level in order to illuminate heterogeneous patterns of change. Linking path dependency, political opportunities and the translation of ideas, this research articulates an original analytical framework in order to not only identify institutional change but also explain its occurrence, therefore setting it as the dependent variable. 

The studies that have been carried out so far on the Kinnock reforms have focused primarily on a critical analysis of the reform package (Kassim, 2004a, 2004b; Nugent 2001; Cram, 2001; Peterson, 2004), a quantitative measurement of implementation success (Levy, 2004), a culturalist assessment (Cini, 2000; 2002; 2004) or more recently on the reform’s impact on the Commission’s policy output (Bauer, 2006). So far studies of the administrative reform process have tried to explain the Kinnock reforms, their origin, content and time-scale (Kassim, 2004a; Peterson, 2004; Levy, 2003, 2004; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Cini, 2000, 2001, 2004). Kassim (2008) in particular has further examined the role of leadership in the context of an externally dependent institution, which can explain the step change at macro level in the Commission. Very few studies have actually looked at the output of the reform. A specific study of change as a result of the reforms therefore seems timely and scientifically useful. 

The studies mentioned above however ignore three elements which are fundamental in understanding the complexities of the reform process, outputs and outcome:  

· First, the studies disregard New Public Management (NPM) as an independent variable which can explain institutional change:  they either overlook NPM as the source of inspiration for the reform or they consider that it is a label which is so all-encompassing that it is meaningless. This research uses NPM as a benchmark and a set of ideas in order to assess to which extent the Kinnock reforms can be associated with the paradigm and what it means for the European institution;

· Second, even though some works might compare Kinnock’s reform with the proceeding Santer reforms, they fail to comprehensively trace over time the institutional history of reflection on how to reform the Commission. They therefore neglect past suggestions, attempts or failures at reforming which have constructed the 2000 Commission and informed the reform package and its implementation;

· Third, they focus on the organisational aspect of the reform and brush away its political objective:  triggering institutional change in order for the Commission to recapture its leading role in European integration.  

This dissertation therefore fills the research gap by analysing administrative reform through a dynamic HI approach and contributes to the existing literature in two ways. First, it provides a detailed critical account of the European bureaucracy’s development and construction since its very first creation in 1950 as the High Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community through to the 2005 European Commission. Some historical work was undertaken on specific time periods (Conrad, 1989; Poidevin and Spierenburg, 1993; Coombes, 1970; Page, 1997) but no academic work has covered in a systematic way the 55 years of existence of the European administration in its organisational, financial and staffing dimensions. 

Second, it sheds light on institutional change resulting from NPM ideas in a multi-national and multi-cultural supranational organisation. It also develops a definition of NPM which goes beyond its traditional organisational aspect and includes its political and democratic dimensions. Given how recent the White Paper is, most studies have set the Kinnock reforms as their dependent variable. This dissertation does not aim to develop a model of analysis of the public sector reform process (see Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). Taking NPM ideas, which are detailed in the Kinnock reforms, and political opportunity as independent variables, the research examines their effect on the dependent variable, namely institutional change. Furthermore this analysis requires the use of intervening variables which explain the translation of NPM ideas from the macro-level – the Commission – to the meso-level – DGs . This double-level analysis allows us to go beyond telling the story of implementation of the White Paper and delve into the entrails of the organisation, looking at the operationalisation of NPM in DGs. Instead of focusing solely on the type of reform which was implemented in the Commission or its process, the current study wishes to test the outcome of the reform and evaluate its institutional resonance. 

4. Reform in the Commission:  introducing NPM

NPM ideas being a key explanatory variable which is under-researched in the context of the Commission, this thesis focuses on developing a broadened conceptual definition which gives added-value to the current literature on the issue. This section first gives an overview of the concept (4.1.). It then determines the indicators of NPM which are used to assess the nature of institutional change in this thesis (4.2.)

4.1. A contested concept

The first point that can be made is that NPM is a contested concept which is often presented as a convenient all-encompassing label (Greve and Jespersen, 1999; Hood, 1991; Manning, 2000) used to designate any type of financial, human or organisational transformations in work practices of bureaucracies since the end of the 1970s. Regarded by some as an ideology, by others as a value framework, a paradigm or even a theory, authors do not agree about its intrinsic components. NPM may take different forms “en terme de plus grande participation, de plus ou moins de partenariat, de plus ou moins grande rationalité”
 (Leca, 2000: 123) but NPM reforms are said to describe a similar phenomenon:  the importation of private sector and market-based mechanisms to manage the public sector (Hood, 1991). 

Given the “rise of ‘new public management’ over the past 15 years [which] is one of the most striking international trends in public administration” (Hood, 1991:  1), evaluation of the doctrine and its outputs has also been very abundant. Hughes (2003:  65) summarises the contested points:  

· Economics is a flawed social science which can not be applied to such a distinctive economic system as the public sector.

· For the reason mentioned above, the import of private management techniques and models into the public sector is criticised.

· NPM is considered neo-Taylorist by some others like Pollitt (1993).

· NPM involves a detrimental politicization of the public administration.

· Concern is expressed over conflicts between managerial accountability and political accountability.

· Difficulties with contracting-out arise due to the inadequacy of market solutions to some public sector needs.

· NPM generates ethical issues since it removes many safeguards to honesty and neutrality in the public service.

· Finally, particularly in the UK, NPM reforms have been fast-paced and led to implementation problems with a lack of ownership of the reforms and staff de-motivation. 

NPM can be described as an Anglophone doctrine, advanced originally in the United Kingdom (UK), America, Canada, Australia and New Zealand during the 1980s. Many public administration authors therefore regard the UK as a leading country on NPM reforms in terms of breadth and depth of changes (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000; Pollitt, 1998; Hood, 1991; Cole and Jones, 2005; OECD, 1995; Minogue, 1998; Polidano, Hulme and Minogue, 1998; Dunleavy, 1994). Its emergence was heralded by international organisations, the OECD and the World Bank, as the necessity to remedy to the Traditional Public Administration (TPA) model’s flaws with regard to inefficient, ineffective and unaccountable administration in a fast-moving and highly competitive world. Yet, when looking at the content of NPM reforms across the world (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004), it becomes apparent that there is no “trend towards structural convergence and isomorphism” (Clark, 2000:  26). Clark outlines another approach called “structured pluralism” focusing on the variation in individual countries according to their histories, traditions and constitutional arrangements. Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) also argue that the absence of convergence can be explained by the lack of universal vision of what the reforms are meant to achieve. They identify four main strategies which countries have chosen and which can explain the type and content of the reform implemented: 

· Maintain:  tighten up traditional controls.

· Modernise:  fundamental changes to the administrative system while retaining the distinctiveness of public provision.

· Marketise:  more competition and market-type mechanisms in the public sector.

· Minimise:  reduce the state’s remit to its minimum.

These strategies will be reviewed in the conclusions with regard to the Commission’s reform programme.

NPM is most often understood as an organisational concept (Pollitt, 2003; Homburg, Pollitt and van Thiel, 2007; Hood, 1991; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004) and the literature has largely focused on this specific aspect. Based on neo-institutional economics and managerialism, NPM represents a series of tools and techniques taken from the private sector so that government can get its job done better (Hood, 1991; Hughes, 2003; Lane, 2000; Leca, 2000). Yet, this thesis argues that NPM should be conceptualised beyond organisational terms. 

When studying the development of the concept, two waves can be identified in “Real Administrative Reforms” (Toonen, 2001: 184). At first, from the late 1970s to the early 1990s, governments who engaged in administrative reforms focused on reducing and controlling government activity. This involved less but more efficient government, which was understood as making the public sector work like a private enterprise always striving to ‘do things better’. The second wave which can be dated from the early 1990s included a reflection on the changing relationship between the state and its citizens. Government designed programmes aimed at moving closer to citizens and increasing transparency. Since the 1970s NPM has reached a certain distinctiveness and stability which can be articulated around two interconnected dimensions:  the organisational dimension which constitutes the core of NPM and is still centred on the three Es, efficiency, economy and effectiveness, and a political dimension. It would be erroneous to believe that NPM reforms only deal with technical matters and that the introduction of a few private sector management tools will remedy public administration’s rigidity, cost and red tape. If the organisational and political facets of NPM are regarded as two intersecting circles, then it can be argued that the common section to the two circles condenses issues of accountability, openness and transparency which stem from organisational and political changes. This represents NPM’s third dimension:  the democratic one (Diagram 1). 
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4.2. Developing NPM indicators

4.2.1. The organisational dimension

In light of its birth environment – an unprecedented fiscal crisis facing governments in an increasingly globalised world – it seems obvious that NPM would be a matter of organisational transformation geared towards increased efficiency, effectiveness and economy. NPM’s organisational dimension is thought of in terms of changes of structures and procedures which can be contrasted with Crozier and Friedberg’s approach (1977) based on power, strategic actor and uncertainty. Finger and Ruchat (1997: 35) specifically detail the main aspects of organisational restructuring under NPM (see also Giauque, 2003). Two broad organisational changes are involved in NPM reforms:  on the one hand, disaggregation which includes decentralisation and the deinstitutionalisation of personnel and financial systems (Peters and Pierre, 2001: 6), and on the other, the constant blurring of frontier between private and public sector through a stress on competition and private sector styles of management practices. 

Disaggregation has had two effects: 

· First, according to Peters (1993), decentralisation has led to the institutional layering of the state. It has materialised through the mushrooming of executive agencies or at-arms length public bodies which aim at externalisation of executive tasks. These new organisational forms were designed to free up ministries for core tasks like policy advising (Jobert, 2002). The emergence of those diverse structures has nonetheless engendered horizontal organisational fragmentation, each agency focusing on one task outside any coordination with other agencies or other departments than its own tutelary department. They have also contributed to vertical political fragmentation (James, 2001; Mayntz, 1997) with the recreation of the policy/implementation dichotomy. NPM was born from the feeling that public servants superseded politicians thanks to their specialised knowledge of public affairs and files (Dreyfus, 2000; Peters, 2001). NPM has tried to re-empower politicians and restrict the role of public servants in terms of their managerial tasks. However, as claimed by Peters (2001: 32) “[w]hat the ideological shift to managerialism has done … is to reiterate the familiar politics-administration dichotomy”. 

· Second, NPM reforms have led to the deinstitutionalisation of personnel and financial management. Olsen and Brunsson (1993: 4) consider that organisations can be said to be institutionalised “insofar as their behaviour is determined by culturally bounded rules which manifest themselves in certain routines for action and which give meaning to those actions”. In both cases, human resources or financial management, there has been a shift of value reference. These culturally bounded rules built on hierarchy, permanency and continuity which used to give meaning to public administration’s actions have been challenged by other cultural references from the private sector like performance and quality of outputs. Financial management likewise underwent significant changes. Financial reforms have ranged from better budgeting and improved accrual accounting systems to total rethinking of the costs of public service provision. The last step in the control of the best use of public resources was taken with the explosion of auditing. Peters (2001: 41) considers that “[a]uditors have now been transformed from their green-eyeshade image to being integral parts of the reform and accountability process in many contemporary governments”. 

The second aspect of NPM’s organisational dimension incorporates an incremental blurring of lines between public and private sectors. This has happened noticeably through the development of contracting out public service delivery which has even been referred to as the “marketizing of government” (Peters, 2001: 41). It is based on the introduction of maximum competition into public administration and the belief that all public service functions are marketable. As a result, competitive tendering should be used in every area of government. When discussing NPM reforms, Dunleavy and Hood (1994) mention traditional characteristics – deconcentration of administrative units through “agentification” and the creation of at-arms length public bodies, opening up of the civil service and more flexible personnel policies, empowerment of the lower-echelon bureaucrats and improvement of performance and of the quality of outputs. But they insist on a fifth crucial element in their eyes which regards institutional configuration:  the viewing of organisations as a chain of low-trust principal/agent relationships with a network of contracts linking incentives to performance. Douglas (1982) categorised this phenomenon as moving the public sector organisation ‘down-grid’ and ‘down-group’. Dunleavy and Hood (1994: 9) explain: 

Going down-group means making the public sector less distinctive as a unit from the private sector (in personnel, reward structure, methods of doing business). Going down-grid means reducing the extent to which discretionary power (particularly over staff, contracts and money) is limited by uniform and general rules of procedure.

The obvious criticism that is made to this approach is that market solutions do not automatically work well under all circumstances (Donahue, 1989: 223). Supporting the opposite fundamentally denies the distinctiveness of the public sector. 

4.2.2. The political dimension

As appears throughout the examination of its organisational dimension, NPM is a highly political concept. It is particularly restrictive to envisage it as a sum of private sector techniques. Its political dimension can be regarded at present as the hot issue, central to the development of states in Western countries. NPM’s political dimension can be divided into two composing features:  

· The changing role of the State. 
Peters (1993: 46) claims that changes stemming from NPM doctrine “really extend much more deeply into the process of governing and the manner in which the State relates to society”. He sets his analysis at three different levels of power and State influence:  the macro-level where a loss of legitimacy of state action is witnessed, the meso-level which testifies of the further hollowing out of the State with decentralisation of programme delivery and the micro-level which sees civil servants’ role challenged. Without theorising it, NPM has induced a strong practical change in the conception of the State. It is not regarded as the only or even the main provider of public services anymore. This has led many commentators to refer to governance rather than government. In its broader acceptance, governance “covers the whole range of institutions and relationships involved in the process of governing” (Rhodes, 2000: 1). It is a new way of conceptualising state capacities and the relationship between the state and civil society under severe internal and external pressures. Rhodes (1997) outlines the similarity between NPM and governance which equally aim to be more responsive and problem solving. It can be argued along with Leca (2000) that the shift from government to governance consequentially induces a real risk of confusion between government and NPM. 

· The depoliticisation of governance. 
Jobert (2002) talks about the shift of power towards non-majoritarian institutions, like consultancy offices, international institutions or agencies, which have developed an anti-political mode of governance in order to counter the overpowering Weberian State. He believes that the governance model is inevitably anti-political because it strives to marginalise politicians and throw away bureaucrats seen as outdated (Merrien, 1999). Governance and NPM are part and parcel of the same reform process (Rhodes, 2000). Even if NPM offers a conception of the relationship between politics and administration, some authors (Peters and Pierre, 2001; Toonen, 2001; Jobert, 2002; Finger, 1995) have questioned the effective move towards reappropriation of policy-making by politicians. They have actually hypothesised that NPM-based changes have created at most a shift of power towards non-political officials and at least increased conflicts between politicians and bureaucrats. As very well explained by Aucoin (1990), managerialism and public choice theory, the two composing streams of the NPM model, have a very different approach to the continuum of policy and administration. The former considers that managers must have the freedom to manage and therefore autonomises administration from politics (Finger, 1995). The latter on the contrary “emphasises the role to be played by elected representatives in governance. It does not admit to a policy/administration dichotomy that would carve out spheres of responsibility for politicians on the one hand and bureaucrats on the other” (Aucoin, 1990: 126-127). NPM therefore surfs on this contradiction. There is a dual movement which depoliticises governance while at the same time politicising public administration. 

4.2.3. The democratic dimension

NPM’s third dimension centres on one of the key aspects of democracy and it is no surprise that it cuts across the organisational and political dimensions:  transparency and accountability. NPM seeks to put the citizen at the centre of its business. Therefore after a concern about the taxpayer’s money, NPM reforms included attempts at making public administrations more open to the citizen and more transparent through legislation giving access to official documents. Following transparency and openness and thus some interactivity between the politico-administrative world and the citizens comes the issue of accountability of bureaucrats. Indeed there are fears that “[b]ehind the hollow state metaphor is another metaphor … that of leakage in the channels of authority” (Bardach and Lesser, 1996: 198). Accountability in the TPA model was perceived as a significant problem which contributed considerably to the public sector’s bad image. Accountability in a hierarchical system tends to be negative and error-based. It does not encourage officials to be innovative and risk-taking in their work practices since there is no incentive for doing the job better but only sanction if the job is badly performed. Accountability has always been a very intricate area at the interface of public administration and politics, central for democracy (Moe and Gilmour, 1995). 

There are two dominant grids of analysis for accountability:  internal/external and managerial/political. The distinction between internal and external accountability is certainly the most crucial in order to understand NPM’s scope. Internal accountability, also called responsibility, refers to a subjective sense of obligation and a concern for the consequences of one’s actions. External accountability, geared towards political direction, involves scrutiny, control and imposing sanctions. With the development of NPM, “[a]n ‘audit society’ has effectively been installed, and its regulatory and numerical values are fast oustripping the values of law and parliamentary democracy in providing standards of accountability” (Harlow, 2002: 20). This shift to ‘the regulatory state’ has produced new complex models of accountability (Day and Klein, 1987). In particular, NPM has tried to develop a culture of accountability which led to the distinction between managerial and political responsibility. Managerial accountability and political accountability are not easily interchangeable because, unlike for the private sector, the raison d’être of the public sector is to promote and pursue collective interests. Indeed, political accountability is based on representation whereas managerial accountability relies on output, transparency and contractual relations. Accountability of the managerial kind is downloaded to managers who not only have to give an account of their performance to the politicians but also to the customers, i.e. the public. Managerial accountability is key to the operationalisation of NPM’s political dimension because it is the means that link together citizens, bureaucrats and the political leadership in a transformed state system which includes such diverse stakeholders. 

Nonetheless, it is still unclear whether NPM reforms have led to a “leakage of accountability” (Milward, 1996: 87). Making bureaucrats more accountable might mean taking away responsibility from politicians and therefore undermining political accountability. Christensen and Laegreid (2001) rightly predict the danger of the managerial model of accountability. They agree with Minogue (1998) that modern public administration is not all about efficiency and is certainly “no guarantor of good political and social judgement, which is essential in securing genuine political responsibility and legitimacy. The pursuit of accountability can exact a price in the decline of a sense of responsibility” (Christensen and Laegreid, 2001: 111). NPM reforms and the accountability changes which they have engendered have created the problem of ‘many hands’ where fragmentation of accountability actually dilutes accountability. The traditional ministerial responsibility is therefore challenged by contractual accountability, which is crucial in a decentralisation context. But the overall reflection should be about the problems linked to the de-responsibilisation of politicians who are happy to see their responsibility for the bureaucracy’s actions reduced. NPM has not strengthened accountability mechanisms within public administration but it has made them more complex and diverse.
But the Commission’s reforms were not only a matter of outputs and modernisation. Kinnock had a clear outcome stated on the first page of the White Paper’s introduction:  “Administrative Reform will help the Commission to fulfil its institutional role as the motor of European integration” (European Commission, 2000a:  5). The reforms were therefore used as a means to an end in a wider context of institutional struggle by the Commission for influence on the European Union scene. The White Paper was not only about increasing the Commission’s efficiency; it was also and maybe even more about regaining its institutional legitimacy. 

5. Outline of the dissertation

The first chapter of the dissertation anchors the research in HI and presents the central question of this thesis as well as the three hypotheses which will be tested in order to answer it. It details the research design and methodology. Using the dynamic HI framework, chapters 2, 3 and 4 give a thick description of the institutional administrative construction of the Commission between 1950 and 1999 in order to set the evolutionary context in which the Kinnock reforms are etched. They review and analyse not only implemented reforms but also the numerous attempts and reflections which were carried out on the organisational and institutional reform of the Commission. They set the scene for the reform choices made by Kinnock and the reform process which was launched in 1999. Chapter 5 focuses on identifying the factors which put the Kinnock reforms on the agenda, using Kingdon’s model to explain how the Commission’s resignation represented a political opportunity which was the catalyst for institutional change. Chapter 6 analyses the development of the reform from policy design to policy implementation and the scope of influence of NPM ideas over the content of the White Paper. It also analyses the nature of change following the implementation of process at macro level. Chapters 7 and 8 present the case studies, respectively DG TREN and DG REGIO, using the dynamic HI framework to map the scope of institutional change. Finally chapter 9 draws macro-level conclusions about the significance of the Commission’s resignation in generating institutional change. It also answers the question of the effect of NPM ideas on the reform programme at macro-level and their wider institutional consequences. It then moves to the meso-level and compares the findings across DGs, discussing the effect of the translation process of the reform programme on the dynamic of institutional change. It finally discusses the implications of the comparative findings on institutional change for the political status of the Commission and its stance in a multi-layered European governance environment.  

Chapter 1

Studying institutional change in the Commission:  theoretical framework and research design


This dissertation focuses on studying institutional change in the European administration which resulted from the 2000 White Paper Reforming the Commission and the subsequent implementation of the reform programme. The most recent reform programme in the Commission is, however, situated within the broad evolution of institutional change in the Commission since its inception.   One central question shapes this research: What explains institutional change in the European Commission? When taking institutional change as the dependent variable and trying to explain its scope and variance, two independent variables emerge: political opportunity, which was crystallised in the institutional crisis occasioned by the resignation of the Santer Commission, and NPM ideas, which infused the White Paper and the reform agenda. Therefore two distinct sub-questions structure the analysis developed in this thesis:  

· What was the effect of political opportunity on institutional change in the Commission after 2000?

· What were the effects of NPM ideas on institutional change in the Commission after 2000?

So as to understand the reform in action and the dynamic of institutional change as a consequence of the Kinnock reforms, the dependent variable has been developed on two levels: the macro-level, i.e. the Commission, and the meso-level, i.e. the DGs. This multi-level variable allows us to delve into the entrails of the Commission and understand change at an institutional and organisational level. The transition from one level to the other requires the identification of intervening variables. Campbell (2001, 2004: 82) highlights four which “explain the degree to which diffusing ideas are translated or not into local practice”. They are local organisational context, power struggles, leadership support and implementation capacities. 

In order to answer the research questions, a dynamic approach of HI, supported by Kingdon’s agenda-setting model, is used as the explanatory framework of institutional change within which the independent and intervening variables are to be analysed. This theoretical framework allows us:

· To trace institutional change over time (chapters 2, 3 and 4) and understand to what extent the Kinnock reforms were path dependent.

· To identify the particular factors which were necessary to qualify the Commission’s resignation as a critical juncture, giving the Prodi Commission political opportunity to reform (chapter 5).

· To operationalise NPM ideas and understand their effect on institutional change at macro-level (chapter 6).

· To deconstruct the translation process and understand the effect of NPM ideas on institutional change at meso-level (chapters 7 and 8).

The European Commission is a young and unusual institution by international standards. It has been studied from different theoretical and methodological perspectives. Integration theorists like Moravcsik (1993, 1998) or Haas (1968) have focused on the institution’s influence as a policy actor. Coombes (1970), Page (1997), Cini (1997), Nugent (2000; 2001), Stevens and Stevens (2000), Peterson and Shackelton (2006) and Edwards and Spence (2006) have taken a more functional and organisational approach filling the void of an under-researched bureaucracy through the unpacking and analysis of its structure and its formal and informal functions and roles. More specifically, Coombes (1970) and Michelmann (1978) focused on issues of supranational public management. Political scientists were also helped in their study by anthropologic works by Abélès, Bellier and McDonald (1993) or Shore (2000). 

Despite a plethora of studies on the Commission’s role in the European policy-making process and some focus on the Commission’s ‘management deficit’ (Metcalfe, 1992, 2000; see also Laffan, 1997; Levy, 2003; 2004; Kassim, 2004a, 2004b), this research fills two significant gaps. When looking at the Commission’s role, Bulmer (1994), Bulmer and Burch (1998) and Pierson (1998) have used HI to theorise a significant role for the European Commission in a political order dominated by member states and national interests. But HI has never been used to frame the analysis of the history of administrative reforms in the Commission between the 1950s and the 2000s which is crucial to set the Kinnock reforms into the essential context of past choices and actions or inactions. Second, it also allows us to analyse the nature, scope and dynamic of change at organisational and institutional levels as a result of the Kinnock reforms. 

This chapter elaborates on the theoretical framework, presents the research framework and discusses the significance of a dynamic HI approach in analysing the impact of the Kinnock reforms on institutional change in the Commission (1.). Second, the specific research design with its variables, indicators and levels of analysis is detailed and operationalised, justifying the selection of two DGs which are used in the analysis of the nature and scope of institutional change. This section also explains the use of a deductive approach based on archival research, empirical investigation and semi-structured interviews (2.).

1. Theoretical framework 

The analytical framework deployed in this research rests on a theoretical approach that rests on Historical Institutionalism. This enables us to situate and analyse a reform process that took place in a very specific institutional and political context and time continuum. Therefore section one outlines the contribution that HI will make to the analysis and understanding of institutional change as a result of administrative reform in the European Commission (1.1.). The second section defines institution, organisation and institutional change. It concludes by identifying indicators of institutional change which will be used in the rest of the thesis (1.2.).
1.1.  Studying institutional change:  the value of historical institutionalism

Studying the Kinnock reforms should not be done in a temporal vacuum. The strength of this research is that it is set in an evolutionary continuum which helps understand the choices made by actors for change in a constraining institutional environment. The first section will give an overview of the theory of HI (1.2.1.). It will highlight the advantages and the limits of this theoretical approach in understanding institutional change in the Commission. In order to move beyond these limits, section two will focus on the specific question of critical junctures and the ways in which Kingdon’s categorization can help identify them.

1.1.1. An overview of HI

HI provides a framework to analyse institutional formation and change over time, as well as their unintended consequences (Pierson, 1998). It relies on the idea that institutions produce independent effects on social life which are not the results of aggregated individual choices (Scott, 2001). Contrary to rational choice theory which focuses on human intentionality as the main determinant of political outcomes, HI argues that individuals and their interests are significantly constrained by institutional factors. HI is grounded in institutionalism because it insists on the variety of institutional factors which can influence policy choices. It challenges the view that “…institutions embody the long-term interests of those responsible for original institutional design” (Pierson, 1998: 34). It is historical because it “takes seriously long-term processes of institutional and political change and is focused not just in the past but on processes over time.” (Pierson and Skocpol, 2002: 698).
A core concept in HI is path dependency. In the HI literature, path dependency refers to ‘self-reinforcing or positive feedback processes’ that occur at critical junctures or ‘formative moments’ which are very difficult to reverse (Pierson and Skocpol, 2002: 700). It is admitted that the concept of path dependency is seldom used with careful elaboration of the causal mechanisms involved (Campbell, 2004; North 1998). Since path dependency is so significant in the theory of HI, attempts have been made to clarify the mechanisms involved and to justify the use of the concept in the explanation of institutional change and not simply institutional persistence. Pierson (2000) has therefore argued that through a series of feedback mechanisms, actors gain increasing returns if they behave in ways that are consistent with their past actions. Analysing path dependent processes proves to be crucial to the understanding of policy choices because the “[o]utcomes at a ‘critical juncture’ trigger feedback mechanisms that reinforce the recurrence of a particular pattern into the future” (Pierson and Skocpol, 2000: 6). Going beyond the linear path dependence which assumes inertia of prior policy patterns, some historical institutionalist literature has highlighted the dynamic adaptive capacity which institutions have. This allows them to respond to dysfunctional initial choices without following a straight path of development. In an analysis of European integration, Pierson (1998) describes unanticipated consequences as ‘gaps’ in member states’ control over the evolution of European organisations and argues that European institutions like the Commission have attempted to solve problems created by formative choices. It therefore highlights the capacity that actors have to recombine existing elements in order to forge an innovative institutional solution, what Campbell (2004: 69) calls a “process of bricolage”. 
The term ‘historical institutionalism’ was coined rather recently by Steinmo et al. (1992). However earlier works had started shaping the theory without giving it a name. Hall (1986: 19) in particular concentrated on the effect of “…the cumulative product of political struggles at a series of crucial historical conjunctures” on the organisation of the state and society. He envisaged his approach as a way of delving into cross-national political analysis. He further stressed how the institutional environment was central to the definition of actors’ power and interests: 

Institutional factors play two fundamental roles in this model. On the one hand, the organization of policy-making affects the degree of power that any one set of actors has over the policy outcomes. […] On the other hand, organizational position also influences an actor’s definition of his own interests, by establishing his institutional responsibilities and relationship with other actors. In this way, organizational factors affect both the degree of pressure an actor can bring to bear on policy and the likely direction of that pressure. 

Hall’s contribution to HI has been particularly significant for two reasons. First, his definition of institutions moved away from formal structures and emphasised the role of rules and procedures. He argued that institutions were “the formal rules, compliance procedures, and standard operating procedures that structure the relationships between people in various units of the polity and economy”, which has become widely accepted by historical institutionalists (see Steinmo et al, 1992: 2). Halls’ second input to the institutional theory, which appeared in later works, is his integration of ideas to the definition of institutions (1989; see also Immergut, 1990). Belonging to the same cognitive realm as the endogenous cultural dimension, yet distinct because exogenous to the institution, ideas play a crucial role in policy choices since they provide a set of constraints for the institution. 

In a review of new institutionalism, Hall and Taylor (1996) distinguished four features characterising HI. First it posits that institutions affect individual behaviour either by providing the constraints for strategic interaction or by setting cognitive patterns for action. Second, institutions tend to distribute power asymmetrically between different groups of actors which is central to the understanding of the decision-making process (see Bulmer and Burch, 1998). Third, path dependence in policy outcomes sets HI in an idiosyncratic view of historical development, which stresses the inertia of initial patterns of policy and institutional choices. This institutional theory acknowledges that “…synchronic determinants of policies – for example, in current social interests or in existing political alliances” do not give an accurate picture and that attention should be given to “…patterns unfolding over time” (Skocpol, 1992: 58). Finally, historical institutionalists like Hall (1989, 1992), Weir (1989), Immergut (1990) or Goldstein and Keohane (1993) entertain a complex viewpoint of political life in which ideas and beliefs play an independent role over institutions.

The historical institutionalist approach is particularly relevant in the case of this study because it insists on path dependency and the stickiness of institutions in the process of change. It brings to light the influence of past policy choices, actions and inaction in the design and the outcomes of the Kinnock reforms. But this research does not aim to set the reforms into a historical continuum which emphasises stability over change due to institutional constraints (Peters, 2001). It focuses on institutional change which can be revolutionary (Krasner, 1984; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993) or evolutionary (Pierson, 1996).

1.1.2. Continuum and political opportunities: the value of Kingdon’s model

Historical institutionalists like Krasner (1984) or Baumgartner and Jones (1993) have articulated mechanisms of change around ‘punctuated equilibria’ (Krasner, 1984: 242) when there are “rapid bursts of institutional change followed by long periods of stasis” or ‘critical junctures’, when there is a conjuncture of circumstances which leads to a departure from previous institutional patterns. But there has been an inherent problem about focusing on punctuated equilibrium in order to explain institutional change:  how to reconcile the concept of path dependency, which revolves around the constraints exercised by institutions on policy choices over time, and the idea of sudden revolutionary change when the institution does not seem to have any impact? This has led scholars like Pierson (1998, 2000) and Campbell (2004) to work on the unpacking of the concept of path dependency in order to build stronger causal links with evolutionary and revolutionary changes.  

Pierson and Campbell argue that some patterns of institutional change might appear radical at first sight, particularly if they are framed within a short period of time, but they often turn out to be rather evolutionary when put into a longer time frame. As a result the idea of punctuated evolution (Hay, 2001; see also Pierson, 1994, 1998) has emerged to complement the concept of punctutated equilibrium which many historical institutionalists (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Hall, 1993; Krasner, 1984) have used in order to explain a revolution in institutional stability. Punctuated evolution is based on institutional adaptive continuums in which the institution reflexively adjusts its structures, processes and procedures as well as its culture. These periods of evolution are punctuated by crises when the institutional status quo is fundamentally questioned and institutional change is substantive. Change can therefore follow an evolutionary process which induces incremental institutional changes and highlight institutions’ adaptive capacity. Pierson also insisted on the importance of patterns of timing and sequence. He considered (2000: 15) that “[u]nder conditions conducive to path dependence, the same event (e.g. an exogenous shock such as depression or war) may have a different effect depending on when in a sequence of events it occurs”. March (1989: 169) insists that most organisational changes do not result from an extraordinary process or force but from “…relatively stable, routine processes that relate organisations to their environments. Change takes place because most of the time most people do what they are supposed to do; that is they are intelligently attentive to their environments and their jobs”. Change does not simply happen in bursts but can infuse an institution in varying dosages (Pierson, 1998, 2000; Krasner, 1988; Genschel, 1997). 

Whether seen from a pattern of punctuated evolution or punctuated equilibrium, the exploration of institutional change still revolves around the concept of ‘critical junctures’. Historical institutionalist literature usually associates these critical junctures with crises when the institutional core is challenged (March and Olsen, 1989; Bulmer and Burch, 1998; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Collier and Collier, 1991). However little is said on what constitutes a critical juncture and what elements need to be present to constitute sufficient pressure for change. In this regard, theoretical help can be sought from the agenda-setting literature (Kingdon, 1984). Kingdon’s categorisation of forces – the problem stream, the policy stream and the politics stream – which explain why an item reaches the agenda, is used in this thesis to identify critical junctures. This framework is used in detail in chapter 5 to analyse the 1999 Commission resignation and its role in institutional change in the European administration. Three different forces, external and internal to the institution, have to meet in order for a moment in time to qualify as a critical juncture: 

· The identification of a problem by external institutions and actors.

· The availability of policy alternatives drafted by experts and therefore validated by the field. 

· A political systemic environment which influences the way problems are defined and which solutions should be implemented.

When analysing institutional change, a twofold approach has to be taken, one which focuses on critical junctures and the other which centers on constant incremental change over time in the institution. It has to be stated that critical junctures do not necessarily lead to radical change or change of any type. When discussing critical juncture, the focus is on the trigger for change. It does not say anything on its scope and dynamic.

1.2. Defining institution, organisation and institutional change: the building blocks of the Research Design

In order to set up the operationalising of the research design, this section first defines institutions in comparison with organisations (1.2.1.) and moves to specify what is intended by institutional change and what indicators will be used throughout the dissertation to analyse it (1.2.2.).

1.2.1. Institutions and organisations

In order to assess the scope of institutional change, it is crucial to define what is intended by ‘institution’ in this thesis. March and Olsen (1984; 1989; 1996), who developed the new institutionalist theory from which HI is a branch, argued against structural functionalism which put the social, psychological and cultural characteristics of individuals at the centre of the polity’s operation. They contended that individual action gave an inadequate understanding of political activity which is collective by nature. According to them, institutions matter and are independent actors and factors of explanation. Di Maggio and Powell (1991b: 5) gave the same analysis, declaring that “… earlier conceptions of political behaviour […] were atomistic not only in their view of action as the product of goal-oriented, rational individuals […] but in an abstract, asocial conception of the contexts in which these goals are pursued”. 

March and Olsen returned institutional organisation to the heart of the study of political life but they also focused on the importance of norms and values of behaviour, beyond the formal structure of government (1989: 17). This led Peters (1999: 25) to refer to their approach as ‘normative institutionalism’. As Peter (1998: 58) explains, institutions can not be reduced to their formal structure
Institutions are habits of decision-making and belief systems. These routines process policies in accordance with accepted practices; they are embedded within the institutional framework, which in turn affects the power of groups in the policy process. Because institutions are more stable and resistant to change, they are an independent factor affecting political behaviour. 

Institutionalist theory has been increasingly used in organisational studies and reading the literature begs the question of differentiation between institutions and organisations, particularly in the context of the Commission. In a review of organisational theory, heavily relying on North’s Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance (1991), Rowlinson (1997: 82) tries to unpack the concepts of organisation and institution in order to highlight their differences and complementarity. Embedding his research in organisational economics, North (1991: 3-5) uses a sports analogy to contend a sharp distinction between organisation and institution. According to him, institutions can be regarded as the rules of the game and organisations as the players who are bound together to achieve a common goal. It seems therefore apparent that institutions provide a framework which limits and constrains choices of social entities. 

However the interaction between organisations and institutions is not unidirectional since he discusses that not only “[b]oth what organisations come into existence and how they evolve are fundamentally influenced by the institutional framework. [But i]n turn they influence how the institutional framework evolves” (1991: 5). North’s argument of a clear difference between organisations and institutions has been contested by some of the literature (Peters, 2001: 97). Authors like Hall (1986), Williamson, (1985), Knight (1996) and Clegg and Hardy (1999) have pointed out that there is no certainty about the definition of organisations whose conceptualisation should follow an empirical process. Collective entities can be characterised as both an organisation and an institution. Clegg and Hardy (1999: 3) assert that “[w]e choose what empirical sense we wish to make of organisations by deciding how we choose to represent them in our work”. Indeed in Governing the Economy, Hall (1986: 19) contends that since he focuses on the relational character of institutions and their way of structuring the interactions of individuals, the terms ‘institutions’ and ‘organisations’ can be used as synonyms. Krasner (1988: 72) concludes that there is “no commonly agreed definition of what an institution structure is”.

Some might insist on formalisation, standardisation and routinisation whereas others will see variation, selection and competition as organisational characteristics. In any case, it can be argued that “organisations are deeply embedded in institutional contexts” (Scott, 2001:82). As a result, some organisational features like cultures, relational systems and routines enter an institutionalisation process which “[undermines] the distinction between organisation and environment” (Scott, 2001:83). The blurring of boundary between organisation and institutional environment is one that was acknowledged by Hall (1986). 

This research focuses on the impact of the Kinnock reforms on the structuring of the European administration, which is, as demonstrated above, a hybrid politico-administrative construction. The distinction between organisation and institution seems therefore helpful to highlight how the reform impacted on different levels of the European Commission. The administrative services can be regarded as self-standing organisations with their inter-organisational conflicts and coalitions, their annual management plans as well as their organisation charts. Cram (1994, 1997) challenges the image of a monolithic European Commission and pictures a “multi-organisation” “in which the various levels, and the actors and interests at each level, are not always pulling in quite the same direction” (Nugent, 1997:3). Similarly Christiansen (1997) brought to light the intra-institutional conflicts amongst DGs while Ross (1995) mentioned the in-fighting between DGs and their Commissioner as well as between the Commission President and particular DGs. 

It appears however simplistic and counter-productive to reduce the analysis of the European Commission to its formal organisational structure. Olsen and Brunsson (1993:4) argue that “organisations can be said to be institutionalised insofar as their behaviour is determined by culturally conditioned rules which manifest themselves in certain routines for action and which give meaning to those actions”. The European Commission has therefore developed its framework of values, interests and opinions which define “… what work is important […], what results are ‘good’ and […] how such results can be achieved”. The European Commission’s institutional environment needs to be included in the organisational analysis in order to understand institutional change. North indeed believes (1991:5) that “[o]rganisations are created with purposive intent in consequence of the opportunity set resulting from the existing set of constraints […] and in the course of attempts to accomplish their objectives are a major agent of institutional change”. 

In such a complex environment as the European Commission, it seems opportune to study the impact of the NPM reforms on two levels, the organisational structure and the institutional environment, which sets rules, values and beliefs crucial to the understanding of human interaction in the administration. When tracing institutional change in the Commission in its formal and informal dimension, three institutional dimensions of analysis can be identified on the basis on Bulmer and Burch’s work (1998) and are used in this dissertation. They include formal organisational structures as well as informal institutional aspects:

· The structural dimension which centres on the variation in organisational structures.

· The regulative dimension, i.e. processes and procedures, which set rules constraining actors’ behaviour.

· The cultural dimension. This includes the cognitive domain with the actors’ beliefs and internalised symbolic representation of the world and the institution in which they’re involved. Normative elements which would be regarded as more formal aspects of the cultural dimension are also taken into account (March and Olsen, 1989:22). 

Unlike the traditional three pillars which Scott (2001) uses to discuss institutions, i.e. regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive dimension, this categorisation allows us to take into account the organisational level which is often ignored or mixed with the institutional level in institutionalist theory. In the case of the Commission and the Kinnock reforms, it is particularly significant to take the organisational structuring into consideration since it was seen as a symbol of the spirit of the reforms. 

1.2.2. Institutional change

Having defined institutions and organisations, it remains to clarify what is understood by institutional change. The analytical leverage provided by HI in understanding institutional change relies significantly on the concept of path dependency as discussed above, which sets institutional change in a context of past decisions made by the institution and their constraining power over future options. This argues more in favour of institutional stability than change. Yet, it has already been discussed (see section 1.1.2.) that HI has used the concepts of punctuated equilibrium (Krasner, 1984), critical juncture (Collier and Collier, 1991) or punctuated evolution (Pierson, 1998) in order to reconcile path dependency and institutional change. Specifically, having discussed and detailed the conceptual components of ‘institution’, this dissertation defines institutional change as the variation which occurs in one or several of the dimensions constituting an institution, namely structural, operational and cultural (Bulmer and Burch, 1998; see diagram 1.1.). 

Diagram 1.1. Analytical framework of institutional change
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Having defined the scope of institutional change in relation to the concept of institution, it is essential to discuss, as part of the dynamic HI framework used in this thesis, the two independent variables which have been isolated for their explanatory effect on institutional change: political opportunity will determine the factors which trigger change and ideas will help identify the nature of change. First, explaining change requires moving beyond the concept of path dependency which insists on lock-in processes. It involves identifying critical junctures which are political opportunities during which change is possible (Steinmo et al, 1992; Krasner, 1984). A political opportunity can be described as an opening such as a new government or a political crisis which gives a chance to actors for change to press home their ideas. It designates the precise moment when a ‘policy window’ (Kingdon, 1984) opens and allows policy advocates to redefine the agenda. Baumgartner and Jones (1993: 237) developed a similar approach to Kingdon’s with their punctuated equilibrium model which considers that “the forces that cerate stability during some periods are the same that combine during critical periods to force dramatic and long-lasting changes during other periods”. It is therefore crucial to understand the specific components of those ‘critical periods’ which can also be called ‘policy windows’, ‘political opportunities’ or ‘critical junctures’.

This thesis’s theoretical framework being HI supported by Kingdon’s model, the definition of political opportunity can be further specified by the combination of factors which are necessary to explain effective institutional change. Three factors have to be present for a political opportunity to materialise. First an issue has got to be identified as a problem which requires attention. Second, policy entrepreneurs must be ready to mobilise opinion and institutions with a set of ideas and solutions to policy problems. Third, political processes influence how problems are defined and solutions evaluated. According to Kingdon (1984: 21), “windows are either opened by the appearance of compelling problems or by happenings in the political stream”. Policy entrepreneurs must then act quickly in order to advance their policy solutions before the window closes and the political opportunity passes them by. It is the combination of the problem, policy and political streams which explains sudden agenda change and therefore institutional change. It does not explain the nature of change which depends on the second independent variable: ideas.

Second, this dissertation looks at how the emergence of new ideas on the forefront of the Commission’s agenda has affected institutional change in the European bureaucracy. Hall (1989) points to the different ideas embedded in political institutions in order to explain policy change. Similarly Baumgartner and Jones (1993) consider that ideas are the building blocks of agendas. Majone (1989: 2) also argues that “we miss a great deal if we try to understand policy-making solely in terms of power, influence and bargaining, to the exclusion of debate and argument”. HI literature (see Immergut, 1990, 1992; Hall, 1992, 1993) has definitely set the role of ideas at the heart of the definition of institutions. Immergut (1992) for example concludes that ideas developed by medical practitioners about how to practice medicine are the most important factor in the designing of health policy. Similarly this research focuses on the role of ideas in the determining of the Kinnock reform programme and therefore their impact on institutional change in the Commission. 

Depending whether institutional change happened in all three dimensions detailed in diagram 1.1. or in one or two, its comprehensiveness will vary. But this measurement of the scope of institutional change has got to be combined with an analysis of the dynamic of change in order to understand the reality of it. Assessing the scope of change involves comparing the measures listed in the White Paper with those which were implemented and categorising them according to the three institutional dimensions. Understanding the dynamic of change relies on de-constructing the translation process of ideas into practice (Campbell, 2004; see Peters, 1999: 73). It is therefore important to operationalise the variables mentioned above and finalise the research design.

2. Operationalising the Research Design

The last section outlined the theoretical framework adopted in this thesis for the analysis of institutional change (Diagrams 1.1.). This section operationalises the research design and outlines the methodology adopted in the work. The research design is built on establishing the historical evolution of the Commission in part one of the thesis while part two turns to the Kinnock reforms. In a first section, the dependent variable – institutional change – will be constructed over two levels to analyse its dynamic (2.1.). In a second section, the independent and intervening variables in the analysis of institutional change in the Commission are outlined and justified (2.2.). Finally, the deductive methodology based on indicators is developed. The use of the case study as well as archival approach is discussed and the choice of the specific case studies justified (2.3.). 

2.1.  Institutional change: constructing a dual level dependent variable and its time frame  

In order to get at the outcome and output of the Kinnock reforms, two levels of analysis are required – macro institutional and meso organisational. This dual level of analysis is useful because the Kinnock reforms being implemented across the entire Commission, it is necessary to first assess the scope of change at a macro-level. It is the potential gap between the level of formal implementation of the White Paper measures at macro level with the practical implementation at meso level in the DGs which will be analytically worthy. This dual level analysis will be further developed in section 2.2.3.1.
The dependent variable also needs to be constructed within a time frame following our dynamic historical institutionalist approach. The evolutionary context involves retracing administrative reforms in the Commission from 1950 to 1998 and the ways in which past choices, action and inaction have influenced explicitly or implicitly the Kinnock programme of reforms. Path dependency is therefore assessed over three distinct time periods: 

· 1950 to 1964 marks the start of the European integration process and the birth of a European supranational bureaucracy, the High Authority
. This first attempt at creating a European civil service was then used in 1958 to found the European Commission, one of the key institutions of the European Economic Community. 

· 1965 to 1984 saw the merger of executives in 1967, which constituted a landmark in the European Commission’s administrative history. This period also includes the first enlargement of the EEC to new members, the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark as well as “a remarkably clear-sighted and perceptive” (Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 184) report on the European Commission’s administrative organisation, the Spierenburg report.

1985 to 1998 witnessed another two enlargements to Spain and Portugal in 1986 and to Austria, Sweden and Finland in 1995. During this time period, Christophersen became the Danish Commissioner for Personnel and Administration. He and his Director General, Hay, heralded a renewed interest in administrative reforms and launched a five-phase modernisation programme. From 1995 started the most intense period in terms of administrative reforms of the Commission and reassessment of the institution’s ethos, which ended in December 1998 with the first signs of a brewing crisis.

2.2.  Independent and intervening variables: elaborating hypotheses

The two independent explanatory variables identified above, political opportunity and ideas, need to be contextualised with regards the Kinnock administrative reforms of the Commission. First, political opportunity is operationalised as the resignation of the Santer Commission and briefly described (2.2.1.). Second the NPM paradigm is re-defined in order to encompass its political and democratic dimensions which are often overlooked. NPM ideas and the indicators used to identify them are discussed, therefore laying out the research design into the scope of institutional change (2.2.2.). The dynamic of institutional change is finally explained by intervening variables which highlight the translation of NPM ideas into practice (2.2.3.).

2.2.1. Political opportunity: the Commission’s resignation

Political opportunity occurs when the problem, policy and political streams converge in some ways which leads to the emergence of a possibility for policy change and institutional change. In the context of the Kinnock reforms, this thesis makes the hypothesis that the Commission’s resignation generated an institutional crisis which was a political opportunity and led to institutional change in the European administration. In March 1999, the Santer Commission resigned after three months of enquiry into allegations of fraud, mismanagement and nepotism by an EP appointed Committee, the Committee of Independent Experts. It is further hypothesised that three elements can explain this critical juncture. 

First, the administrative (mis)management inside the Commission started to be seen as a problem rather than simply a secondary issue which could be brushed under the carpet for the sake of furthering political and economic European integration. Times had changed in 1999. European integration, particularly since the difficult ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, had been highly criticised by public opinions and heads of state and governments were less keen on pushing with European integration. A concern for value for money started rising as member states were going through administrative reforms themselves. Internally, a whistleblower brought the issue of poor management to the attention of the media and the EP. This problem stream met a favourable political stream with the upcoming European elections which encouraged the EP to stand up to the Commission and take advantage of the political process. Finally, policy entrepreneurs such as Kinnock and his colleagues like Koopman were ready to press on with policy solutions.

First hypothesis: “the Commission’s resignation generated an institutional crisis which was a political opportunity and triggered institutional change in the European administration”. Chapter 5 will test in depth this study proposition. 

2.2.2. New Public Management ideas

As time went by and the 1957 six-member Community turned into the 1999 15-member Union, the administrative system “attracted the comment that it combined the less desirable features of both French and German systems” (Stevens and Stevens, 2001:  31) and that the Commission had not modernised itself. In response to this common view, Kinnock designed a reform which he admits “needed to be British, i.e. centred on responsibility, transparency and accountability”
. These principles were coupled with requirements for efficiency, effectiveness and economy of scarce resources and calls for a modernised governance of the Commission (European Commission, 2000a). These key objectives, which were clearly discussed in the introduction of the White Paper and reiterated by the vast majority of Commission officials interviewed, indicate a strong grounding of the reform in the body of literature on New Public Management. Following the discussion on NPM’s dimensions and indicators in the introduction, this section aims to operationalise the concept and develop a hypothesis in order to assess the scope of influence of NPM ideas on the White Paper and the nature of the institutional change it engendered.

An in-depth study of the literature on NPM reforms led to a three-tiered analysis. At a macro-level, NPM’s political dimension represents the environment in which NPM reforms will be designed and implemented. At a meso-level, its organisational dimension is the practical core of reforms which is grounded in public administration and radiates into the political and the democratic dimension. At a micro-level, NPM’s democratic dimension creates the link between actors of the governance model, between politicians, bureaucrats, customers and citizens. NPM has been studied through different theoretical grids like rational choice (Barzelay, 1992), interpretive theory (Bevir, Rhodes, Weller, 2003), transformative approach (Christensen and Laegreid, 2002) and HI. The latter led to comparative NPM studies which focused on assessing the leading and lagging countries in the implementation of NPM reforms (Hood, 1995; Flynn and Strehl, 1996; Christensen and Laegreid, 2002; Aucoin, 1990; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000; Kickert, 1997; Olsen and Peters, 1996). However no study has attempted to analyse NPM inspired reforms in the institutional context of the European Commission and understand their impact on institutional change. Our dynamic historical histitutionalist approach will evaluate the influence of NPM ideas over the content of the White Paper and their effects in terms of the nature and scope of institutional change undergone by the Commission (see Diagram 1.2.).



Diagram 1.2. Analytical framework of NPM reforms
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Kinnock, his Cabinet and the Task Force for the Administrative Reform (TFAR) avoided expressely referring to NPM in the reform package, or any other managerial concept. Two reasons can explain this. First, NPM has been most enduring and wide-spread in the UK, which has involved abundant critical assessments on its efficacy to modernise public administration, and Kinnock did not want to create an a priori bias against his reform. Second, given the particular organisational nature of the Commission, it was crucial for the successful acceptance and implementation of the reform package that it be designed by officials rather than external consultants specialised in management. They therefore used an approach which presented it as an in-house reform based on core NPM principles such as transparency, accountability, responsibility, efficiency, effectiveness, value for money and decentralisation. 

Second hypothesis: “NPM ideas are at the heart of the White Paper and contributed to institutional change in the Commission”. This is developed and tested in chapter 6.
2.2.3. The translation process

2.2.3.1.  Levels of analysis 

Kassim’s (2008: forthcoming) recent macro-analysis of the reform implementation takes a global view of the institution which gives him the opportunity to insist on the “accomplishment of such a wide-ranging transformation in such a short timeframe”. Yet this macro-level view of the reform does not tell the whole story. Therefore the meso-level – DGs – has got to be taken into comparative account. Comparison between each level as well as between each DG is at the heart of this work in order to unveil the discrepancies in institutional change as a consequence of the Kinnock reforms. 

Two points can further illustrate the multi-character of the Commission which explains why different levels of analysis are required. First, the Commission is composed of horizontal and vertical services. The former, such as the Secretariat-General or the Legal Service, coordinate the activities of all DGs and provide support to all the DGs. The latter, namely the DGs which represent the bulk of the organisational structure of the Commission, are divided into policy-making DGs, whose main activity revolves around policy outputs, and operational DGs or programme-managing DGs which deal with managing policies and programmes adopted by the European Union. 

Second, the EU counted 15 member states when the Kinnock reforms were launched in 2000 and was facing the largest enlargement of its history, which brought the number of member states to 25 on 1 May 2004 and then to 27 on 1 January 2007. ‘The House’ has always been a cauldron of nationalities and cultures. Despite a certain degree of socialization into a ‘European spirit’ (Shore, 2000), there is no evidence of a European administrative culture whereas national cultures are still very alive among officials’ everyday interactions. The predominance of one or several similar nationalities in a DG is also often used to explain the way of doing business in this DG. Beyond the cultural aspect, Christiansen (1997) highlighted the diversity of the Commission’s organisational components when he analysed the intra-institutional conflicts amongst DGs and their socialization into different modes of decision-making, political for DG IV as opposed to bureaucratic for DG XVI. Similarly Ross (1995) insisted on the in-fighting between DGs and their Commissioner as well as between the Commission President and particular DGs.

As a result, the image of the Commission which has emerged in the literature is that of a heterogeneous organisation with conflicting interests and cultures. Many national administrations are also heterogeneous in some ways. However, this aspect is magnified in the case of the Commission due to the institution’s functions and the diversity of nationalities, languages and cultures. In this regard Kassim’s macro-analysis of the reform implementation takes a global view of the institution which gives him the opportunity to assert that the reform led to successful implementation of administrative change (2008). Yet this wide lens used to assess the ‘success’ of the implementation of administrative change artificially erases the complex and multiple organisational nature of the Commission and hides the reality of change in practice. 

2.2.3.2.  Intervening variables

The independent variables have been defined and will be used to analyse institutional change at macro-level, i.e. Commission-wide. Yet this reveals only part of the picture. It does not take into account the translation process which constrains the operationalising of the reform and therefore its ownership and internalisation by staff, which is a key to a fully implemented reform (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). The study of institutional change has to include the analysis of its dynamic, which means the mechanisms of translation of the White Paper and NPM ideas into practice. It also means that the analysis of institutional change can go beyond planned change and look into unplanned change.

The concept of translation comes from the institutionalist literature (Campbell, 2001, 2004; Scott, 2001; Hirsch, 1997) and a reflection on the conditions under which organisations adopt new practices or not (see Czarniawska and Sevón, 1996). It serves to identify the causal processes which explain the local implementation of principles and policies and how organisations interpret the institutional pressures surrounding them. Translation is therefore the indispensable tool to analyse the dynamic of change when studying policy implementation from macro-level to meso-level, from ideas into practice. Latour’s approach of translation of ideas (1986: 267) insists on how people “may act in many different ways, letting the token drop, or modifying it, or betraying it, or adding to it, or appropriating it”. It comprises the relationship between individuals, ideas and institutions and their interaction. Campbell (2004) isolates four factors which condition the translation process and serve to understand how ideas implemented at macro-level might have a different effect when implemented at meso-level. These factors fit the Commission’s situation very well and are used in chapter 9 to explain the discrepancies in the dynamic of change between macro and meso level.

The factors conditioning the translation process have to be operationalised in the context of the Kinnock reforms to uncover why and to what degree change was different in the two cases studies chosen, DG TREN compared with DG REGIO:

· The DG’s organisational context which involves its structures and functions. 
· The DG’s implementation capacities, whether they are internally or externally dependent when it comes to financial management, in particular.  
· The power struggles in which the DG is involved, for example with other institutions.
· The leadership support for the reform ideas and measures demonstrated by the Director-General.
This thesis therefore looks at institutional change in two stages. It first assesses its nature and scope. Second, it focuses its dynamic and how new reform measures are being translated into local practice. The four intervening variables help to understand why change might be different from one DG to the next despite a Commission-wide reform. 

Third hypothesis: “The translation process affected the dynamic of institutional change across the Commission, making it uneven between DGs”. 

The current literature on change in the Commission as a result of the Kinnock reforms reveals a certain dichotomy. Even though change is not denied, its scope and success vary. Levy (2004:  11) stresses that “less has been delivered than perhaps has been suggested”. He goes on to point out that the majority of measures of the White Paper fall into what he calls the ‘preliminary’ or ‘intermediate’ categories rather than the final one. On the other hand, authors like Kassim (2004a, 2004b, 2008) and Bauer (2006) consider that change has been significant even though they remain cautious about the ‘success’ of the reforms. Kassim (2008) emphasises that the Kinnock reforms were radical in nature, implemented in near entirety and far-reaching in their effects. The scope of change might have been significant but it does not mean it was positive. Bauer argues that the reforms will seriously limit the capacity of the Commission to deliver policy due to an increased inward focus of officials. This dissertation will go beyond the general assessment of reform implementation and look inside the organisation in order to assess the scope and dynamic of change in DGs. Diagram 1.3. summarises the relationships between the variables presented. 


Diagram 1.3. Introducing the variables
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2.3.  Methodology

This research being an empirical investigation which analyses historical and contemporary events, the case study approach seemed most appropriate in conducting an exploratory study of institutional change in the Commission. Within the limits of a given uncertainty, a case study is only scientific if it allows understanding something beyond the immediate information collected (Yin, 2003). Part one will explain the design of the case study and justify case selection (2.3.1.). In a second section, the merits and limits of the sources of evidence which were used in the analysis of the historical construction of the administrative Commission – archives – and those used for the study of the Kinnock reforms – interviews and official documents – will be discussed (2.3.2.). 

2.3.1. Designing the case study: justifying case selection

The methodology used for this dissertation is based a case study approach which allows to tap into different layers of information. The ones that were selected are historical, in the form of archives, and contemporary, using interviews and official documents. In both circumstances, the information collected was complemented with primary desk research and analysis of the relevant literature. 

In order to answer the central question of the explanatory factors of institutional change in the Commission, the case study approach was used. It allowed to combine archival analysis, document study as well as interviews. Each of these tools of investigation would not have been comprehensive enough to analyse the question at hand. As Yin explains (2003:  14) “the case study as a research strategy comprises an all-encompassing method – covering the logic of design, data collection techniques, and specific approaches to data analysis”. Furthermore, it is a particularly useful approach when studying a contemporary phenomenon like the Kinnock reforms because semi-structured interviews reveal data which is very up-to-date and/or could not be found in official documents. Given the wide scope of reform measures to be investigated, the case study required a careful selection of units of analysis which reflected the organisational make up of the Commission.  

Despite a constant criticism of case studies because of a lack of basis for scientific generalizations (Yin, 2003; Gomm et al., 2000), it can be argued that they are directed towards analytical and not statistical generalizations, which can be related to theory. Rhodes (1997:  82) is adamant that “case studies are not just descriptive. They can and do test theories. They can and do permit generalizations. They constitute an alternative to quantitative methods, not a poor relation”. Two core Directorates-General (DG) which are revealing of the Commission’s organisational complexity were chosen:  DG TREN and DG REGIO. They illustrate the multi-character of the Commission whose services are either vertical or horizontal and whose vertical DGs can be either programme-managing or policy-making. They are both policy DGs, not drivers of the reform. Our third hypothesis on the effect of the translation process on the dynamic of institutional change required choosing DGs that were receivers of the reform processes in order to test variance. It would have been ideal to do more case studies including horizontal services and drivers of the reform but time constraints made it unrealistic. 

The selection of DG TREN and DG REGIO was made on two aspects of the theoretical argument put forward in this thesis: 

· The role of NPM ideas on institutional change.

· The effect of the translation process from macro-level to meso-level on the homogeneity of institutional change.

Firstly, DG TREN and DG REGIO are similar because they are both vertical policy DGs, as opposed to horizontal coordinating ones. Yet they differ in one significant respect which makes them particularly theoretically relevant: DG TREN is a policy-making service whereas DG REGIO is a policy-managing one. NPM ideas being part of the dynamic HI theoretical approach chosen for this thesis, it is appropriate to opt for a DG like DG REGIO which would be more receptive to managerialist ideas because of its function, compared with DG TREN whose priority would not be managerial matters because of its policy conception duties. Secondly, given the significant change that the Kinnock reforms have represented at macro-level (Kassim, 2004a, 2004b, 2008; Levy, 2002, 2003, 2004), it could be expected that change translated similarly at meso-level. Four elements – local organisational contexts, implementation capacities, power struggles and leadership – nonetheless condition this translation process. At first sight, the first two constraining factors are clearly different in the case of DG REGIO and DG TREN: DG REGIO is a policy-managing DG operating on the basis of shared financial management whereas DG TREN is a policy-making DG working on the basis of direct financial management. Yet each factor needed to be investigated through interviews in order to assess to what extent they affected the homogeneity of institutional change in the translation process from macro to meso level.    

From a general viewpoint and to summarise, the two DGs differ in function, size and budget. DG TREN’s tasks involve a significant share of policy work. Staff approach 1,100, including the new category of contractual agents. It also has a relatively small budget compared with other DGs in the Commission – close to € 1,5 billion and operates entirely on the basis of direct financial management. The responsibility for managing European moneys is therefore not shared with member states. In comparison, DG REGIO focuses mainly on policy managing and has little role in policy conception. It is responsible for a sizeable part of the EU budget but its management is shared with the member states. This makes the issue of responsibility for fraud or mismanagement quite problematic, which explains why it has been at the centre of the Committee of Independent Experts’ report (1999) and is still at the core of the discussions between the European Court of Auditors (ECA) and the Commission. Finally, due to this shared financial management and the significant delegation to member states, it is a smaller DG than DG TREN, with staff reaching 722 in 2007 including contractual agents. Table 1.4. summarises the key caracteristics of each DG.




Table 1.4. Comparative characteristics of DG TREN and DG REGIO

	
	Activity
	Staff
	Financial management
	Budget

	DG TREN
	Policy-making
	1,100
	Direct 
	€ 1,5 billion

	DG REGIO
	Programme-managing
	722
	Shared 
	€ 347 billion


2.3.2. Evidence

Since the methodological approach of this research is deductive, the analysis is first based on two bodies of works which led to the research design:  an extensive review of NPM literature which goes beyond organisational aspects and includes political as well as democratic debates (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Jobert, 2002; Leca, 2000; Kettl, 2000; Hughes, 2003); an analysis of organisational and institutional literature on change (Scott, 2001; Peters, 1999; March and Olsen, 1984, 1989, 1996; Bulmer and Burch, 1998; Steinmo et al, 1992; Johnson et al., 2005). From this work emerged indicators which had to be observed in the Commission. This observation rests on three sources of evidence which Yin (2003) puts at the heart of doing case studies: 

· Numerous official documents from the Commission, the European Parliament, the Council of Ministers and the European Court of Auditors, on leaflets from trade unions, on press reviews,

· European Commission archival sources for the time period from 1950 to 1977
, which were in Brussels,

·  59 semi-structured interviews with Neil Kinnock, members of his Cabinet, members of the TFAR, trade unionists, Commission officials from DG ADMIN and DG BUDG as well as DG REGIO and DG TREN, Members of the European Parliament and members of the European Court of Auditors. These interviews were carried out from February 2006 to March 2007. A complete list of interviews appears in the Annex.

Visiting the archives was particularly useful in collecting data to assess the historical construction of the administrative Commission from 1950 (when the High Authority was set up) to 1977 (see footnote 7). Three trips were made during 2006. The merits of the Commission’s archival records were that they were easily accessible, on micro-film or in paper folders, and could be repeatedly reviewed. They contained precise names, references and details of events which were valuable in order to confirm such information contained in the literature and was sometimes contradictory from one book or article to another. The limits of archival research are reporting biases of which the researcher has to be aware like for any official document. Specifically in the case these archives, the problems were also a clear lack of space allocated to their storage and consultation. They were incomplete in places or their filing was incorrect which made retrievability sometimes difficult. Overall, these downsides were palliated by very helpful and qualified staff. Even on the rule of accessibility due to privacy reasons, a specific folder was released on the day thanks to the archives officer asking for authorisation on the spot. 

Apart from archival research and document study, interviews were also carried out to gather data on more recent events. The type of interviews conducted for this work can be described as ‘elite interviews’ (Cohen 1999, Leech, 2002) which refer to the interviewee’s privileged position in terms of access to knowledge. This permitted gathering ‘informal’ information which had not been printed, for example about errors, informal procedures or networks or political bargaining. In order to be able to access this wealth of information, the sample of interviewees had to be assembled carefully. Two samples were identified:  one consisted of actors for change which participated at different levels of responsibility at the design of the reform or its monitoring; the second sample related directly to the two case studies and involved mostly HoUs who were recipients of the reform and had to implement it. The former included 25 HoUs from DG ADMIN, DG BUDG, members of the TFAR, former members of the Kinnock Cabinet, trade unionists, MEPs, members of the ECA as well as Neil Kinnock himself. The information gathered served to shed light on the official documents produced during the designing of the reform and helped to put certain actors’ influence into perspective. They helped revealing asperities in the reform process which would not have been apparent from official documentation. As for interviews with HoUs in DG TREN and DG REGIO, they were useful on two levels. First they also led to unearthing tensions and influences which could not have been identified otherwise. Second, interviewees were willing to share some very interesting documents which would not have been accessible otherwise. 

In terms of access, the Commission has turned out to be a very open institution. Most officials contacted agreed to the interviews within a few days of the request email being sent. No follow up phone calls were necessary. Some requested a list of sample questions and they all received an interview guide stating the structure and ethics of this research. The vast majority of officials who refused to meet me explained it through their considerable annoyance with the Kinnock reforms. Overall officials widely demonstrated a willingness to explain their institution to the outsider while many keeping a critical outlook on the reform. Even those who had received a list of questions in advance were happy to deviate and allocate considerable time to the interview. The agreed time was between 45 minutes and an hour but it was common for an interview to last an hour and a half or even two hours. Some officials stated clearly that they would have little time to dedicate to the exercise. Yet it very often happened that, once they established that the interviewer knew the topic well, they engaged in a conversation which went far beyond the designated time. 

The Commission is well known for having its own jargon. It is undeniable that the quality of the interviews improved once the interviewer mastered this jargon and was able to share this bond with HoUs. It seemed like an opening code to some information vault. The other lesson which was learned is that recording does not help with the quality of the interviewing. It inhibits the interviewee, despite him/her agreeing to it and it makes the transcribing process very cumbersome and yet not much more accurate. Transcribing from detailed notes straight after or on the same day as the interviews proved to be the most efficient way of working. Even though there must have been many more people to interview, the interviewing process stopped automatically once the information collected started being repetitive from one conversation to another and there were no more ‘surprises’.

Interviews helped to access information and yet the transcribed interview is not this information. They were used to structure the research by indicating a hierarchy of importance between different issues. They also provided a perspective which helps with the reading of official as well as confidential documents.  A final use of interviews is to build an narrative. Once a certain number of them are gathered, the researcher can confidently evaluate the story of one official with the perspective of another who was involved in the same issues. Interviews are the ultimate key to determining the way to tell a story which is already based on multiple documentary sources of evidence. 

*
*
*

Chapter 1 has anchored the research in an innovative dynamic HI theoretical framework. Following a deductive and indicator-based approach, this chapter has outlined the independent, intervening and dependent variables and has detailed the three hypotheses which will be tested. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 focus on an evolutionary analysis of institutional change in the Commission from 1950 to 1998 which will be useful in assessing how path dependent the Kinnock reforms are. Chapter 5 examines the combination of factors necessary to the arising of a political opportunity and what effect it had on triggering institutional change. Chapter 6 takes an in-depth analysis of the White Paper, its implementation and its links with NPM. It tests the hypothesis that NPM ideas are at the heart of the White Paper and affected the type of institutional change the Commission went through.  Chapters 7 and 8 embark on case studies at a meso-level to study the scope and dynamic of institutional change resulting from the Kinnock NPM reforms, examining whether the translation process led to uneven change in DG TREN compared with DG REGIO. Finally chapter 9 explains the findings and what has been learned with regard the hypotheses as well as the strengths and weaknesses of a dynamic HI approach in the analysis of the research question. 

PART I 

The historical evolution of the 

Administrative Commission

Chapter 2

Construction of the European Commission (I) 

1950-1964 – An ephemeral administration de mission

In part one, this dissertation uses history as an analytical tool in order to trace administrative reforms since the creation of the European administration in 1950. It carries out a study of the Commission’s construction and evolution through the same institutional framework (Bulmer and Burch, 1998; Kingdon, 1984) which is used for the contemporary case studies in chapters 7 and 8. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 will look at the European administration’s construction process from 1950 to 1999 in order to assess the extent to which the Kinnock reforms are path dependent. They will define the evolutionary context in which the independent variables are set to explain and analyse institutional change, as laid out in diagram 1.4. This thick description highlights the institution’s conscious and deliberate attempts at reform and the striking continuity in discourse as well as solutions suggested over 50 years, despite a lack of implementation. It therefore nuances two common views on the European administration: that the Commission did not experience any worthwhile reform process before the Santer presidency; that the Kinnock reform measures represent a significant departure from past solutions. 

The literature which focuses exclusively on the administrative structures, roles, staff and culture of the Commission is thin and restricted to certain time periods (Conrad, 1989; Cassese, 1987; Stevens and Stevens, 2000). The purpose of the next three chapters is to fill this research gap and analyse the Commission’s administrative development from its ancestor, the High Authority, to its modern form. A historical institutionalist lens allows tracing the degree of transformation of the institution in its specific constituents – institutional structures, processes/procedures and culture – as well as its accretive and path dependent aspect. Setting the construction of the Commission in its historical and institutional dynamic is crucial to the understanding of the idiosyncratic context in which the Kinnock reforms were conceived and implemented. This chapter looks at the time period which saw the birth of the High Authority of the ECSC and that of the Commission of the EEC until the two merged in 1967
. Over less than twenty years, three European administrations were created, each in a specific historical and political environment which was determinant in shaping subsequent reform policies. 

After three terribly bloody wars between France and Germany, two of which spread to the world, circumstances in 1950 were ripe to fuel another conflict between Germany and the rest of the world. The London Agreements signed in June 1948 used old methods of humiliation of the vanquished. In particular the status of the Sarre and the Ruhr was decided unilaterally by the victors. As explained by Schuman (2000: 78), “in the beginning of the year 1950, we had the feeling that we were facing a double crisis:  one, of a political nature, the other, of an economic nature”. Indeed coal shortage was becoming an increasing issue which led inter-Allies to share out the coal produced by Germany between all importing countries. Germany felt discriminated against and resentment was building up. Jean Monnet and his team started voicing the idea that France and Germany, and potentially other European countries, could enter a binding agreement whereby they pooled their sovereignty in the areas of coal and steel industries. Monnet therefore came up with the idea of sectoral economic integration, which involved moving away from traditional diplomatic negotiations based on national interests towards cooperation around a commonly defined interest. Even though Monnet would have liked to create a political community based on a Franco-German union, it was too soon after World War II. As Reuter (quoted in Bromberger, 1968: 117) pointed out, “[l]a Lotharingie politique serait impossible… Par contre, une organisation économique serait possible… On peut toujours marier des minerais qui n’ont pas de sentiments patriotiques”
.

Building on this original sectoral and supranational vision for a European administration, this chapter has two objectives. It first aims to bring to light the many reflective organizational processes which animated the Commission from its creation. It shows that the High Authority as much as the Commission constantly thought about improving its institutional characteristics. Even though they did not lead to significant change, they generated incremental change often limited to one DG which helped the institution settle in its new role. This chapter secondly demonstrates that the description of the Commission as an ‘administration de mission’ is an institutional myth. Despite the mythical substance of the concept, it is important to understand where the label came from in order to explain in future chapters its usefulness and also its instrumentalisation in the legitimation of the Commission. 

We will first analyse how the High Authority and then the Commission developed and adjusted their formal organisational structures in order to fulfill their mission (1.). In a second section, we will focus on processes and procedures which emphasise the bureaucratic growth of the European administration, in contrast with its original conception as an administration de mission (2.). Finally, we will discuss the evolution of the cultural environment in the institution from 1952 to 1964 which reveals most strongly how the administration de mission status became a myth in the early days of the European administration (3.).

1. Formal structures and organisation

The High Authority was created thanks to the vision of Jean Monnet and his colleagues, who, after advising Schuman, were appointed to set up and develop this embryonic European institution. Monnet had a wide international and national experience of bureaucracies having been Commissaire Général au Plan in France and Deputy Secretary-General in the League of Nations. The original organisational design of the High Authority, based on a small flexible non hierarchical structure, was questioned and altered within the first year of its existence which exposes the gap with the reality of the institution’s organisational needs (1.1.). As a result, Hallstein, the Commission’s first president, chose a more traditional bureaucratic organisational structure inspired from his experience (1.2.).

1.1. 1952-1957:  Monnet’s organisational utopia

Jean Monnet had a long term idea for the ECSC as he exposed in his Mémoires (1976: 436): 

A la vérité, je n’avais pas fait des plans pour une installation durable et nombreuse, car j’avais encore l’espoir – qui ne m’a jamais quitté d’ailleurs – d’établir bientôt les institutions de l’Europe dans un district ayant sa souveraineté propre, et j’étais en tout état de cause déterminé à faire de la Haute Autorité un appareil aussi léger que possible.

Hoping to see this pooling of sovereignty on the markets of coal and steel expand to other economic areas and in due course turn into a genuine European Political Community
, Jean Monnet attempted to devise the appropriate institution which would carry forward his ideas in future years. 

Monnet regarded himself as an institutionalist because he believed that “…[r]ien n’est possible sans les hommes, rien n’est durable sans les institutions”
 (1976: 360). According to him, institutions provided long-term stability as opposed to people in power who come and go. He believed in an institution which would operate with a limited number of staff and mostly on flexible terms, with minimum guaranteed stability. So when his team and himself started working on the structuring of the administrative services, they concentrated on organisational mechanisms which would allow a constant flow of ideas within the High Authority. Keeping clear from reproducing at European level any single model of national bureaucracy, a sui generis institution composed of mixed national features was shaped which was hoped to remain flexible, non hierarchical and adjustable to the future developments of the institution. 

According to article 7 of the Treaty of Paris, four institutions composed the ECSC:  

· the High Authority,

· the Common Assembly, 

· the Special Council of Ministers and 

· the Court of Justice. 

The High Authority was clearly identified in the Schuman Declaration as the key institution in the system and it was confirmed in the final version of the Treaty. It was composed of members who vowed their independence from their government as provided by article 9.5
. 

The first High Authority comprised nine members, appointed for a renewable six-year mandate
:  Albert Coppé and Paul Finet from Belgium, Franz Etzel and Heinz Pothoff from Germany, Enzo Giacchero from Italy, Dirk Spierenburg
 from the Netherlands, Albert Wehrer from Luxembourg, Léon Daum from France. The Treaty provided that the President of the High Authority would not be coopted by his colleagues but that he would be appointed for a renewable two-year mandate by the governments. Monnet was the obvious choice for the presidency of the High Authority. The new institution faced enormous challenges even before envisaging the setting up of a common market. It first had to deal with urgent administrative issues. 

Four main structures had a say in administrative decisions made by the High Authority:  

· The Commission of the Four Presidents.

The ECSC Treaty provided for the setting up of a Commission comprising of the Presidents of the four European institutions mentioned above. It was responsible for financial and administrative issues in the context of harmonisation between the four institutions. It played a particularly important role in the emergence of a European administration since it created a “Comité du Statut” (CEAB 14/1), “Comité des Intérêts Communs” (CEAB 14/2) and a “Caisse de Prévoyance” for ECSC staff.

· The President of the High Authority.

The President of the High Authority was attributed a significant task in the administrative management of the services of the High Authority. Indeed article 16 ECSC provided that “le président de la Haute Autorité est chargé de l’administration des services et assure l’exécution des délibérations de la Haute Autorité”. The interpretation of this article was questioned from the start and Monnet made it clear that he did not want to see a delegation of responsibility for a specific division to each member of the High Authority. He thought this would deny collegiality within the institution. He therefore insisted that article 16 should be interpreted as him being the sole responsible for the direction of services (CEAB 2/713/1, p 75). 

· The Administrative Committee.

In April 1953, minutes of the Administrative Committee’s first session (CEAB 3/386/1, p 44) stated that it was headed by Monnet and comprised Etzel, Finet and Giacchero as well as Kohnstamm, Secretary of the High Authority and Balladore, Head of the Administration and Personnel Division. It worked hand in hand with the President of the High Authority on administrative recruitment, organisation and personnel issues and had a duty to report monthly to the High Authority (CEAB 3/386/1, p 44). It elaborated rules for recruitment and levels of remuneration for civil servants. Until it was reformed in 1954
, the Administrative Committee played a crucial role in decisions on personnel matters.

· The Financial Auditor. 

Regarding financial matters, the ECSC Treaty refers to the appointment of an Auditor by the Council. Article 78 specifies that the Auditor should “faire annuellement un rapport sur la régularité des opérations comptables et la gestion financière des différentes institutions”
. Vaes, a Belgian professor and bank auditor, was appointed. He interpreted his role in an extensive way, going as far as appreciating the relevance of expenditure by some institutions. Civil servants grew suspicious of Vaes and his team but even Finet or Balladore admitted that “le caractère inquisiteur du contrôle du Commissaire au Compte, permettant aux institutions de combler certaines lacunes de leur règlement, constituait une garantie pour celles-ci”
 (Conrad, 1989: 68). It is interesting to note that the ECSC integrated financial control from very early on. 

In August 1952 a Comité de Démarrage (CEAB 2/701, p 3; CEAB 2/88 p 19) was set up in order to work out the organisation of the High Authority’s administrative services (Mazey, 1992: 34). In his speech to the Committee on the organisation of the ECSC (CEAB 12/55/2, p 153) Monnet explained that “[a]près de longues discussions et recherches, nous avons voulu mettre au point une organisation qui s’adapte au travail que nous avons à faire et aux problèmes que nous avons à résoudre. Nous n’avons pas voulu d’une organisation abstraite”
. The organisational structure would automatically flow from the division of work based on the efficient fulfilment of the tasks at hand. In a note to the President, Vinck (CEAB 12/55/2, p 107)
 considers that designing an overall organisational framework for the High Authority according to its functions should not involve filling in every post from the start. In October 1952, twelve divisions and services were established (CEAB 2/713/1). There was no separation of coal and steel markets and formally the organisation chart listed all administrative units on the same level
. 

On 1 October 1952, the High Authority was structured around four secretariats (secretariat of the High Authority, secretariat of the President, secretariat of the High Authority members and Press and Information office), six administrative services (Comptabilité et Caisse, Service courrier, documents et archives, Bureau Matériel, Bureau de Logement, Service Linguistique, Pool des dactylos), two ad hoc commissions (Comité des affaires administratives et Groupe de démarrage) and one legal section. 

Set up to fulfill a specific task, a common market of coal and steel industries from six European countries, over a set period of fifty years, with the aim of ultimately creating a European political union, the High Authority led a constant reflection on the efficiency of its organisation. As early as end of 1953, Monnet had to revise his original idea of a non-hierarchical, small, flexible and supranational institution because it defied organisational logic. As Monnet described in his note to his successor in 1955 (CEAB 2/91, p3), “[d]urant les 18 premiers mois environ de son activité, les propositions élaborées par les services étaient généralement transmises directement à la Haute Autorité en vue de ses séances”
. This absence of hierarchical links within the administrative services led to overlapping, duplication and confusion (CEAB12/82/3, p 271; CEAB 12/82/3, p 250; CEAB 12/82/1, p 81). It often happened that several divisions worked on different aspects of the same decision and ended up giving conflicting recommendations to the High Authority because no coordination between the services had taken place prior to the High Authority’s meeting.  

When Monnet left the High Authority in 1955, his mark on the organisational design of the institution was waning. Mayer was appointed President in 1955 and, unlike Monnet, he saw advantages in bureaucratic structures like stability, fairness and efficiency. On 13 July 1956, a note probably drafted by Coppé (CEAB 12/82/4, p 291) stated that “[l]a Haute Autorité estime qu’après une expérience de quatre ans le moment est venu de repenser à fonds le problème de son organisation”
 (the author’s emphasis). The High Authority’s structure was slightly amended but Mayer hoped for a more radical transformation.  

1.2. 1958-1964:  a bureaucratic organisation with a sense of mission

The Treaty of Rome, signed in 1957, came into force on 1 January 1958. Article 2 provided 

The Community shall have as its task, by establishing a common market and progressively approximating the economic policies of Member States, to promote throughout the Community a harmonious development of economic activities, a continuous and balanced expansion, an increase in stability, an accelerated raising of the standard of living and closer relations between the States belonging to it.

The scale of the EEC’s task was much more challenging than the ECSC’s. The Treaty of Rome presented two major different characteristics from the Treaty of Paris which asserted its political and economic scope. First its existence was not limited in time, unlike the Treaty of Paris which was signed for fifty years. Irreversible European integration was at the core of the Member States’ debates and final agreement in Rome. Second, the Treaty of Paris was often regarded as a “traité-règle”, which defined specific measures to be taken and set strict deadlines, whereas the Treaty of Rome is described as a “traité-cadre”, making it much less interventionist (Boegner, 1974: 20; see also Lemaignen, 1964: 27). 

The Commission was composed of nine members appointed for a renewable four-year mandate
 by unanimous agreement between the six governments:  two Commissioners for each of the big Member States as defined with regards to their economic, political and demographic weight, and one Commissioner for smaller Member States
. Their independence from Member States was reaffirmed in the Treaty together with the impossibility for governments to dismiss their appointee. The fact that only the EP could bring the College of Commissioners down and that no specific one could be fired by Member States or the EP was seen as a guarantee of collegiality on the one hand and independence from governments’ pressures. Hallstein was appointed President of the European Commission and three vice-Presidents, namely Malvestiti, Mansholt and Marjolin became vice-Presidents. Lemaignen (1964: 29) remembers that some of the most urgent decisions facing the new Commission were “celles qui touchaient à l’organisation de son travail et de sa future administration”
. 

The European Commission took its inspiration from the High Authority and divided its work into eight technical domains, plus a ninth one, administrative issues
. Each technical domain was under the responsibility of a group of three to four Commissioners, just like in the High Authority. One in each group would head the debates and would have some specific expertise in the field. As detailed in the First General Report of Activity (1958: 21), this was a compromise solution between pure collegiality, where preparation, decision-making and implementation would all happen within the College, and ministerialisation, by which each Commissioner would be solely in charge of a technical sector. Administrative issues were regarded as particularly crucial since they came under the responsibility of the Réunion des Présidents which comprised of the President and the vice-Presidents of the European Commission. 

The preparatory work on the organisation of the administrative services of the European Commission took about two and a half months. The first meeting of the EEC Commission was held on 16 January 1958 when the Commissioners took their oath of independence (article 157 EEC treaty) at Val Duchesse before the members of the European Court of Justice. Unlike Monnet, the President of the European Commission, Hallstein, decided that the division of tasks within the European Commission would not happen empirically. Therefore at the first session of the Commission, he appointed a working group composed of three Commissioners, Marjolin, Mansholt and von der Groeben, who were asked to think about the constitution of a secretariat of the Commission, the order of priority in issues for the Commission as well as its first needs in personnel (COM/58/P.V. 1 final, p 8; Condorelli-Braun, 1972: 40).  He also asked a set of experts to define nine domains of activity in order to match the number of Commissioners. The Commission reached its final decisions in terms of structure and appointments in March and April 1958. On 5 March, the detailed division into nine domains and sub-domains was made together with the composition of each group of Commissioners heading those domains (Annexe II COM/58/PV6 final, 5/03/1958). On 26 March, the official structure, divided into three levels, was chosen. There would be DGs headed by Directors. DGs would be divided into Directorates led by a Director and finally Directorates would be split into Bureaux, which would rapidly be called Divisions (COM/58/PV11 final, 25/03/58, p7). Finally on 10 April 1958, the Commission appointed the Directors General, the Executive Secretary, Emile Noël, and a Special Councillor to the President, M. Bourguignon. 

The First General Report of Activity (1958: 22) detailed the structure of nine directorates-general, to which were added a Secretariat
 and three Joint Services
 between the three Communities
. Each DG was referred to by a number rather than a name
. Nonetheless, in an effort to keep the structure of the Commission as simple as possible, the number of administrative units was reduced as much as possible. 

In the beginning, the European Commission had few resources of its own
, be they financial, human or real estate. It had to live on financial loans from the High Authority. Human resources also depended on some ad hoc arrangements. The European Commission was trying to assert itself and its independence from other European institutions. Therefore it did not ask the High Authority to undertake tasks or functions on its behalf. In the early months, the Commission operated on very limited administrative support, which was nearly restricted to the Commissioners’ cabinets and a few Belgian civil servants whom Rey had asked for help with middle management. 
By January 1958, the headquarters of the European Commission had not been agreed by the six foreign ministers. The Commission was asked to work between Luxembourg and Val Duchesse. Civil servants and Commissioners alike pointed out the inefficiency of the situation which Hallstein summarised in March 1958 (1958: 4): “…le fait de n’avoir pas fixé de siège pour les institutions de la Communauté non seulement est cause d’une gêne considérable et d’un gaspillage d’énergies, mais devient préjudiciable pour le travail”
. The principle of single headquarters had been accepted by governments and Hallstein urged them to take a decision before June 1958, the official deadline. Noël (1992), Lemaignen (1964), Hallstein (1958), von der Groeben (1985) highlight how the hectic material circumstances of the young European Commission delayed the organisation of its administrative services and of its work. 

In 1959, the Commission contracted Bosboom en Hegener, a Dutch consultancy company specialised in organisational design, to review the organisation of the Commission’s administrative services. In their first report on 26 May, their main proposal was to allocate responsibility for supervising the entire administrative system to a single person instead of dividing it, as it was, between the College, the Secretariat, DG IX and the various Director Generals. They therefore suggested that a common Direction should be set up for the Secretariat and DG IX and pleaded for “un système de responsabilité centralisée” (BAC 51/86/854, p 35).  Petrilli, who commented on the reports (BAC 51/86/854, p5), severely criticised Bosboom en Hegener’s approach. He believed that technicians of organisational design should not take decisions whose scope is political. In a note to the Commission, he drew attention to (BAC 51/86/854, p 2). 

l’extrême gravité politique des propositions formulées … quant à l’opportunité d’une délégation des pouvoirs de la Commission à une instance centrale chargée de codifier des règles administratives uniformes et d’en surveiller l’application ainsi que d’établir et de contrôler la coordination et le planning nécessaires à l’exécution des travaux et de contrôler et fixer les effectifs.
 

The first report of the consultants generated extensive discussions within the Commission and archival documentation demonstrates that DG IX specifically implemented most of the practical recommendations regarding work methods (BAC 51/86/496; BAC 51/86/497; BAC 51/86/854). The establishment plan in 1960 showed that Division Etudes et Méthodes had been replaced with a Division called Organisation. There was no indication that it was an independent unit even though van Karnebeek had sent a note to the College supporting Bosboom en Hegener’s suggestion in this regard
.

In 1959, the Commission establishment plan declared 1,108 civil servants
. This figure increased by 95% over three years, bringing the total number of civil servants to 2,159 in 1962. As the Commission’s organizational structure grew, the institution carried on with its search for the most efficient structures. The word used during the 1960s to discuss the Commission’s reorganisation of its services was ‘rationalisation’. In 1963, DG VI (Agriculture), DG III (Internal Market), DG IV (Competition) and DG V (Social Affairs) were restructured. The rationalisation scheme was extended to other DGs in 1964 until the Merger Treaty was signed.

2. Processes and procedures

As expected in a new administration, the most important process on which Monnet, who had little interest in administrative matters, intensely focused was recruitment. He was intent on setting up processes which would keep ideas flowing. These flexible processes which matched a non-bureaucratic structure bared its shortcomings and were complemented after 18 months with bureaucratic procedures (2.1.). Hallstein took his inspiration from Monnet and the High Authority when thinking the day-to-day functioning of the administration. Yet, he also used his experience of the German administration as well as his knowledge of a federalist system to influence the shaping of work processes and bureaucratic procedures (2.2.).  

2.1. 1952-1957:  from fluid processes to bureaucratic procedures

2.1.1.  Processes

Even though it is clear that Monnet had little curiosity for managerial matters, he “took a keen interest in all administrative appointments” (Mazey, 1992: 38; see also Poidevin and Spierenburg, 1993: 98) at the start. In his Mémoires he recalled that he personally met with each candidate and then discussed applications with the other members of the High Authority (1976: 450).  In this regard, Monnet agreed with Vinck who in a note addressed to the President on 19 September 1952 expresses the view that “[l]e recrutement se ferait au fur et à mesure que les tâches se présentent. Le système que je préconise permet de mettre ‘the right man in the right place’ sans trop de risques de rester, à un moment déterminé, avec des poids morts dans les rouages de l’administration”
 (CEAB, 12/55/2, p. 108). The concern to keep the administrative structure as light and efficient as possible is clearly present in many working documents. 

Early 1953, the High Authority (CEAB 12/82/1, p 69) criticised the suggestion of examinations for the selection of candidates. This procedure was deemed too complicated and time-consuming for directors who would be asked to sit on juries. Even though the idea of a concours, like in large national administrations, was not excluded for the future, an interview or a stage was favoured. Monnet wanted a core group of committed people who already had an understanding of what their mission would be in working in the High Authority. He and the other members of the High Authority recruited people who had at various stages taken part in the negotiations of the Treaty of Paris. They played a direct role in meeting and interviewing candidates themselves. Cooption was chosen for Director and Assistant-Director positions. With regard other grades of civil servants, the President and the Administrative Commission were in charge (CEAB 2/713/2 p 166). 

The recruitment process was particularly subjective since candidates had to be approved by a member of the High Authority of their own nationality. Even though Monnet made sure that only the best and most committed candidates would be recruited, regardless of their nationality
, Conrad (1989: 79; see also Poidevin and Spierenburg, 1993: 99) describes how in effect an unofficial quota per nationality existed in the recruitment of senior high civil servants. As early as 1952 (CEAB 2/713/2, p 166), it was agreed by the members of the High Authority that “[e]n ce qui concerne l’équilibre nécessaire à maintenir lors des nominations, il faudra observer certaines règles qui ne seront, toutefois, ni rigides, ni fixées par écrit”
. Monnet’s obsession with ad hoc rules and verbal agreements is again visible in this note. Testimonies of civil servants
 confirm this subjectivity in working as well as social relationships between officials of the High Authority which were a-hierarchical. Civil servants were known by their name and not their grade, as it will later be the case in the EEC in Brussels
. In practice officials did not need to make an appointment to talk to their Head of Division and officials could be asked to work on a specific task by a member of the High Authority without their Head of Division being formally notified. 

The general flexible ad hoc approach worked for the first 18 months but soon showed its limits. In particular, a coordination issue between administrative services appeared as the workload increased and the non-hierarchical structure led to duplication and overlapping of work. As a result, by autumn 1953
, the High Authority decided to set up six permanent working groups
 which would each be composed of several members of the College as well as senior officials, maintaining therefore the collegiate nature of the decision-making process. Monnet also chose to delegate authority
 to each of the Presidents of the working groups. When writing his note to his successor, Monnet (CEAB 2/91, p 4) acknowledged that it was impossible for the President to be solely in charge of the administration of services, which had been his first interpretation of article 16 of the Treaty. 

The introduction of working groups which in effect prepared the meetings of the High Authority and the delegation of authority by Monnet marked the emergence of more bureaucratic processes. It was validated with the coming into force of the Réglement Général d’Organisation and of a Réglement Intérieur on 5 November 1954 (Official Journal, Microfiche 9, n. 21). Both had been provided for in the Treaty of Paris but it took the High Authority two years to draft and adopt the text, mainly because Monnet wanted to keep work processes as informal as possible. Article 9 of the Réglement Général d’Organisation confirms the organization of the High Authority in working groups. As for the Réglement Intérieur, it sets the framework for bureaucratic activity where rules are laid about the carrying out of the High Authority’s sessions, about the recording of minutes and about agenda-setting for each session. Rightly Mazey (1992: 43) concludes that “[w]ithin a period of four years the administrative services of the High Authority were thus transformed from an informal grouping of sympathetic individuals into a professional bureaucracy…”. The number of staff more than trebled from 165 employees on 1 October 1952 to 513 on 15 March 1954 (CEAB 12/82/3, p 191).

2.1.2. Procedures

Because of the novelty of the European adventure, the question of Staff Regulations which would give more stability and security to new recruits was discussed. In August 1952, the Mémorandum sur l’articulation des tâches initiales (CEAB 12/55/1 p 41) stated that “[i]l est nécessaire de passer le plus rapidement possible du régime d’honoraires d’experts au régime des contrats, prévu par le § 7 de la Convention
”. On 2 October 1952, still no decision had been made and Spierenburg highlighted the urgency of the matter for staff (CEAB 2/713/1, p 76). Finally at the end of October 1952, civil servants were granted a contract in accordance with article 7 of the Convention sur les Dispositions Transitoires which provided for such contractual recruitment until Staff Regulations were formulated by the Commission of the Four Presidents. At its first meeting on 19 December 1952 (CEAB 14/1, p 87), the Commission of the Four Presidents decided to set up a Comité du Statut which would work on the drafting of Staff Regulations. Monnet was in no hurry to adopt such regulations which he saw as the start of a bureaucratisation process. Even though salaries were attractive, recruitment of staff proved to be more difficult than first envisaged. The lack of Staff Regulations for the first few years, the uncertainty about the future of the ECSC as well as the contractual terms of employment meant that civil servants were often leaving a secure career in their national administrations to join a rather more shaky construction, where you could be fired if your work was not satisfactory
. In 1953, at a meeting of the Commission of the Four Presidents, Monnet (CEAB 14/2, p 7) : 

admet la nécessité d’une stabilité raisonnable des emplois sous réserve de ne pas lui conférer un caractère absolu. La nature même des institutions de la Communauté impose, en effet, de leur laisser la plus grande liberté dans le choix de leurs collaborateurs en vue de répondre aux ajustements incessants nécessités par la situation.

Finet agreed with this viewpoint and insisted that the option to lay off anyone who turned out to be incompetent should always be open. The bureaucratic concept of life-long tenure and career in the High Authority was rejected by the Commission. They simply decided to grant some ‘reasonable’ stability to jobs in the High Authority as requested by Spaak. 

Staff Regulations, which had been under discussion since 1953 and whose adoption Monnet delayed, were finally approved on 28 January 1956
, within six months of Mayer’s arrival at the Presidency of the High Authority:  “Le régime prévu met l’accent sur l’organisation d’un cadre de fonctionnaires statutaires, ayant la possibilité de faire carrière dans les institutions de la Communauté et auxquels la stabilité dans l’emploi est garantie”
. Mayer attempted to create a true European bureaucracy. This meant employing staff on a statutory basis and giving them the prospect of a life-long career within the institution. Monnet had always feared Staff regulations which he believed would make the structure too heavy to manage. Conrad (1992: 66) summarises the difference in approach between the first two Presidents of the High Authority:  “Monnet concevait un statut pour l’institution, Mayer fit adopter un statut pour le personnel de l’institution”
. Little by little a recruitment procedure was set up, with the replacement of the early subjective practice of recruitment by a more objective one involving a concours. As regards senior positions, the problem of nationality kept strengthening with a well established tacit rule of replacing senior civil servants by colleagues of the same nationality (see Poidevin and Spierenburg, 1994: 335). 

2.2. 1958-1964:  Hallstein’s decisive influence 

2.2.1.  Processes

When thinking of work processes and recruitment, Hallstein proceeded “en allant du haut vers le bas” (1958: 5). It meant that once the Commissioners were appointed by the governments, the President and his team first determined how to divide work within the Commission and then appointed officials to senior positions, the middle ranking civil servants and manual employees being recruited last. During its first meeting, on 16 January 1958 in Val Duchesse, it was decided that the Commission, in its collegial form, would take decisions regarding personnel. In the early days of the Commission, national governments were asked to draw up a list of civil servants who would be immediately available in order to be detached to the new European bureaucracy. The Commission first appointed officials with no specification of their grade. This only changed in July 1958 when the development of the administration was deemed advanced enough to start appointing to specific grades (COM/58/P.V.1 final; COM/58/P.V.25 final). Like Monnet, Hallstein took a direct interest in appointments. He personally met with every main candidate and his approval was imperative in order to choose any Director-General (Noël, 1992: 148). The establishment plan of the Commission in February 1959 showed that 1,108 civil servants had been recruited. 

Hallstein had a more genuine interest in administrative matters than Monnet. His aim was to create a truly European public administration which could rival with national bureaucracies. He recruited highly experienced and qualified national civil servants as Directors General in order to achieve his goal of “une grande administration”. Even though there was no equivalent to article 16 of the ECSC Treaty in the Treaty of Rome with regards to the remit of the President of the Commission, Hallstein decided he, together with the two vice-Presidents, would be in charge of DG Administration. In fact, Hallstein’s cabinet became extremely influential in shaping administrative practice within DG IX (Coombes, 1970: 153). Hallstein personally hand-picked the Director-General of DG Administration, Van Karnebeek, a Dutch ambassador, who did not turn out to be the best choice. He was “un homme intelligent, brillant, souple, mais qui détestait l’administration”
 (Noël, 1992: 151). Nevertheless he remained the Director-General of DG Administration until 1962 when Smulders replaced him.
The sharing out of senior posts on the basis of nationality within the European Commission was much more clearly acknowledged than in the High Authority. Hallstein (1958: 34) himself plainly stated that “[c]ette division du travail doit respecter la nécessité d’équilibrer raisonnablement les nationalités. Ce serait une sorte d’hypocrisie européenne que de ne pas le voir ou ne pas le dire”
. He criticised the hypocrisy surrounding this issue which he related to the intrinsic nature of a federal state. Examples of this practice, which was legitimised by Hallstein in1958, were abundant and have endured. 
Beyond the recruitment process, the Commission had to decide on the division of tasks among Commissioners. The specialisation of each Commissioner in one area and his overseeing of a specific administrative service argue in favour of a step towards ministerialisation away from collegiality as Monnet had defined it. This development was seen by Van Karnebeek, Director-General of DG IX, as a way for the administrative services to become too autonomous and escape the College’s control. He warned President Hallstein in 1959 (BAC 51/86/496) that the unity of the Commission could rapidly come under threat

si les directions générales deviennent de plus en plus autonomes et veulent se transformer, avant que de besoin, en ministères européens. Il appartient au Collège des Commissaires de conserver parfaitement le contrôle de l’organisation de ses services tout en aménageant son travail de façon à pouvoir y faire face.
 

In contrast, Lemaignen wished for each Commissioner to be attributed a specific portfolio. He also insisted that they should be “dispensé[s] des travaux préparatoires techniques afin de pouvoir se consacrer à entretenir ses relations politiques dans l’intérêt de la Communauté”
 (COM/58/P.V.1 final, 16/01/58). This contradicted the method chosen by the High Authority where working groups had been formed for each domain, promoting therefore collegiality in decision-forming as well as interaction between Commissioners and officials. Ultimately, the Commission decided to officially retain the High Authority model and divided its work into groups (COM/58/P.V.6 final, 24/02/58, p 4). 

Officially three or four Commissioners were overseeing one area, like in the High Authority. But it quickly appeared counter-productive given the workload for each commissioner. “La plupart des groupes de travail sont devenus très vite des groupes fictifs, tandis qu’ils ont fonctionné effectivement dans la Haute Autorité jusqu’à la fusion des Exécutifs”
 explains Noël (1992: 152). It meant that Commissioners presented their projects directly before the Commission without debating them in advance of sessions with the other Commissioners in the group. Therefore, it can be said that only the decision-making process remained collegial. Noël (1992: 147; see also von der Groeben, 1985: 45) argues that “[c]haque Commissaire a son portefeuille, qui comporte une ou plusieurs Directions générales, et, pour gérer ce portefeuille, il y a une très large délégation d’autorité…”
. The specific allocation of one sector to a Commissioner, which had been rejected by Monnet, quickly became the norm in the European Commission. 

2.2.2. Procedures

As a result, between 1959 and 1962, the Commission negotiated with the Council and experts from the Member States the details of Staff Regulations. In parallel with the elaboration of the Statute, the Commission, as early as 1959, submitted a draft proposal to the Council regarding setting up a European tax system applicable to all European civil servants. On 18 December 1961, the two measures were adopted and came into force on 1 January 1962. The EEC and EAEC Staff Regulations were largely modelled on the ECSC Staff Regulations. They both guaranteed employment stability, non-discriminatory promotion and open competition on the basis of merit. But the EEC and EAEC Statute of service of officials were different on three accounts (Cinquième Rapport Général, 1962: 307): 

· They provided a different hierarchical structure of grades. Instead of the three categories divided into thirteen grades, the new regulation provided four categories grouping a total of twenty-two grades. 

· A, which designated administrators in charge of the policy-making.

· B, which described the more administrative work 

· C, which mainly included clerical and secretarial staff.

· D, which encompassed manual workers like doormen, porters and cleaners.

· Salaries, which had been heavily criticised at the time the ECSC was founded
, were reduced for EEC officials. 

· The pension system was also made stricter allowing you to retire with 60% of your salary after 33 years of service instead of 30 years previously. 

Article 27 of the Staff Regulations
 confirmed that recruitment should be based on merit but also “on the broadest possible geographical basis among nationals of the Member States of the Communities”. Staff Regulations, in conformity with the Treaty, were only applicable to permanent employees. 

In a second report transmitted to the Commission on 6 August 1959, Bosboom en Hegener examined the organisation’s procedures and work methods. The consultants insisted on better horizontal coordination between services and more efficient division of work among DGs. They first challenged the division of jobs on the basis of nationality at every level. They considered that it was inappropriate and counter-productive at lower levels of implementation. They also stressed the lack of consistency between the various stages of a procedure, calling for a clear statement of internal rules. 

Interestingly, in a letter to the President of the EEC Council, Hallstein drew the following conclusions from Bosboom en Hegener’s reports (BAC 3/1978/397/2):  the evolving nature of the EEC’s scope of competence meant that the Commission administrative structure could not be rigid but the working methods, norms and procedures had to be in order to guarantee efficiency and high performance. He also responded to criticism made against a lack of coordination within the Commission and highlighted the 1960 creation of a Special Committee of Directors-General in charge of prevention of overlapping of competence between DGs (BAC 3/1978/397/2).  Moreover, as a follow up on Bosboom en Hegener’s work, the Commission decided to set up in 1960 a Comité de rationalisation composed of Bobba, Verloren van Themaat and Ortoli (COM/60/PV 94 final 2ème partie, p 13). They highlighted some objective reasons for the inefficiency of the Commission (BAC 51/86/495) most of which remain at the heart of the institution’s functioning in 2007: 

une certaine inertie propre à des organisations multilingues, où la différence de formation pose de difficiles problèmes d’amalgame; la substance des pouvoirs de la Commission qui sont d’impulsion plus que de décision ou de gestion; la nature de l’institution car le caractère de la responsabilité collégiale jusque dans les plus petites matières, étend à l’excès la compétence directe de la Commission […]; enfin ce qu’on pourrait appeler la rotation des problèmes, une mobilisation fractionnée de l’administration s’opérant de période en période, sans que souvent des tâches de gestion viennent ensuite relayer celles de conception ou de négociation.

They stressed the urgency of identifying priorities of action for the Commission, explaining that “[c]omme tout sujet économique et social intéresse le Marché Commun, la matière est immense et l’on court le risque d’une dispersion des efforts avec une rentabilité finale très faible”
 (BAC 51/86/495, p13). They also insisted on the significant overlapping of functions due to poor coordination of the institution’s horizontal and vertical services.

3. Norms and culture

From 1952 to 1964, discussions about the High Authority and then the European Commission revolved around issues supranationality, flexibility and collegiality. The continuity in the normative and cultural development of the High Authority and the Commission is obvious and highlights the similar political and intellectual contexts in which they were founded. The first president of the High Authority, Monnet, and the first Commission president, Hallstein, used the concept of supranationalism, which was mentioned in the ECSC treaty but not in the EEC treaty, as a structuring norm in order to carve the institution’s scope of influence (3.1.). At a more micro-level, Monnet like Hallstein applied two main methods of doing business, namely flexibility of organisation and collegiality of decision-making, which created a specific cultural environment for the civil servants (3.2.). 

3.1. 1952-1964:  the waning of supranationalism as a structuring norm for the European administration.

The High Authority was clearly identified in the Schuman Declaration as the key institution in the system and it was confirmed in the final version of the Treaty. It is composed of members who vow their independence from their government as provided by article 9.5
. It is interesting to note that this article clearly states the supranational nature of the members’ tasks. In Monnet’s mind, two requirements enshrined in the Treaty of Paris guaranteed the supranational dimension of the High Authority, which was the essence of the ECSC adventure:  the independence of the members and their duty to act as a College. Having worked in the League of Nations, Monnet believed that the League, as an organisation, had failed because it was not independent from the Member States and had no autonomous international power which would have allowed it to make and implement decisions in the general common interest.

Monnet knew what organisational arrangements did not work but he did not have a clear vision from the start what the structure of this supranational power should be like in order to be successful (Monnet, 1976: 348-349). He asked Paul Reuter, a law professor, to forge the new structure which would implement the concept of supranational power. Reuter got his inspiration from the American system of the Tennessee Valley Authority where independent personalities are entrusted with quasi-administrative functions for example. He believed (1979: 65-68) that ‘Europeans’ should be in charge of this new system. As they did not exist yet, only people independent from any national government’s influence could fulfil the task. Reuter came up with the name ‘Authority’ but it was given numerous epithets before the final version read High Authority. Supranational was a word Monnet did not like
 and certainly did not want to flag. He was aware that his project had a significant supranational dimension which he strongly supported but he knew he still had to promote it to the French Foreign Minister, Robert Schuman, who would then endorse it and defend it within the government and in front of the Parliament. Calling this new common power structure ‘supranational’ would have scared many in and outside of France. Monnet decided to infuse his project with supranational substance; in particular civil servants working in the High Authority were officially referred to as supranational officials. However Monnet preferred to call the first European administration ‘the High Authority’.

As the six Member States entered discussions about further European integration in Messina in June 1955, the High Authority was turning into an efficient bureaucratic machinery, much less supranational than in 1952 and much closer to the French administrative system (Poidevin et Spierenburg, 1993; Mazey, 1992). The sharing of senior positions between countries put nationalities back in the game. Moreover the Council of Ministers, which had really been a last minute add-on during the 1950-1951 negotiations, was gaining political power over the High Authority. Marjolin (quoted in Gerbet, 1992: 26) even remarked that no significant decisions had been taken by the High Authority without prior agreement by the Council since 1955. This development led Mayer to write “[d]ans l’ensemble, j’ai l’impression que le supranational se meurt”
 (quoted in Gerbet, 1992: 26). 

This rejection of supranationalism should not be under-estimated. After four years of negotiations, debates and arguments, the European Defense Community (EDC) which had been promoted by Monnet was rejected by the French parliament. Marjolin (1986: 279) talked of “… une réaction épidermique, dans une large partie du personnel politique et administratif, contre toute forme de supranationalité. … Le rejet de la CED fut, par extension, celui de toutes les institutions supranationales”
. As a result, the EEC European Commission was clearly modeled on the ECSC High Authority but with a significant down-toning of its supranational character. 

In 1957, “[r]eflecting…a feeling that the name ‘High Authority’ was over-grand, ‘High Authority’ was replaced with ‘Commission’ for both the EEC and Euratom” (Nugent, 2001: 26). The new European administration’s organizational structure was extensively modeled on the High Authority’s. The significant change lies in the Commission’s substance and standing which departed from Monnet’s supranational High Authority. This can be partly explained by the way Monnet was ousted from the European public scene. Fransen argues (2001: 124) that “Europe was reborn out of a kind of patricide”. Monnet had given an ultimatum to the six foreign ministers in the build up to the 1955 Messina conference, making their genuine commitment to pursuing integration and supranationalism a condition for his renewal at the head of the High Authority. The French government refused and Monnet resigned. It was another indication that mindsets had changed since the early 1950s and that the European Commission would certainly not be envisaged as a purely supranational bureaucracy.

Following the idea of bringing back some intergovernmentalism into the European venture, the word ‘supranational’ was not used at any point in the 1957 Treaties. The word was even deleted from the ECSC Treaty when it was amended by the 1965 Merger Treaty. The reality was that the Commission which came out of the 1957 Treaty was much more under the Council’s scrutiny than the 1951 High Authority was. Moreover the Council of Ministers gained very significant decision-making powers to the detriment of the Commission (see Condorelli-Braun, 1972: 28-29). Article 145 of the EEC Treaty provided that it belonged to the Council and not anymore to the Commission “[t]o ensure that the objectives set out in this Treaty are attained…”. The impressive promotion of the Council in comparison with the Commission was symbolically enshrined in the Treaty as well. In the Treaty of Paris, title II listed the institutions of the Community in the following order:  the High Authority, the Common Assembly, the Special Council of Ministers and the Court of Justice. In 1958, the negotiators decided to reverse the order. The Assembly came first, signalling some commitment to democracy and representation of the European citizens in a venture which had been purely technocratic so far. The Council of Ministers was in second position in the list which symbolised the advancement of the only intergovernmental institution; the Commission only arrived third. The new institutional structure devised by the Treaty of Rome challenged supranationalism.

The significant influence of the Commission from 1958 to 1964 can be attributed to Hallstein’s presidency of the European Commission. The treaties did not mention ‘supranational’ anymore; intergovernmentalist mechanisms were strengthened. But in his inaugural speech, he spoke of “…notre Commission [qui] est parmi [les Institutions de la Comunauté Economique Européenne] dont le caractère supranational est le plus fortement marqué”
 (Annexe II COM/58/PV 1 final, 16/01/58, p2). The common features between Hallstein and Monnet are numerous:  the same commitment to European economic, social and political integration, the same willingness to discuss with his colleagues before making a decision and the same energy and determination when it came to the final decision. Like Monnet, he was known as “Monsieur Europe” because of his activist Presidential style. He even claimed that he could be regarded as a European Prime Minister (Urwin, 1995: 103), thus seeking to boost the Commission’s political profile. He insisted that foreign delegates be received like ambassadors, “ce qui impliquait que lui-même se considérait un peu comme un chef d’Etat”
 (Fontaine, 1967). Although his ‘Herr Professor’ attitude was criticised, Hallstein managed to build a close-knit group of Commissioners, “les neufs de Bruxelles” (Condorelli-Braun, 1972: 163) whose friendship was common knowledge.

3.2. 1952-1964:  flexibility and collegiality under pressure
Monnet wanted the High Authority to be supranational in its substance and flexible, small, efficient and creative in its organisation. He regarded the High Authority as an administration de mission (Morgan, 1992: 3; Berlin, 1987: 36) which had a task to perform and was organised consequentially. Monnet (1976: 436) was in need of “un Etat-major, non d’une intendance”
. He saw how the League of Nations partly broke down because of its size and nation-based conflicts within its administrative services. Monnet’s approach to the elaboration of the ECSC and the High Authority in 1950 was similar to the method he used in 1945 and 1946 after De Gaulle asked him to devise a Plan aimed at helping France restructure its economy through modernisation and better equipment. As Mioche (1987: 89) reports, Monnet believed that the Plan could only come to life if negotiations and consultations were curtailed: “Pour cela, il faut donner tous les pouvoirs à une personne entourée d’un petit groupe de gens énergiques extérieurs à l’administration qui aura la responsabilité de terminer ce travail d’ici trois mois”
. This reflection by Monnet highlights two crucial elements which should frame the reading and understanding of the way he designed the High Authority:  a working method based on a small group of highly intelligent and motivated collaborators, who had a sense of a mission. With hindsight Monnet (1976: 450) questioned the feasibility of a durable light, non-bureaucratic and flexible administration: 

J’avais généralement constaté que le penchant à créer une administration dotée de toutes les fonctions nationales qui existaient déjà ailleurs était irrésistible et que, s’y ajoutant le souci d’équilibrer les effectifs de chaque pays, on aboutissait à une inflation du personnel et à des clivages nuisibles à la circulation des idées. La seule expérience dont j’eusse aimé m’inspirer était celle du secrétariat de la Société des Nations tel qu’il fonctionnait avant mon départ. Mais d’une lourde machine peut-on ne prendre que le moteur léger ? …

Monnet’s idea was for the High Authority to impulse the adequate momentum, to show the way and to use the national administrations with their human and technical resources as relays of the European institution (1976: 436): 

Il suffirait de quelques centaines de fonctionnaires européens pour mettre au travail des milliers d’experts nationaux et faire servir aux missions du traité les puissantes machineries des entreprises et des Etats.

Monnet relied his entire career on oral communication
 much more than on written documents. The early negotiations of the Treaty, over which he presided, were not scrupulously minuted because he wanted delegations to feel free about amending earlier statements. Flexibility was the cornerstone of the ECSC creation and of its early operation. The quest for flexibility and creativity meant that Monnet avoided any sectoral hierarchies and developed a horizontally-organised type of administration where senior officials were able to attend High Authority’s meetings (Mazey, 1992: 38; Conrad, 1989: 43; Uri, 1991: 100). This conscious invitation of officials into meetings of the High Authority demonstrates that decision-making and implementation were deeply integrated. However, in 1955, in a note to his successor, Monnet (CEAB, 2/91, p 2) expressed the view that it is crucial for administrative tasks to be clearly defined with regards to the activity of the High Authority
. 

Two contradictory dynamics were at work within the nascent High Authority. From a theoretical viewpoint, it was crucial for Monnet, Vinck and a number of other founding members that the High Authority established itself at governmental level. The biggest fear was that it would turn into a “collège de directeurs généraux” (CEAB 2/91, p 2) or a traditional international secretariat with no political powers. Emphasizing the political component of the High Authority was crucial for its future development and standing with regard competing institutions like the Assembly or the Council. However from a practical viewpoint, Monnet was determined to create a strong European spirit and integrate people as much as possible. Even if high officials were not entitled to vote during the High Authority’s sessions, they could voice their opinion and enter discussion. Senior officials and members of the College worked in total interaction and there was no sense of a division between execution and decision-making activities. From the very early times of the ECSC, the distinction between politics and administration was rather blurred in practice. 

This integration of politics and administration can be further illustrated by Monnet’s working method. Even though Monnet claimed that he never felt the need for a Presidential cabinet and that he entirely relied on the Secretariat of the High Authority (CEAB 2/91, p 3), again practice sheds a different light on this claim. As reported by Conrad (1989: 43; see also Mazey, 1992: 38), he surrounded himself with a team of highly qualified and motivated officials. Most of the policy-making work of the High Authority was done in closed meetings between Monnet, his collaborators and experts who would be asked on an ad hoc basis. Monnet’s close-knit team spent days and nights drafting working documents. These documents were then presented before the High Authority which had little knowledge of the topics and often found itself before the fait accompli
. Monnet regularly encouraged extensive discussions between the High Authority’s members. It was his method to get people to have genuine exchanges of opinions which he believed led to clear and healthy decisions. 

However Monnet’s approach was regarded as quite dictatorial by some and it also generated cleavages along national lines within the High Authority
, somehow defeating collegiality. Early on in the High Authority’s existence, Monnet (CEAB 2/713/1, p 74) laid down his rules to the members of the High Authority, using a rather blackmailing tactic. He made it clear that he would be ready to change his working methods if need be. But he also stated that “…il sera prêt en tout temps à se désister de ses fonctions si ses Collègues étaient d’avis que sa manière de travailler ne convient pas”
. All were aware that Monnet would be flexible only to a certain degree and would not hesitate to leave if he could not achieve his goal his way. Members of the High Authority had to take it or leave it. This lack of bureaucratic procedures can account for the creation of a certain European spirit among European officials. As Wellenstein (quoted in Conrad, 1989: 41) argues “[u]ne réunion clinique avec un Président qui appelle des ordres du jour, n’aurait jamais donné cette intégration des esprits”
. Monnet’s determination to find another type of administrative structure
 and behaviour was fulfilled during the first year of existence of the High Authority. Flexibility, communication, sense of mission and no hierarchies were the four key principles which Monnet managed to insufflate to the new supranational European institution. Consequently, it is no surprise to see that personnel policy followed suit and matched Monnet’s administrative requirements. Monnet aimed to create ‘Europeans’
 and as he discussed in his Mémoires, he was happy to see that national civil servants who came up to Luxembourg on short-term contracts were going back to their national administrations with the idea that “la légende d’un nouveau type d’hommes était en train de naître dans les institutions de Luxembourg comme dans un laboratoire”
 (1976: 441 ; see Shore, 2000 : 138-139). 

Hallstein shared Monnet’s approach of European integration, stating “nous allons établir une grande administration” (quoted in Noël, 1992: 152). But he believed a bureaucratic structure could bring the necessary efficiency to the Commission’s work. Noël (1992: 150) contends that Hallstein got his inspiration from the Auswärtiges Amt
, which he set up in Germany. It was “une structure très hiérarchisée, où chaque niveau avait sa responsabilité, où les affaires devaient monter et descendre…”
. He carries on explaining that in this German bureaucratic structure, Hallstein used to make comments on draft documents using a green pen while his secretary used a black pen and each level in the hierarchy used a different colour. He applied the same method within the Commission, as Archives demonstrate. Nonetheless, Coombes (1970: 310-311) gives a contradictory insight of the Commission under Hallstein: 

The organisation which President Hallstein led in the first few years of the Community, and which left its mark on the institution for many years afterwards, is best typified by making an analogy with a political party or highly organised pressure group rather than an administrative organisation. This organisation was held together largely by common loyalty and understanding – there was little demand for mechanical rules and regulations and little stress on hierarchical lines of command and on departmental prerogatives. The values esteemed in this organisation were energy, enthusiasm and creativeness. 

The buildings allocated to the European Commission at the start were rather small and impractical. The European institution had to accommodate itself with offices in Val Duchesse where the negotiations for the Treaty of Rome had taken place. Lemaignen (1964) describes the room where the Commission’s sessions were held as “…une petite pièce presque obscure, qu’une table tout juste suffisante pour les neuf commissaires remplissait complètement”
. This room however suited Hallstein’s working method. He was radically against large cabinets, which was the French tendency. He wanted the deliberations of the Commission to take place in this small room which could take the minimum number of collaborators. Collegiality was restricted to decision-making so Hallstein considered that discussions at Commission’s sessions should happen between the nine Commissioners, the supreme decision-makers, without any interference from staff. According to Lemaignen (1964: 31), even when the Commission moved to rue Belliard
 in more spacious facilities, the rule of “réunions intimes” was maintained. It is therefore obvious that senior civil servants were not asked into the Commission’s sessions, like Monnet used to do. 

*
*
*

This overview of the institutional creation of the two main European administrations leads to three conclusions which are crucial to the understanding of the Commission’s evolution. First, this chapter shows that the ‘administration de mission’ was extremely short-lived and that the Commission never fell in this category. It contradicts the traditional analysis made in the literature on the Commission which easily calls the institution an administration de mission (Morgan, 1992; Berlin, 1987; Caremier, 1997; Spence, 2006). This conceptual categorisation of the European institution has entertained the myth of an atypical non-bureaucratic administration, which defies organisational logic. Second, as the High Authority’s tasks and size increased, the necessity for reliable bureaucratic structures and procedures became urgent. It does not mean that the organisation became rigid. Monnet as well as Hallstein used processes to keep the structure and everyday work as flexible as possible. Finally, this chapter demonstrates that the most significant difference between the High Authority and the Commission is the reference to supranationalism. Between 1951 and 1957, member states changed their conception of a European administration and decided to curtail its autonomy towards national governments, which is a key factor in the Commission’s administrative future. 
Chapter 3

Construction of the European Commission II

1965-1984 –the challenge of a ‘representative’ bureaucracy.


This chapter opens on one of the critical junctures of the administrative history of the Commission, which triggered deep institutional change for the EEC Commission, the Euratom Commission and the ECSC High Authority. 1965 saw the conjunction of three elements which combined into a punctuated moment of the Commission’s life. First the widely-acknowledged problem of the existence of three different Communities with similar organs led to duplication of tasks and waste of resources. As the European Communities gained in substance, this problem was to become more acute according to Hallstein, Spierenburg and Hirsch, respectively the Commission President, the High Authority Vice-President and the European Atomic Energy Community Commission President.  They therefore devised a plan to solve the issue and decided to suggest to the six member states to merge the executives and the Councils of the Communities. The Merger Treaty was signed on 8 April 1965. This problem stream and policy stream combined with a political stream, namely the problematic discussion over the appointment of a new President for the single Commission which ended in the firm rejection of Hallstein’s re-appointment by France in 1967. The analysis of the two years of fighting instigated by Paris over the nomination of a new Commission President also revealed “le désir non caché de Paris … que la Commission européenne unifiée abandonne toute velléité de jouer un rôle politique de premier plan”
 (Le Monde, 1967:  1). 

Beyond the merger of the three Colleges, the Merger Treaty “a mis la Commission dans l’obligation de créer une administration unique et de mener à bien la rationalisation de ses services”
 (Rapport du Comité Budgétaire au Comité des Représentants Permanents, BAC 17/1986/266, p6). Rationalisation involved integrating and not only layering three different work experiences at European level as well as three different sets of procedures for the personnel with regards to Staff Regulations and provisions on privileges and immunities. The Commission was faced with the vast challenge of establishing a single administration (article 24 Merger Treaty) for the three Communities and a single administrative budget (articles 20 and 35 Merger Treaty). The six governments mainly kept the rules laid down in the Rome Treaties except for the length of the Commission President’s mandate which was reduced to two years
. Hallstein was going to be asked to stay for six months and a new President would be appointed on 1st January 1968. However he saw this compromise as a lack of support from Bonn and resigned. Le Monde, on the day Hallstein announced his resignation, titled its first page editorial “La fin d’une époque” (Le Monde, 1967 :  20), emphasizing how much Hallstein had become a symbol for the first generation of Europeans stemming from Schuman and Monnet. 

Many authors (Nugent, 2001; Nugent et al., 1999; Cini, 1996, 2002; Cram, 1999) consider that the European administration went through a period of sclerosis with regards to the deepening of European integration between Hallstein’s resignation in 1965 and the appointment of Delors as President of the Commission in 1985. This chapter paints a more nuanced picture in which reflection and impact are autonomised in order to emphasize the influence of the 1970s reports on the 2000 White Paper, despite their non-implementation. The Merger Treaty was a critical juncture which generated transformative institutional change in the Commission but it can not be isolated from the political context of 1965 in explaining the evolutionary change which took place during the 1970s. The resurgence of member states on the European political scene as well as the strengthening of the Council in the 1958 EEC
 treaty did not impact the Commission’s institutional status until the strong and visionary Commission President Hallstein left. As a result of weak political leadership, increasing bureaucratisation and a rise in the Commission’s staff and size due to the merger and the 1973 enlargement, the early 1970s saw the development of a more representative Commission operating on the basis of consensus with outside interests. According to Coombes (1970), this was in contradiction with the partisan and promotive institution cultivated by Hallstein. Therefore the chapter first examines how a stagnant political systemic environment, more particularly the absence of leadership from actors of change, was a key factor in shaping the institution’s growth between 1965 and 1985. Yet it also highlights the continuous dynamic reflection on administrative reform, rationalisation and modernisation, in the Commission during the 1970s and its significance in a path dependent analysis of later reforms. The critical juncture of the 1965 Merger Treaty, the Empty Chair Crisis and the discussions on Hallstein’s successor sealed the Commission’s formal institutional characteristics for many years. But far from sclerosis, the 1970s were the most intellectually vibrant years in the Commission’s construction. 

Looking at the structural and organisational overhaul triggered by the Merger Treaty, we will first give a picture of the single European Administration which was shaped in the years 1967-1968 and remained largely unchanged until 1985 (1.). In a second section, we will study the consequences of the organisational restructuring on the Commission’s processes and procedures. After merging three administrative structures to create a single administration, the Commission introduced several reflective reform processes in order to devise a modern working environment for staff. They give a diagnosis on the institution and suggest measures which precisely pave the way for the 2000 White Paper (2). Finally the merger as well as the first enlargement of the EEC significantly affected the cultural matrix of the Commission which moved away from a “partisan” to a “representative” institution (3.). 

1. Formal structures and organisation 

The idea to merge the three executives, the High Authority, the EEC Commission and the EAEC Commission gained substance as early as 1960. It was put on the agenda by Presidents of the European executives when Hallstein, President of the EEC Commission, and Spierenburg, Vice-President of the High Authority, referred to a speech made by Hirsch, President of the EAEC Commission, in which he called for a unified executive before the European Assembly (CEAB 26/1969/989/1, p14-17). The Merger Treaty triggered an organisational overhaul of the Commission which took time to stabilise (1.1.). Beyond the structural shock, the treaty’s provision for a two-year mandate for the Commission President led to Hallstein’s resignation and a crucial crisis of political leadership in the Commission. As a result, the organisation tired to muddle through the first two enlargements and remained largely unchanged until 1985 (1.2.). 

1.1. 1965-1969:  the structural shock of the Merger Treaty

The Merger Treaty came into force on 1 July 1967. It created a single Commission of 14 members for the first three years which would then be reduced to nine. During its session on 20 July 1967, the Commission made official the allocation of the 14 portfolios and decided to create working groups composed of members of the Commission in order to “assurer la coordination interne et la collaboration des Membres de la Commission et des Directions Générales responsables” (COM (67) PV 3 final, 2ème partie, 20/07/1967). Coordination and cooperation between staff – over 5,000 of them were parachuted into a new structure and a new post – proved to be the biggest challenges of the new Commission. Uncertainty and delay characterised the merger of the three Communities and led to low morale among staff.  Annex I of the Merger Treaty provided that the single Commission’s responsibilities included taking all the necessary measures to rationalise its services within one year. In this regard, the Commission had a duty to report periodically to the Council. 

From a numerical viewpoint, the Council put pressure on the Commission to reduce as much as possible the number of staff who would work in the new unified executive. Rationalisation implied reducing overlapping and repetition in the work undertaken by the Commission of the European Communities. The 1966 General report demonstrated the Commission’s efforts since the institution did not ask for any extra staff. Officially, 2,732 officials worked in the European Commission in 1965 and 1966. Even if the number of staff on the official table does not reflect the exact number of people working in the Commission, it should still be noted that a zero per cent increase in staff has only happened twice
 in the history of the European Commission. 

This low profile adopted for the first time by the Commission could be explained by the ‘Empty Chair’ crisis which De Gaulle used to stigmatise the boldness and ambition of the institution (1970). He opposed the Commission’s proposal to make the establishment of the CAP coincide with the setting up of a system of own resources on which the EP should have a power of scrutiny and vote. Rejecting an increase of the EP’s powers and willing to put a stop to what he saw as a European proto-government, De Gaulle withdrew France from participation in European institutions and European affairs. The French President was hoping to prevent the introduction of majority voting in the Council which was due to come into effect in January 1966. The crisis lasted for seven months and was finally resolved by the 1966 Luxembourg compromise, an informal and legally unenforceable agreement accepted by the Member States, which maintained unanimous voting as the basis for decision-making and forced the Commission to consult national governments before initiating any new policies. This profound change in the Commission-member state relationship probably induced the European institution to be particularly reasonable in its requests for the 1966 budget. Nugent (2001: 31) stresses that “[t]he terms [of the 1966 Luxembourg Compromise] represented a considerable blow for the Commission, which saw its prestige and power considerably undermined”. 

It is only in 1968 that the Merger was actually implemented. The previous three years had been spent trying to rationalise services further. But staff issues were dealt with from 1968. As outlined by the report of the budgetary committee to the Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER), the task of merging three communities is colossal and lengthy if one takes into account that 5,149 permanent jobs had to be merged, the heterogeneity of these jobs, the necessary transfers between headquarters (Brussels and Luxembourg) and the extreme specialisation of staff which made their adjustment to new structures unlikely (BAC 17/1986/266). The General Auditor explained (Application des mesures particulières temporaires prévues par le réglement n°259/68 du Conseil, BAC 17/1986/266, p 2) that regulation n° 259/68 was adopted in February 1968 and the budget in March 1968. Therefore the whole process of integration and merging in a rationalised way the three executives was delayed. The General Auditor insisted specifically that the administrative services were not integrated until July 1968. Even then, staff followed the working hours stated in the rules of the Community to which they belonged before the merger. In 1967, establishment plans listed 5,149 staff
 divided between three institutions. In 1968, a single establishment plan showed 4,953 employees distributed over 20 DGs, 14 Cabinets and 7 administrative units
. Among the 20 DGs, there were new services like : 

· DG XI Commerce extérieur  

· DG XII Recherche générale et technologie. 

· DG XVI Politique régionale
· DG XVII Energie
· DG XX Contrôle financier
The Commission had also taken over Euratom and ECSC specialized services without changing them: 

· Agence d’approvisionnement Euratom (Euratom)
· Office de sécurité (Euratom)
· Contrôle de sécurité (ECSC)

Finally, two departments of Euratom and one from the High Authority were kept as individual DGs: 

· DG XIII Diffusion des connaissances (Euratom)

· DG XV Centre commun de recherche nucléaire (Euratom)

· DG XVIII Crédits et investissements (ECSC)

Not only did the Commission reduce its manpower but it also streamlined the pre-merger executive structures which comprised 20 DGs, 24 cabinets, 5 autonomous Directorates, 3 joint services as well as a diversity of other administrative units like three Executive Secretariats. Coombes is particularly critical of the reorganisation (1970: 269) when commenting that three DGs were created to deal with budgetary and administrative questions whereas DG IX was the only one in charge prior to the merger. The reorganisation of Commission services was indeed done under the Member States’ pressure and therefore spawned political fights over appointments of Directors-General. 

Nonetheless it can be argued that even if national political reasons prevailed in the division of tasks and the structuring of DGs, the workload of the single Commission naturally increased after the merger which therefore required a more detailed division of tasks. According to the Rapport Final sur les Opérations de Rationalisation published in 1969 (BAC 17/1986/266, p 3) the merger facilitated the reduction by 20% the number of DGs and by 12% the number of Directorates. It particularly insisted that “il ne s’agissait pas de juxtaposer trois administrations mais bien de créer l’administration nouvelle de la Commission unique”
. New DGs, like the Regional Policy DG or the DG for Generic Research and Technology, were created in order to take into account the changing political and economic situation of Europe since 1952. The Commission also took measures to absorb the ‘permanent’ or ‘long-standing’ auxiliary staff and to fill in vacant posts. All in all, the Council’s demands for a cut across of the board of 20% of Commission staff did not happen
.

However staff issues remained most problematic. Regulation n° 259/68 adopted by the Council to help the Commission reduce its manpower in the most effective way, was heavily criticised for its lavishness. It provided for specific measures temporarily applicable to Commission officials. Officials whose functions were terminated as a result of the merger and the rationalisation of services were offered very favourable indemnities and pension conditions. The General Auditor highlighted that the specific measures turned out to be vague and expensive and largely unnecessary. He demonstrated that the number of posts terminated because of the merger matched the number of vacancies obtained through those incentives. Therefore the Commission made no usage of the approximately 320 vacant posts in order to reshuffle staff. He concluded that: 

Les modifications auxquelles ont abouti les mesures d’encouragement au départ et les affectations au grade inférieur, ainsi que les dépenses qu’elles impliquent, vont nettement au delà des exigences que comportaient la fusion des services et la suppression des postes.

Remaining staff were also crucially affected by the merger. Most staff from the ECSC and the Euratom Commissions had to be physically moved from Luxembourg to Brussels
. They entered an institution, the EEC Commission, whose culture, working habits and staff they did not know. All three reports
 contracted by the Commission between 1969 and 1972 largely focused on the human side of the organisation and the necessity for an “assainissement de la politique du personnel”
 (BAC 164/89/310, p14). 

Over three years, the Commission succeeded in emerging as the single European bureaucracy, after a challenging reform which failed on the in-depth organizational rationalisation of the institution’s structures. 

1.2. 1970-1984 :  Muddling through the first enlargements

Between 1970 and 1975, a few significant amendments with regard financial matters were made, which proved to be important in the life and development of the European bureaucracy. The first set of changes concerned the EP. After the 1965 ‘Empty Chair’ crisis, the Council finally took the decision on 21 April 1970 to set up a system of the Community's own resources, replacing financial contributions by the Member States. This was followed by the signature of the Treaty of Luxembourg on 22 April 1970 granting the EP more budgetary powers but limited to the spending side. Eventually, by the Treaty of Brussels of 22 July 1975, the Parliament obtained the right to reject the budget and to grant the Commission a discharge for implementing it. These two treaties put the EP at the centre of the budgetary process and gave it some overseeing power of the Commission’s administration of the budget. With regard the European bureaucracy, the EP used its power to withhold discharge of the institution’s implementation of the budget, therefore highlighting the Commission’s flawed financial management of European monies and strengthening its own power standing.

The same 1975 Treaty of Brussels set up the European Court of Auditors (ECA), a body responsible for scrutinising the Community's accounts and financial management, which began work on 25 October 1977. As pointed out by the Court of Auditors itself, “the auditing function is generally considered to be one of the elements ensuring that the activities of the public sector are conducted democratically” (ECA, 2004). This move towards external auditing coupled with the EP’s increased powers over the implementation of the budget put increased pressure on the Commission’s financial management. Unlike the Audit Board, the ECA was a separate and institutionally independent body. The President of the EP’s Budgetary Committee, Heinrich Aigner, had made a case as early as 1973 for an independent supranational audit body which would match the shift towards an independent revenue base and would be a good complement to the extension of the EP’s powers in the area of budgetary control. The Court of Auditors will play a significant role in the reform of financial circuits within the Commission. From its creation the ECA pointed out flaws in the Commission’s financial processes and became more insistent about necessary reforms.

From an organisational viewpoint, the number of DGs did not change between 1967 and 1985 (Berlin, 1987: 51) however, they all underwent at some point some structural modifications either merging with another DG or rearranging its internal divisions. DG II Economic and Financial Affairs and DG IX Personnel and Administration seemed to be the only DGs to have been untouched during that period. Berlin highlights that organisational changes within the Commission are not only based on logic and coherence but also, very often, on external political constraints which defy good administrative management and generate irrational results. On the one hand, Berlin (1987: 53) considers that there was a deliberate administrative policy, in the 1970s, on the Commission’s part, to strengthen horizontal administrative units within the Commission, which was an attempt to improve organisational coordination and communication. But he also gives a telling example of how biased administrative reorganisation can be. 1973 was the year for the first enlargement of the EC to the UK, Ireland and Denmark as well as the appointment of a new Commission headed by a Frenchman, Ortoli. The appointment of the new College of Commissioners led to some reorganisation of administrative services and more specifically of DG I Affaires extérieures and DG VIII Développement et coopération. DG VIII was allocated responsibilities that formerly eschewed to DG I. Berlin (1987: 55-56) insists on the political context for such an organisational choice. 

Ainsi peut-on remarquer que le renforcement de la DG VIII, au détriment de la DG I, intervient à un moment où cette dernière passe sous la responsabilité d’un Commissaire britannique, alors que la DG VIII demeure l’apanage d’un Commissaire français. […] Bien plus, le renforcement de la DG VIII posait un problème car la France assurant la présidence de la Commission, elle ne pouvait, compte tenu de l’équilibre des portefeuilles, conserver également la DG II “Affaires économiques et financières” qui est l’autre grande constante française. En conséquence l’abandon, provisoire, par la France de la DG II, au profit de la RFA, n’était acceptable pour elle qu’en contrepartie d’un renforcement de la DG VIII, qui présentait de surcroît l’avantage de permettre de soustraire à l’influence britannique, responsable de la DG I, les éléments essentiels de la politique de développement, auxquels la France est très attachée.

The first enlargement of the Communities forced the Commission into unknown territory, namely re-organisation of administrative services and allocation of Directors-General posts in order to accommodate countries according to their political, economic and demographic weight. The re-organisation was therefore not based on a search for efficiency or rationalisation like it had been previously. As the Commission pointed out in its General Report of Activity (1973: 66) “[t[he number and responsibilities of the Directorates-General, decided on shortly after the new Commission took office, involved a small number of changes relative to the former organisation plan”. However it required another major increase of Commission staff. 

From a staff viewpoint, preparation for the enlargement involved an increase of 161% in the recruitment of temporary agents between 1971 and 1972. Even though it is very difficult to collect consistent data about the number of staff working in the European Commission, two elements attract attention. First the incredible growth in staff numbers in a relatively short period of time:  between 1952 and 1957, the average rate of growth in recruitment to permanent posts was 30% per year. It then decreased to 15% between 1958 and 1961 before rising again with the merger in 1968 to 57,5%, getting the Commission staff from 2,992 up to 4,708. From there on, staff figures grew steadily by a yearly average of 5% until the first enlargement in 1973 which constituted another shock for the organisation from a human, structural and financial stand. The second striking element in the organisation’s management of its human resources is its use of temporary and auxiliary agents. The Commission increased by 161% its temporary staff in 1972 in the perspective of the enlargement and then reduced it by 6,5% in 1973, transferring many of those temporary agents into permanent positions which could explain the rise by 17,5% of permanent officials in 1973.

When it came to reorganising the administrative services in order to accommodate the enlargement, Noël, who had been the Commission Secretary-General since the very start of the European construction, used his considerable influence in internal appointments and promotions (Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 211). The significant variations in temporary staff between 1952 and 1980 should not be interpreted as a demonstration of the organisation’s flexibility since reports from the EEC’s Commission de contrôle relative aux comptes stressed year after year the discrepancy between the number of staff authorized by the Council in its budgetary capacity and the actual number of staff employed by the Commission on a permanent basis. This meant that tasks which concerned permanent staff were actually carried out by temporary agents recruited on less favourable grounds. Staff, who were dedicated to the furthering of the European adventure in the 1960s, had grown in size and become more diverse through the merger and the first enlargement. This diversity combined with weaker leadership from the President blurred the sense of mission for staff and engendered staff demoralisation. As Dick Taverne (House of Lords, 1980: 1), member of the 1979 Spierenburg Committee reviewing the Commission’s internal workings, explains 

[t]he reason why we were set up was because the President in particular felt that there was something wrong in the way that the Commission worked and he was aware of a certain demoralisation among the staff, which we certainly found to be there.

The constant increase in staff without significant re-organisation of the Commission services started in the late 1960s and remained the affliction of the European administration for three decades. 

2. Processes and procedures

The 1965 Merger Treaty led to an immediate reorganisation of the Commission’s structures and a reallocation of staff. However processes and procedures followed a separate dynamic in reaction to the merger and not as an accompaniment of it. Therefore the Commission initiated several reflective processes in order to rethink working methods and their impact on staff. These processes culminated in a landmark report in 1979, the Spierenburg report, which summarised a decade of reflection on the institution the Commission had become, its status and its future (2.1.). Since reflective processes did not lead to any implementation of recommended reform measures, procedures remained stable except for the area of personnel policy which had to adjust to the absorbing of staff from different institutions (2.2.). 

2.1. A dynamic of reflective processes on reform

The 1970s were marked by the number of reports (see diagram 3.1.) reflecting on the type of organisation the Commission had become. 

Diagram 3.1. Reports on reform of the Commission in the 1970s
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Between 1970 and 1972, three different groups were appointed to review the organisation: 

· In April 1970, the Table Ronde des Huit
 handed its report evaluating the way in which the organisation was able to meet functional requirements as well as provide the adequate working environment for a modern staff community (BAC 164/89/309). 

· In June 1970, the Groupe Paritaire des Dix
 handed in their follow up report which devised a series of measures to be taken in order to implement the recommendations from the Table Ronde des Huit.

· In 1972, in the perspective of the enlargement, the Commission mandated external consultants headed by Poullet, a Belgian academic, to assess the consequences of the enlargement on the organisation and functioning of the European bureaucracy.

Firstly, the report of the Table Ronde des Huit did not aim to propose any reform programme. Divided into two sections, ‘Efficient organisation’ and ‘Humane Organisation’, the report gave for the first time an insight into the post-merger Commission. The picture was not much different from that painted by Bosboom en Hegener in 1959 or Ortoli in 1961. Three essential points were made: 

· The horizontal and vertical division of functions did not allow the Commission to use its full potential. The excessive number of administrative units and the rigidity of the organisational model applied to the Commission were particularly criticised. All administrative units were structured on the same model whatever their size and function and no link was made between them. All DGs were composed of three Directorates, each divided into three divisions. As a result the more embryonic tasks which the Commission had to develop suffered because “… leur exécution a été coulée dans le moule de l’organigramme aux risques de paralysie dans l’action par pesanteur des unités, d’étouffement de l’imagination par l’instauration de contraintes hiérarchiques prématurées, ainsi que de mauvaise gestion ultérieure”(BAC 164/89/309, p9). 

· When it came to work practices, the report, like Ortoli’s 1961 report, highlighted the lack of strategic planning within the Commission. Given the ever-expanding scope of competence of the Commission but its limited financial and human resources, its lack of “programmes d’activités” (p11) appeared a real deficiency. The programming system would have allowed the Commission to provide some genuine political drive, which was expected from the Commission. 

· The absence of a link between organising and budgetary functions led to the erratic development of the Commission which was in need of an independent auto-regulatory body steering the organisational expansion of the institution. Ortoli had made the same recommendation nine years earlier.

Secondly, as a follow up to the reflective report of the Table Ronde des Huit, the Commission decided to appoint a new group, the Groupe Paritaire des Dix de la Table Ronde, comprising five officials and five personnel representatives. Their aim was to devise an operational programme based on the analysis made by the Table Ronde des Huit. Their report was articulated around three dimensions:  structural and functional problems, personnel policy issues and working environment and methods. They believed that (BAC 164/89/310, p2): 

il importe pourtant d’apporter des solutions à brève échéance [à deux problèmes] si l’on entend contrecarrer de façon permanente la tendance naturelle de toute administration à la bureaucratisation : il s’agit du renforcement d’une part, de la fonction d’organisation et de critique interne et d’autre part des mécanismes de participation et de démocratisation.
 

Since Ortoli’s report, every analysis of the Commission’s administrative services emphasised the lack of coordination processes. First, the Commission was losing its homogeneity through unplanned and erratic growth. Second, this bore the consequence of an increase in bureaucratisation and rigidity which were regarded as the tools to keep ever-expanding organisation in functioning order. As a result of this diagnosis, the Groupe Paritaire made specific recommendations about the strengthening of the organisation’s performance and its ability to change through increased flexibility. These measures included a redefinition of the Commission’s activity around a smaller number of pivotal domains:  economic affairs, external affairs, industrial affairs, social affairs, research and technology, agriculture, developing aid and the community legal system. This structure would be complemented with a coordinating body and the administrative, financial and information services (BAC 164/89/310, p6). 

Furthering again the move towards ministerialisation, the Groupe Paritaire suggested larger delegations of power from the College to the Commissioners, making them individually responsible for a specific sector like national ministers are. After the various crises of the 1960s and the impact they had on staff morale as well as the Commission’s standing, the Groupe Paritaire suggested that administrative and financial matters be in the hands of the Commission President or a designated Commissioner since “il est apparu souhaitable d’assurer une plus grande efficacité et une stabilité plus indépendante des facteurs politiques” (BAC 164/89/310, p7). Finally, at the level of DGs, the report advocated some strengthening of the Director-General’s function as well as institutionalised dynamism. An annual programme reviewing the priorities between objectives, structures and resource allocation would introduce more flexibility in the establishment plan and in the DGs’ structure. Task forces were heralded as the best way to generate reflection on new policy domains for the Commission without creating new administrative units which would weigh further down the existing hierarchical structure. 

The lack of commitment of the Commission to turn reflection into action and reform its structures, methods of work and financial and personnel management could be seen in the General Activity Report of 1970. It dismissively stated that “[l]a Commission a pris acte d’un rapport et d’un ‘programme-cadre’ qui dressent un inventaire de mesures diverses et esquissent, à propos de ces mesures, un certain nombre d’orientations” (1970: 395). Nonetheless, in 1972, as the Communities were preparing for their first enlargement, Poullet and his colleagues from l’Association Universitaire de Recherche en Administration were commissioned to assess again the internal functioning of the Commission’s services and the consequences the entry of three new Member States could have. The report, Fonctionnement interne de la Commission: rapport Poullet, was presented to the Commission in November 1972. It identified the Commission’s strengths and weaknesses, insisting on the “…clivage entre dirigeants et dirigés qui se traduit tant au niveau des comportements que des stratégies de groupe”
 (Poullet, 1972: 30). 

Among the remedies suggested to improve the situation within the Commission were the more frequent setting up of task forces which would break the formal hierarchy stiffling the Commission and the shift towards management by objectives which would increase the visibility of goals to be achieved and motivation among staff.  Like Ortoli or the Table ronde des Huit and the Groupe Paritaire, Poullet highlighted the Commission’s weaknesses, its heterogeneous growth, its poor inter-DG coordination, its increased bureaucratic rigidity and its lack of objectives-based programming (1972: 55). A lot of attention was paid to the Commission’s organisational model and the systemic factors which stalled the Commission in its policy-making. Poullet concluded (1972: 33) that

… la Commission, en tant que système, a privilégié une stratégie “adaptive” (ce qui se traduit par une certaine dispersion des activités et une croissance déséquilibrée) au détriment relatif d’une stratégie plus “construite”, basée sur l’anticipation des objectifs à atteindre et sur une mise en œuvre cohérente des moyens nécessaires à leur réalisation.

In January 1977, the appointment of Jenkins at the head of the Commission “raised high hopes for a revival in both influence and status of the Commission” (Nugent, 2001: 38). Aware of the Commission’s “management task and continuing duty to innovate in the interests of Europe as a whole” (Jenkins, 1980), he appointed the Spierenburg Committee to review internal workings. The awareness to the difficulties generated by a multi-national organisation whose components kept increasing had become more acute with the enlargement to the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark. These difficulties were about to snowball with the imminent enlargement to Greece in 1981 and the candidacy of Spain and Portugal which was already in the pipeline. Beyond these circumstances, the report became a reference in the Commission’s administrative reform history because for the first time the diagnosis of the organisation’s shortcomings and possible remedies came from an independent body which guaranteed some objectivity. This body was also remarkable because, even though it was independent, it was composed of people who knew the Commission from the inside and were not completely external to its history, functioning and aspirations. Spierenburg himself had been involved in the European construction from a very early stage with Jean Monnet and had become the Vice-President of the High Authority. 

It can also be stressed that the Spierenburg report brought two significant new points to light:  

· The centrality of managerial skills in the efficient performance of the Commission

· The encroaching role taken by the Cabinets. 

The final document made the same points as previous reports:  

· heterogeneity and high number of portfolios, 

· lack of active coordination within the Commission by its Presidency, 

· lack of responsibility of the Directors-General, 

· excessive number of administrative units, 

· poor allocation of staff, 

· necessity for work-programming and 

· poor recruitment and promotion mechanisms. 

However the Spierenburg report stressed more than any prior report the importance of managerial skills and management standards. When presenting the report before the staff, Roy Jenkins singled out four main sets of considerations and listed them in the following order:  

· management, 

· coordination, 

· use of staff 

· staff policy. 

Acknowledging the Commission’s primary role as policy-maker, Jenkins clearly made good management the central duty of an efficient Commission involved in an ever-growing number of political, economic and social domains. He explained (1980: 5) to his staff:  “You are not only the chief policy advisers of the Commission, you are also its principal line-managers. That second function is just as important as the first”. This mirrored the argument made by the report (1979: 24) that 

 [t]he key to the efficient working of a streamlined system of this type is greatly increased emphasis on management qualities. It should not be possible for anyone to be appointed Head of Division (and a fortiori to a higher position) unless he has shown aptitude for management, fostered by the Commission through suitable training programmes (emphasis in the original text). 

It is interesting to note that the review group rejected the idea of a system of management by objectives for the Commission which they did not think suited to an organisation with an intrinsic policy-making function. The review group nonetheless strongly recommended more strategic planning in the form of work-programming in each DG, which, compared with the Commission’s annual programme, would give staff some tailor-made motivation. The other new development in the organisation’s life which the review group highlighted was the invasive role that Cabinets had taken on, therefore often bypassing the Director-General. 

Finally, the Spierenburg report recommended that the position of Director-General be reinforced through the strict limitation of Cabinets’ role but also through the acknowledgement of his sole responsibility for the conceptual and managerial tasks performed by his DG. When reviewing administrative policy within the Commission, the Spierenburg group advised the Commission to review its departments with a view to reducing the number of administrative units
. It further proposed that each DG establish a work programme which would include guidelines, objectives and a schedule of work. This idea will be implemented by Kinnock in 2001. From a staffing stance, the Spierenburg report believed that the Commission had an adequate number of staff to perform the Commission’s Treaty duties but that they were badly distributed. In order to remedy the chaotic allocation of staff, the report suggested the setting up of an external body which would examine the Commission’s requests for additional staff before they were passed onto the Council. Then a central staff register would match the right person to the right job. As for staff’s career, beyond better advertising of competitions in Member States as well as greater decentralisation of tests and a more regular promotion policy, the report encouraged staff mobility which “…must be made a right and a duty” (1979: 31). Once again, Kinnock reforms will make mobility a central aspect of the 2000 administrative reform. 

2.2. Limited changes in procedures

The political focus at the start of the 1970s was strongly on financial matters. The Council decision of 21 April 1970 as well as the treaty signed on 22 April 1970 changed the financial structure of the European Communities and affected considerably the Commission in its budgetary role. Three new procedures were introduced: 

· A system of own resources was created which replaced Member States’ contributions.

· New budgetary procedures were adopted and a single budget for the European Communities was put in place.

· The Council passed a decision requesting that the Commission engaged in multi-annual budgeting.

These changes forced the Commission to modify its internal financial procedures. The motto once again was ‘rationalisation’. As a result the Commission took a decision on 14 October 1970 (COM (70) PV 138 final) in order to gradually introduce the use of Planning, Programming Budgeting System (PBBS) in its budgetary choices. It was aware that its increasing number of tasks as well as the system of own resources, for which it had fought, were creating an excessive financial burden which only a more systematic match between expenditure and political and economic environment could alleviate. The 1970 General Report of Activity strongly emphasised that the Commission would from there on be “astreinte à des choix rigoureux et elle devra être assurée de pouvoir réaliser effectivement l’allocation optimale de ces ressources entre les différentes politiques poursuivies, de telle sorte que soit maximisé le rendement de la dépense communautaire”
 (1970: 405). The PPBS mechanism was therefore first tested on DG X Press and information in 1969 and then extended to all DGs by 1971. 

Apart from financial procedures, the Commission focused on amending Staff Regulations. These changes came at a point when critical reviews of staff working conditions were made in the reports of the Table Ronde des Huit and the Groupe Paritaire regarding the consequences for staff of working in a multinational, multi-lingual environment, away from home. These Staff Regulations changes were not intended as a direct response to weaknesses pointed out in the reports but were probably hoped to contribute to an upturn in the general work atmosphere within the Commission. Amendments happened in four waves: 

· First, in 1972, the Council agreed to amendments of Staff Regulations which led to the introduction of part-time work and new social security and pensions schemes (OJ No. C100, 28/09/1972). 

· Then in 1973, amendments were made to the Staff Regulations in order to remove some discrimination in salaries between men and women officials. 

· The third wave of amendments took four years to be accepted by the Council. In 1974, the Commission put forward a proposal for change dealing more particularly with organisational aspects like team work as well as social improvements with regard working conditions and hours and the right to strike. On 2 May 1978 the Council adopted a watered down version of the Commission’s proposal. 

· Finally, in 1978, the Commission sent to the Council a proposal for amending Staff Regulations to establish an Administrative Tribunal of the European Communities which would settle disputes arising between the institutions and their staff. The fourth round of amendments (OJ C 191, 30/07/79) was transmitted by the Commission to the Council in 1979. Three proposals were made:  altering the basic salary scales, improving provisions relating to family affairs and social security, amending the pension scheme for officials as well as improving social security cover for temporary staff. 

While changing personnel procedures, the Commission also officially admitted to the principle of recognition of Staff Organisations/Trade Unions
 (SO/TU) on 24 May 1970 (General Report of Activity, 1970: 394). In practice, it led the Commission to agree in September and October 1970 to setting up a specific dialogue with SO/TU regarding wages. This institutionalisation of practice represented a significant step for SO/TU. Yet it was only in 1972 that the right to belong to such bodies was formally enshrined in article 24a of the Staff Regulations (Georgakakis, 2002a: 7; Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 58). In addition, the Commission signed on 20 September 1974 an agreement which determined the means of consultation between the Commission and the SO/TU as well as the terms and conditions for exercising trade union rights. 

3. Norms and culture

The implementation of the merger treaty signalled the start of a new chapter in the Commission’s institutional life. With Hallstein’s departure, the “relatively united, committed partisan organisation” (Coombes, 1970: 259) came under pressure from member states and the Council. Facing a situation of weak leadership, the Commission developed into a more representative organisation open to outside interests which became the norm (3.1.). It engendered a shift towards a clearly bureaucratic culture which was easier to adhere to in circumstances of ongoing enlargements to diverse new staff rather than a common understanding of a project (3.2.)

3.1. Representativeness as an institutional norm

European integration had entered a new era in the late 1960s, which was noticeably marked by the resignation of the high profile President of the European Commission, Walter Hallstein, who had once compared his position with that of a European Prime Minister. He had given the Commission strong and forceful leadership and decided to leave as the Merger Treaty was coming into force and shortening the mandate of the Commission President. After a decade of successes such as the creation of the customs union and the Common Agricultural Policy, but also tensions like the French vetoes to British adhesion and the ‘Empty Chair’ crisis, the European Commission was left in a weak standing within the institutional triangle. The EEC was itself facing numerous obstacles at the end of the 1960s. The International Monetary System felt the first disturbances, the financial arrangements for the Common Agricultural Policy had to be finalised and the European Assembly was pushing for more budgetary powers (Franck, 1987: 130).

The European Commission had no sooner adjusted to the overhaul constituted by the merging of the three Communities that it had to prepare for its first enlargement. As a consequence of the Luxembourg compromise, it was clear that the enlargement would make decision-making even more difficult and therefore curtail the Commission’s proactivity. It had to take into account, more than ever before, national interests. Because of the Luxembourg compromise, member states which were dissatisfied with a Commission’s proposal could delay a decision indefinitely (Nugent, 2003: 171). This forced the European administration into more caution and mediation with different parties and more particularly the COREPER. Representativeness of outside interests became the well-embedded norm in the Commission.

The balance of power had clearly tilted in favour of the Council. A report written in 1972 by a Working Party headed by Vedel (Working Party, 1972: 25; see also Gazzo, 1972) argued that 

… practice has served only to increase this preponderance to such a point that the Council […] has become the sole effective centre of power in the system. […] Even in carrying out the administrative tasks proper which were apparently to be its attributes, the Commission, not having been given far-reaching enough powers (Art.155), could not play its full part because in many cases the Council wanted to reserve the right to intervene at all stages of procedure, down to and including that of implementation. 

The economic context with the 1971 oil crisis and the looming recession was gloomy. But most importantly, the Commission’s leadership lacked courage, strength and vision. Rey
, who replaced Hallstein, proved to be conciliatory and cautious, traits which did not forge a new European partisan spirit for the Commission. Coombes (1970: 265) summarises this view:  “The new President, M. Rey, is regarded as being a less charismatic figure than his predecessor of the EEC Commission and is expected to play the backseat role of chairman and broker rather than the active one of promoter and instigator”. 

After Rey’s rather timid three-year presidency from 1967 to 1970, a new Commission headed by the Italian Malfatti took office in July 1970 as it had been agreed in article 32 of the 1965 Merger Treaty. The Commission experienced a rather unstable time between 1970 and 1973 due to a lack of leadership from the President of the Commission. Malfatti was criticised for his “ineffectual style” and his failure “to bolster or enhance the capacity of the Commission to enact its various forms of authority” (Drake, 2000: 67-68). The Commission’s authority within the Community system suffered further when Malfatti left in the middle of the second year of his mandate in order to run in his domestic general elections. Mansholt was then appointed to finish Malfatti’s term. Even though Mansholt had the charisma and the vision to lead actively the European Commission, he was only an interim choice and stayed for nine months at the head of the institution. The shortening of the Commission President’s mandate to two years, coupled with the rather low-profile characters who were appointed to the post, allowed the member states to re-invest the European scene. Diagram 3.2. summarises the administrative and leadership history of the Commission in the first years following Hallstein’s resignation.
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Dick Taverne in 1979 (House of Lords, 1980: 1) summarised the evolution of the Commission’s influence by outlining 

… the attitude towards the Commission, a different frame of reference within which the Commission could work, a different attitude within the Member States, a greater feeling of national self-confidence, perhaps, since the original founding of the Community and therefore a stronger influence by the Council which represents the national interests.

An example of the stronger grip of national interests over the Commission can be taken in the creation of the European Council in 1974. It launched a new style of decision-making within the EC whereby Member States assumed “the right to share the power of initiative reserved by the Treaties for the Commission […] Under these circumstances the Commission’s forms of authority were limited by external factors, even when the Commission President was of the charismatic type” (Drake, 2000: 68-69).

The appointment of Roy Jenkins at the head of the European Commission in January 1977 “raised high hopes for a revival in both influence and status of the Commission” (Nugent, 2001: 38). Jenkins was a high-profile British politician of the Labour Party who, in defiance of the Labour party majority, had supported the United Kingdom’s entry into the European Community. Not only did Jenkins become a valued participant at European Council meetings but he also managed to convince Member States that he should represent the European Community as a political and economic entity at the annual G7 summits. He understood that the Commission had lost its promotive momentum and set up the Spierenburg Committee to review the situation and make suggestions. Simultaneously the Council of Ministers appointed Dell, Marjolin and Biesheuvel to form a Committee of Three of Wise Men in charge of reviewing the adjustments needed to the working of institutions so that the Communities operate efficiently. In practice, these two independent review groups met a couple of times and devised their work in a complementary way. 

The Spierenburg report aimed to give a detailed picture of the type of administrative organisation the Commission had evolved into. As for the report of the Three Wise Men, Report on European Institutions, it gave a broader assessment of the Commission’s standing in the European political framework. Nonetheless these two reports reached a similar conclusion of decline of the Commission. Notwithstanding the Commission’s successes like the customs union, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), free movement of persons and the common commercial policy, “…over the last ten years the Commission’s influence, effectiveness and reputation have declined” (Spierenburg, 1979: 4). The Report on European Institutions dated this weakening of the Commission from the time of “the enlargement in 1967” which referred to the merger. Since then, according to the Three Wise Men, there had been “…a loss of collegiality in its members’ method of working, combined with inadequate internal coordination” (Committee of Three, 1979: 66). As a result they deemed the Commission was in danger of being reduced to the technical role of an international organisation secretariat.

During the 1970s and the early 1980s, the Commission suffered from the lack of charisma of its presidents and the pervasion of national interests in the administration and even the College itself (Coombes, 1970: 255). With Thorn’s appointment at the head of the Commission in 1981, the administration became even more subservient to the views of Member States, setting its “position within the European policy process” at an “all-time low” (Cini, 1996: 66; see Drake, 2000: 70-71; Scotto, 1984). 

3.2. Emergence of bureaucracy as a common culture
Coombes (1970: 261) makes a direct link between representativeness of leadership and bureaucratisation, stating that

First as the leadership becomes more representative of outside interests, hierarchy must be stressed more and more […]. In any event, the common culture is constantly being threatened by recruitment of nationalistic and technically-minded officials and as a reaction to this rigidities develop in an attempt to ‘cure’ the organisation of its flexibility and openness.
Like Coombes, we argue that the common culture of the Commission in 1958 was devised by a charismatic leader, Hallstein, who defined the common interest of the organisation and its mission. This was carried forward by staff who were recruited for their loyalty and dedication to the task rather than job security or status. Yet, as the organisation went through a merger and two enlargements, and leadership weakened, the Commission developed a more bureaucratic organisational mode in order to structure an ever-growing institution. Bureaucracy rather than a shared belief in a mission towards further European integration started defining the common way of doing business in the Commission. One European administrative culture dedicated to the pursuit of a mission was therefore replaced by a culture of rule and procedure following. In practice, it has meant that the culture has become more heterogeneous with nationalities playing a more significant role in the way things get done. The reports on organisational reform produced during the 1970s all included a reflection on bureaucratisation and the values on which the Commission is based. 

The two reports presented to the Commission in 1970 emanated from an equal number of staff representatives and Commission officials, which already marked a crucial difference with reports commissioned since 1959 which had been written by external consultants or internal senior officials. Nonetheless the analysis and diagnosis of the organisation’s flaws and its detrimental consequences on its functioning, its staff and its working methods were largely similar to those of earlier reports. They stemmed from the realisation that bureaucratisation may be an inevitable consequence of the development of an organisation with specified goals. The Programme Cadre du Groupe Paritaire des Dix de la Table Ronde insisted on the necessity to remedy “la tendance naturelle de toute administration à la bureaucratisation” (BAC 164/89/310, p2). The Commission was therefore inherently moving alongside a process of bureaucratisation which needed to be thwarted. As Coombes argued (1970: 299), “…the Commission of President Hallstein (and, we have reason to believe, the High Authority of Jean Monnet) at least in the first three or so years of its existence was clearly not a bureaucracy”. Bureaucratisation happened over time with the growth in tasks and personnel as well as the disappearance of partisanship within the Commission, particularly among its leadership, and its move towards representativeness of outside interests. Coombes demonstrated that 

[t]he porous organisation  resorts eventually to strict regulation of appointments and promotions to ensure impartiality and equilibrium between different competing groups, rigid definitions of powers and jurisdiction, and other bureaucratic means of preserving equilibrium and consistency (1970: 259).  …[B]eyond a certain point further adaptation to the environment will undermine social cohesion, and the organisation’s leaders will resort to bureaucracy as an apparent defence (1970: 263).

The concept that bureaucracy is on the one hand inevitable in the life-cycle of an organisation and on the other, used as a defence mechanism by the organisation was visible in the reports published in 1970. They linked the structural and functional problems of the organisation with the malaise among staff, specifically stressing the need for flexibility throughout the organisation, in the DGs’ establishment plans and within work relationships. The red thread throughout the two reports, which was also present in Poullet’s report, was the call for increased flexibility. In the 1970s the Commission still had numerous staff who had been involved in the early stages of the European adventure and had worked in Monnet’s High Authority and Hallstein’s Commission. The 1970s reports clearly signalled the wish to bring back the type of organisation the early Commission and the High Authority had been, where hierarchies were not too strict, and rigid formulas and precedents did not rule. The report of the Groupe Paritaire (BAC 164/89/310, p23) therefore concluded

…[l]a réalisation des réformes proposées notamment en vue d’un assouplissement de l’organigramme, d’une amélioration des conditions matérielles de travail, d’une politique plus juste de recrutement et de carrière, l’instauration de sanctions positives ou négatives du travail et du mérite, d’une formation solide et continue, de l’établissement d’un programme d’action et, en général, de l’élimination des principaux facteurs de blocage, amèneront certainement un assainissement du malaise actuel.

Aware of this malaise, Jenkins was the first Commission President to take stock of the changing nature of the Commission since it was headed by Hallstein. His agenda was not solely political; he also decided to tackle the Commission’s managerial shortfalls. The reports of the 1970s clearly demonstrated that the Commission still wanted to believe it could function on the premises of the High Authority’s:  a relatively small bureaucracy staffed with highly qualified officials who were all working towards a deepening of European integration within a rather flexible environment. Jenkins understood that the Commission had moved on and had to address its new organisational, financial and human dimensions within a changed political environment for it to regain its leading role. Jenkins explained his appointing of the Spierenburg committee
 which was to review the internal workings of the Commission in a 1980 speech to Commission staff: 

…[I]n twenty years, the Commission has grown and developed from a small group of pioneers in the High Authority to an organisation of 8,300 officials, excluding staff paid from research funds. We are not the sprawling bureaucracy so frequently imagined by the popular press. […] But neither are we the small and tightly-knit institution which started off as the High Authority some two decades ago. […] Today we have to combine the development of new policies and initiatives with the efficient and practical administration of resources. We have both a sizeable management task and a continuing duty to innovate in the interests of Europe as a whole. 

The Commission president was very much aware of the duality the Commission had come to face. It started as an administration de mission with dedicated belief in the European integration adventure. Yet as it increased the scope of its competence and expanded into new domains, the Commission had to move towards the model of an administration de gestion as well. Over time it was more and more involved in the management of policies it had conceived. This dual reality was new to the Commission and its lack of awareness to this new situation encouraged the Commission President to establish an independent review committee. 

Noticeably the Spierenburg report did not mention the need for increased flexibility in the Commission’s hierarchical structure which had been requested by earlier reports. This probably demonstrated the understanding by the group that the Commission could not be organised on the same grounds as the 1951 High Authority and that hierarchical bureaucracy was the most efficient form of organisation for the European administration. The report purposefully avoided criticising over-bureaucratisation and rigidity and rather focused on structural and procedural changes. It is the first report to openly mourn the concept that the Commission’s mission is only about policy conception. The Commission’s poor managerial performance was getting more and more exposed by the Commission de contrôle which the Council was partly using to turn down the Commission’s request for extra staff. Therefore Jenkins made a strong point in his speech, targeting the Council and claiming “[n]ow that we have taken the initiative to reform ourselves, the least that we expect is to be allowed the very modest means to do the job” (1980: 13). The Spierenburg report was a clear signal sent by the Commission to the other European institutions that it had understood the necessity to reform itself rather than try to go back to its foundations and this led to the acceptance of bureaucracy rather than an ideal of a European adventure as the shared organisational culture. 

*
*
*

A lot of changes were awaited from the Spierenburg report. However when Jenkins detailed in November 1980 the achievements which had followed the publication of Spierenburg report twelve months earlier, the results seemed negligible. The only concrete realisation was the reduction by 15% of the number of divisions and specialised services (1980: 7; see also Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 184). Dubouis (1984: 132) critically observes that “[l]a majorité des mesures prises pour remédier à cette situation concernent plus le “management” des services que la politique de fonction publique proprement dite: restructuration des services, meilleure planification des tâches, mise en place de structures centrales de coordination…”
. In order to turn the Spierenburg report’s recommendations into pratical measures, a working group headed by Commissioner Ortoli was appointed. Their report was not published and still belongs to the Commission’s archives. Nevertheless, according to Nugent (2001) and Stevens and Stevens (2001), very little came out of Ortoli’s report. Nugent even reveals (2001: 40) that “…virtually all of the proposals ran into opposition from some quarter”. A substantial section of the staff more specifically rejected the concept of mobility because they opposed the rotating functions this would induce.

The twenty years that separated Hallstein’s departure from Delors’s arrival at the head of the Commission witnessed some significant institutional change. 1965 was a critical juncture when it came to organisational and structural change with the obvious challenge of merging three different executives. However the organisational impact of the merger has to be combined with political circumstances such as the Empty Chair Crisis as well as weak leadership from 1967 in order to understand the more transformative change which took place regarding processes, norms and culture. The merger triggered a re-structuring which leaked then into less formal dimensions of the institution. Over the 1970s therefore, review processes were launched; even though they were not significantly implemented, they demonstrate an evolution in the assessment of the Commission’s status as an administration, with the Spierenburg report finally focusing on tackling policy management and accepting that the Commission had evolved into a hierarchical bureaucracy. 

Chapter 4 

Construction of the European Commission III

1985-1998 – From renewed political leadership to resignation of the Commission


1985 marked a turning point in European activism and more specifically in the Commission’s political life. The decade during which Delors was President of the Commission witnessed the most fruitful relaunch of European integration and policy conception. Even though the institution changed during these 10 years, Delors’s appointment can not be regarded as a critical juncture in the administrative history of the Commission. The institution’s problems were more associated by officials and politicians with a lack of vision and leadership than with poor organisational structures and management (Hermanin, 2006: 14). Therefore the focus in 1985 was on ways to recapture the Commission’s power and influence in the policy process. The 1970s and first half of the 1980s had seen the strong emergence of confederal trends within the functioning of the EC. Ross (1995: 5) however points out that in 1985 “…two separate processes intersected”, namely the increased willingness of Member States to pool their efforts in an unstable economic environment and the activism of key political figures within the EC in order to reactivate European integration. The reconfiguration of the Commission’s “political opportunity structure”
 which relies on the dynamism of agents of change was optimised with the appointment of Jacques Delors as President of the European Commission in 1985
. 

Until 1992, Delors managed to re-invigorate European integration thanks to a ‘Big Idea’ (Grant, 1994: 66), namely the completion of the Internal Market, as well as a new driving force composed of three partners, France, Germany and the European Commission. However the Maastricht treaty and its difficult ratification started the cyclical decline of the European institution’s influence and effectiveness. When Delors left the presidency of the European Commission, Heads of State and Government met in order to unanimously agree on a replacement. Jean-Luc Dehaene appeared as the favourite and was supported by 11 countries. The UK however opposed its veto because of Juncker’s outspoken federalist views. Since unanimity was required, a consensus formed over the name of Jacques Santer, the Luxembourg Prime Minister, who was regarded by the UK as “le moins mauvais des candidats” (Scotto, 1994a). When his nomination went before the EP to be approved, Santer’s position got further weakened. He received 260 votes from the MEPs with 238 votes against and 23 abstentions. Debates had been particularly tense as Rocard’s comments demonstrate. He addressed M. Santer during his audition and said that “le veto de M. Major affaiblit la Commission et vos seuls talents ne suffiront pas à assumer la tâche qui lui revient” (Scotto, 1994b). Beyond this difficult start for Santer, the EP’s stand on this occasion confirmed the trend towards a new institutional arrangement which strengthened the power of influence of the EP and the Council and weakened the Commission’s political stature. 

Despite the lack of attention paid by the Commission to administrative and organisational issues during Delors’s presidency, the academic literature and specifically Les Metcalfe started pointing towards the Commission’s managerial deficiencies and discussing the existence of a “managerial deficit” in the 1990s (1992, 2000). This literature grew following the administrative reforms started under Santer’s presidency. Stevens (1997), Stevens and Stevens (2001), Cram (1999, 2001), Levy (2002, 2003, 2004, 2006), Edwards and Spence (2006), Peterson (1999), Laffan (1997) all discussed the European bureaucracy’s lack of managerial capacity and skills. This chapter constitutes the final evolutionary panel in the Commission’s administrative history, setting the historical path of analysis for Kinnock’s reform. Its aim is twofold:  

· In continuation with chapters 2 and 3, it highlights the impact of strong leadership on the institution. Delors managed to relaunch European integration, getting the Commission to invest new fields of competence. Since he considered that the organisation was too slow and complex to be efficient and reactive, he looked at more flexible ways of getting things done, often taking short-cuts and relying on a network of people. What had worked in Hallstein’s Commission only created frustration in a larger and more diverse institution, which could not reverse to partisanship. Delors’s strong leadership gave more political influence to the Commission but further stifled the organisation as a whole.

· Through an analysis of institutional change in the Commission under Santer’s Presidency, this chapter brings to light the introduction to NPM’s ideas in the reform programmes implemented by Commissioners Liikanen and Gradin. It therefore insists on the continuation in the ideas for reform between Santer’s team and Kinnock’s. 

In a context of ongoing enlargements, the first section will contrast a political with an organisational approach of the Commission. It will demonstrate the strain that an unplanned organisational development of the Commission’s services, under increased political pressures from member states and Delors’s leadership, put on the institution. Yet, from 1995, Santer started an unprecedented organisational reform (1.). We will then put this organisational development into perspective through a study of two different strategies:  Delors’s which focused on processes, and specifically working processes, in order to circumvent the “lourdeur” of the organisation; and Santer’s which implemented for the first time since the Commission’s creation a procedural reform (2.). A third section will discuss the cultural and normative consequences of such makeshift organisational development which constructed the 1999 resigning Commission (3.).

1. Formal structures and organisation 

After the Eurosclerosis of the 1970s, the 1986 Single European Act set everything in place to relaunch durably European integration. The Commission received new areas of competence which engendered an increased workload and a mismatched allocation of staff. As a result, Delors’s strong leadership, which led the Commission to regain a prominent position on the European scene, meant deterioration in the coherence of the institution’s organisational structures (1.1.). After 10 years in charge of the Commission, Delors was replaced by Santer in an unfavourable political context for European affairs. Santer’s appointment was fraught and he decided to focus his energy on reforming the organisational structures and functions of the institution. Some aspects of the reform were significant even if its scope remained limited (1.2.).
1.1.  1985-1994:  the organisational Commission overwhelmed by the political Commission

Commission services had grown over time in reaction to the augmentation of the institution’s workload as well as the rise in EC Member States. The number and content of portfolios had evolved inconsistently depending on personal and political considerations which emerged from national bargaining with regards to the appointment of Commissioners (Berlin, 1987: 42). Some portfolios carried more prestige and more weight in the decision-making process than others and were therefore more attractive to larger Member States. The 1979 Spierenburg report had already highlighted this pitfall
, which had not been tackled by the time Delors arrived in 1985 as Table 3 shows.

Table 4.1.

Enlargements and portfolios –

the organisational structure of the Commission

	President of the Commission
	Dates of office
	Number of member states
	Number of portfolios

	Hallstein
	1958-1961
	6
	9

	Hallstein
	1961-1967
	6
	9

	Rey
	1967-1970
	6
	14 (post-merger)

	Malfatti
	1970-1972
	6
	9

	Mansholt
	1972-1973
	6
	9

	1973:  enlargement to the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark

	Ortoli
	1973-1977
	9
	13

	Jenkins
	1977-1981
	9
	13

	1981:  enlargement to Greece

	Thorn
	1981-1985
	10
	14

	Delors
	1985-1986
	10 
	14 

	1986:  enlargement to Spain and Portugal

	Delors
	1986-1990
	12
	17 


DG I Relations extérieures exemplified the development trend within the Commission. Dealing with external relations and the standing of the EC on the international stage, DGI was regarded as a highly prestigious DG to hold by any member state. As the European integration was furthered and the EC enlarged, more and more Member States wanted this portfolio. Between 1974 and 1985, DG I enlarged from six directorates and 14 divisions to 9 directorates and 25 divisions. By 1995, DG I Relations extérieures had been divided into three DGs:  DG I Relations extérieures – politique commerciale, relation avec l’Amérique du Nord, l’Extrême-Orient, l’Australie et la Nouvelle-Zélande; DG IA Relations extérieures – Europe et nouveaux Etats indépendants, politique étrangère et de sécurité commune, service extérieur and DG IB, Relations extérieures – Méditerranée du Sud, Moyen-Orient, Amérique Latine, Asie. DG I counted 7 Directorates and 18 divisions, DG IA 6 Directorates and 31 divisions and DG IB 5 Directorates and 23 divisons. 

The situation had grown out of any logical proportion in order to accommodate smaller and larger countries, old and new members. When Delors arrived at the head of the Commission in 1985, any managerial problem which had been outlined by the Spierenburg report had already worsened (Stevens and Stevens, 2001). Delors’s style of management was strongly based on Cabinets which became “increasingly instrumental in building policy majorities and package deals across Community institutions and with Member States” (Donnelly and Ritchie, 1994: 47). Cabinets under Delors grew in influence and “became a particularly burning [management issue]” (Peterson, 1999: 56). Yet there were some disadvantages to the system. The interaction between Delors’s Cabinet and the various DGs was recurrent and often turned into interference on the Cabinet’s part into Directors-General’s business. Directors-General were often unaware that officials under their responsibility had been asked to work on a specific project by Delors or his Cabinet. This political intrusion of the Cabinet into the DG’s business meant that Director-General felt less and less responsible for the achievements of their DG. Lamy admitted that the use of short-cuts to get things done could be counter-productive. In an interview with Grant in 1993 (quoted in Grant, 1994: 114), he claimed: 

Probably we should have changed the structure of the institution but we thought it wasn’t a priority. The problem is that officials spend too much time managing tasks and not enough time on the tasks themselves. The circuits are too complicated, there’s too much paper. The bureaucratic noise of the house is too loud compared with what it produces. 

Planned structural change did not happen in the Commission under Delors. Hermanin (2006: 19) pointed out that, “les principaux élans innovateurs en matière d’organisation interne durant les années 1980 se sont limités à la politique des ressources humaines et se sont traduits par des réformes mineures entreprises par Henning Christophersen, alors Commissaire à l’administration et au personnel, et par le directeur général de la DG IX, Richard Hay (Hay, 1989 :  41-45)”.
In 1989, the Commission adopted a new strategy towards staffing. Instead of looking for extra staff from the Council, it decided to explore internally how it could redeploy its staff and their posts so that priority areas be attended immediately. The European bureaucracy therefore started a second wave of reform called ‘Management, redeployment and information programme’ which stressed the importance of decentralising key powers to operational departments. It organised the decentralisation of career management and gave greater management powers to Directors-General, who became responsible not only for staff mobility up to A4 level but also for work arrangements among his or her staff thanks to the devolution of the appointing authority’s powers (23rd General report of the EC, 1989: 44). This programme was also set up to compensate the lack of staff in comparison with the workload to be handled. It aimed to redeploy staff towards priority tasks and achieved to transfer 7,5% of total staff to priority areas (24th general report of the EC, 1990: 374). As part of the fight against fraud, inefficiencies and waste of scarce resources, the Commission set up the Unité de Coordination de Lutte Anti-Fraude
 (UCLAF) in 1988 and an Inspectorate-General on 6 February 1991 (25th general report of the EC, 1991: 375). This new service was given the task to “carry out inspections that reflect the Commission’s concerns as regards the economic, efficient and effective utilisation of resources”. 

Finally, the Commission launched a screening exercise in order to define optimum allocation of human resources and identify problematic areas like mini-budgets which had been used to hire temporary staff on operational budgets rather than administrative ones. A follow-up programme in adopted in May 1991 “envisaged, internally, an improvement in administration, departmental organisation and the use of human resources through redeployment and reorganisation” (25th General report of the EC, 1991: 375). The Commission also adopted guidelines to streamline personnel and administration policy. They included the reorganisation of DG IX “with the aim of redeploying its resources towards programming, coordination, guidance and logistical support for the management of the institution’s human and material resources which will be handled on a more decentralised basis by the other Directorates-General.” (25th General Report of the EC, 1991: 376). The Commission’s main concern in 1991 regarding its personnel and administration policy lied in administrative decentralisation and the empowerment of DGs in personnel matters, which has remained one of the deepest trends in reforming the Commission.  

Even though Delors’s appointment to the Presidency of the Commission led to renewed interest in European integration and many initiatives in new policy domains by the Commission, the institution failed to capitalise in staff terms. In 1986, during Delors’s first term, the European Communities enlarged to two countries, Spain and Portugal. Between 1986 and 1988, permanent Commission officials increased by 18,3%. In comparison, for the first enlargement to the UK, Denmark and Ireland, when the Commission’s workload was far smaller, permanent Commission staff had risen by 29,1%. This incremental progression of staff, decoupled from the Commission’s increasing tasks, is confirmed by the establishment plan of 1990/1991. In 1991, a high majority of Commission officials went on strike for one day in order to protest against the amending of the method of adjusting their remuneration. This strike was aimed at Member States which were interfering in the Commission’s human resources management and putting pressure to reduce salaries in order to make savings. In 1992, as a result of the 1991 screening exercise, the Council granted the Commission “a substantial number of new posts” (26th General report of the EC, 1992: 385), an extra 6%, which the Commission staffed through the conversion of non-permanent staff into permanent staff. This trend of moderate yearly increase in staff continued with the fourth enlargement of the EC to Finland, Austria and Sweden. Permanent staff grew by 5% only. 

1.2.  1995-1998:  limited but significant organisational changes

Santer arrived in the job with one moto which revealed his intentions but also his room for maneouvre allocated by the Member States:  “Less action, but better action” (Santer, 1995). In his speech to the European Parliament, which was part of the newly laid proceedings allowing the MEPs to take a vote of approval of the new College, Santer strongly insisted on the need to improve the Commission’s budgetary and administrative culture. He clearly stated he was aware of the ECA and the EP’s constant critical reporting on these matters and that improvement could only stem from a constructive relationship with the scrutinising institutions. Santer’s programme of work explicitly included administrative reform measures. A few reasons can explain this focus on administrative issues: 

· First the political opportunity structure which had been so favorable to Delors in 1985 had radically changed by 1995. Further European integration was not a priority for Member States any more since it had created such chaos with the 1992 ratification of the Maastricht treaty. 

· Second, the circumstances of Santer’s nomination and the EP’s tight vote of approval on the matter were not conducive to any outwardly demonstration of leadership by the new President, who was however known for his federalist views just like Delors. But, unlike Delors, Santer was portrayed from the start as a weak and bland President with no political charisma. Peterson (1999: 53) summarises it by saying that “he was nobody’s first choice”. 

· Third, the EU had changed and enlarged to another three countries which had brought the number of Commissioners from 17 under Delors to 20 under Santer. Santer’s weak authority made it even more difficult to keep the cohesiveness of a larger College. 

· Fourth, countries which were net contributors to the EU budget like France or Germany wanted to reduce their payment and considered that administrative reform of the Commission would be conducive to better management of resources. 

· Finally, Delors’s terms had led to a significant increase in the Commission’s workload but its operation and working pratices had not been adjusted to the new situation. Nugent points out (2001: 49) that 

… DGs had been created (and occasionally disbanded) in a somewhat ad hoc way, whilst staff were caught up in an outmoded and rigid personnel policy framework that was not capable of placing people where they were most needed to respond to the Commission’s expanding and changing responsibilities.

In this context, administrative reform of the Commission seemed to be a safe option for all parties involved:  the Member States would be satisfied because it would involve an investigation of wastage within the Commission and would lead to economy and value for money; and the Commission President would avoid the Member States’ ire by directing his work onto a non-overtly political reform which could spawn improved effectiveness for the European bureaucracy. These reforms were promoted by Sweden and Finland, two countries which had joined the EU in 1995 and both had strong traditions of administrative accountability and transparency. The reform process was divided into three projects:  Sound and Efficient Management (SEM 2000), Modernisation of Administration and Personnel Policy (MAP 2000), and Designing the Commission of Tomorrow (DECODE). They aimed at decentralising certain aspects of internal decision-making (Cram, 1999: 53), which involved the setting up of resources units. This was the most significant structural aspect of SEM 2000 and was based on the same financial principle which Kinnock put at the core of his programme:  the separation between policy conception/management on the one hand and financial/resources management on the other (SEC (95) 1785, recommandation n. 8): 

En instaurant une séparation nette entre deux filières (la filière conception-gestion des politiques, et la filière gestion budgétaire et financière) et en instaurant un meilleur équilibre entre les deux, il s’agit de faire en sorte que les impératifs de la mise en œuvre des actions opérationnelles ne prennent pas le pas sur les obligations de respect de la réglementation financière et du principe de la bonne gestion financière.

The idea was to create a counter-weight in DGs directly accountable to the Director-General, which would not come under pressure on operational grounds. This was implemented on a Commission-wide basis (The Evaluation Partnership, 1999: 29). However the Evaluation Partnership which was hired from January to June 1999 by the Commission to evaluate and report on the effectiveness of the implementation of SEM 2000 pointed out some difficulties. Even though all financial/resource units in the administration had complied with their reporting duties, half of the DGs still had no separation between the finance/resource function and the operational function. They further comment that 

Where DGs have followed the recommendations, there have been some positive effects in improving decision-making, communications and in the status of staff. On the negative side, a communication gap has opened up between operations and resource units, some report an extra layer of bureaucracy and operational staff are not always being drawn into the decision making process.

Linked with this re-organising of DGs was the staffing issue. The increased awareness on financial matters which Liikanen and Gradin wanted implied filling vacancies in financial positions as well as training them appropriately. Therefore recommendation 10 made for the SEM 2000 programme included three aspects (SEC (95) 1785): 

· Protection des agents exposés/rotation. L’IGS a été chargée d’établir une liste de critères de postes dits “sensibles”. 

· Valorisation des fonctions budgétaires/financières. Faire en sorte que structurellement, les avis émis par la filière budgétaire/financière au sein d’une DG aient plus de poids que par le passé dans le processus décisionnel. 

· Responsabilisation des agents

The Evaluation Partnership highlighted that the Commission was faced with the challenge of reducing the level of dependence on outside staff. Despite a substantial decrease in non-statutory staff between 1995 and 1997, the trend changed in 1997 and 1998. Moreover, there “continues to be a chronic lack of suitably qualified staff in financial management. Transfer attempts have usually failed and a shortage on reserve lists persists” (The Evaluation Partnership, 1999: 35). Financial training remained formal, based on rules and regulations rather than hands-on management skills. Looking at the SEM 2000 measures, many recall the Kinnock financial reform, which have led interviewed officials to highlight the continuity between the two reforms. As we will see in future chapters, Kinnock learnt the lessons from SEM 2000 and put a strong emphasis on financial training which has become a reality for all officials in sensitive posts and even beyond. 

2. Processes and procedures

Delors focused on getting the Internal Market completed by 1992. He turned the Commission into a highly pro-active political actor despite its inefficient organisational state. In order to achieve his goal, he put in place staffing processes which helped him select appropriate officials who would form reliable networks. It is also under Delors that the Commission developed dubious practices such as the Bureaux d’Assitance Technique and the mini-budgets in order to cope with resource shortages (2.1.). OBy contrast, the Santer Commission launched a wide reform process aimed to improve the institution’s efficiency. This generated numerous new procedures which formed fertile ground for Kinnock’s reform measures (2.2.). 

2.1.  1985-1994:  from fluid processes to dubious procedures

2.1.1. Processes

Even though tensions developed as Delors set up his system of leadership, he was well aware of the exceptional human resources he had at his disposal and put in place a promotion/appointment process which helped him constitute a strong network. Delors had the charisma to reenergise the European Commission which had not had a visionary leader in a decade. In practice, he made sure his enthusiasm and ideas would be heard from within the Commission by taking a keen interest in recruitment. Himself and his Cabinet therefore monitored staffing and promotion so that loyal people to Delors’s project be appointed to key positions. More specifically, Delors and Lamy organised the change of administrative leadership at Director-General level (Ross, 1995). Hooghe (2001: 30) indicates that the officials recruited for these influential posts were sometimes and not surprisingly referred to as the “Delors mafia”, which reveals the level of control Delors could exercise and the resentment felt by some officials. 

Two other significant examples demonstrate how Delors, who had no interest in the day-to-day staff policy and human resources management, nonetheless used staff recruitment in order to extend his influence over the European administration. He first replaced, in 1987, the German head of the legal service by a Frenchman. As Grant outlines (1994: 101), this change guaranteed that “… political considerations were more likely to colour that service’s advice” which suited Delors’s style perfectly. Famous examples of rows between the British Commissioner, Leon Brittan, and President Delors were settled to the benefit of the latter thanks to some opinions given by the legal service. Second, Delors appointed in 1989 Jerôme Vignon to lead the Commission’s think tank, namely the Forward Studies Unit. Vignon “is strongly committed to the social teaching of the Catholic church” which is absolutely central to Delors’s belief system (Grant, 1994: 100-102). 

Delors and Lamy’s keen interest in recruiting for key positions did not extend to other areas of personnel policy and human resources management at large. The Dane Christophersen, former Finance Minister and Deputy Minister in his home country, was appointed to head DG IX Personnel and Administration, DG XIX Budgets and DG XX Financial Control. He also held the title of Vice-President of the European Commission. His portfolio was quite heavy but very coherent. Personnel and organisational matters could not be examined in isolation of the financial context. Christophersen put administrative reform on the Commission’s agenda (Metcalfe, 2000; Hermanin, 2006). The fact that Denmark had engaged in incremental public service reforms in 1983 (Knox, 2002), in which Christophersen had been much involved, might explain the Commissioner’s keen interest on an administrative reform programme for the Commission. The Danish reforms had required the modernisation of administrative and budgetary systems, simplification of procedures and decentralisation to local government. The Commission’s programme bore some resemblance to the Danish reforms and focused primarily on developing managerial skills among European officials, simplifying administrative procedures and decentralising some functions towards operational departments.

Under Christophersen’s lead, the Commission launched in 1986 its own reform process based on a programme called “Modernizing the European civil service” which reframed the institution’s modernisation policy endorsed in September 1985. The main idea of this new action plan was to “…set clear objectives for each department within the framework of the annual programme adopted by the Commission (…) [and] motivate individual members of staff by providing a clearer definition of their responsibilities and by improving the dissemination of information” (20th General Report of the European Communities, 1986: 44). The programme had two strands: 

· First, management seminars were organised for directors-general, directors, heads of divisions, assistants to directors-general and staff representatives. According to the 22nd General report of the EC (1988: 45), over six months, “12,181 officials from all the places of employment took part in a two-day seminar on improving work organisation and interpersonal relations”. Staff were involved in the process through surveys which showed their satisfaction with their working conditions but not with the administrative procedures and decision-making within the Commission. 

· Second, the programme sought to raise awareness of management responsibilities below the rank of Head of Division. The focus was strongly on managerial skills and the creation of a tier of middle managers who would be more responsive and pro-active within the Commission. A specific focus was nonetheless placed from 1988 on modernising the Commission’s recruitment policy. Successful measures were taken to attract younger candidates at grades A7 and A8, publicise the organisation of open competitions, increase their frequency and reduce the length of those procedures
. 

This reform process did not lead to any more than piecemeal changes. Christophersen left the Commission in 1989 and was replaced by a Portuguese Commissioner, Cardoso e Cunha, who had little ability for the job. He gave up his post to the Belgian, Karel Van Miert, in 1991. Change not only affected the head of DG Personnel and Administration, which was replaced three times in five years, but it also impacted on the Director General of this service. Richard Hay, who had been Director General of DG IX from 1986 to 1991, left his job to Franz de Koster. In 1994 Petit-Laurent’s report entitled “Réflexions sur l’efficacité de l’institution et de son administration” focused its analysis on ways to improve human resources management in order to make the Commission more efficient. It recommended in particular a better assessment, programming and managing of personnel needs and making training and recruitment more professional with the creation of an inter-institutional body (European Commission, 1994). 

2.1.2. Procedures

The Commission under Delors saw a dramatic increase in its areas of competence and its tasks. Yet human and financial resources did not match this increase. In order to carry on performing, the Commission adopted two main procedures which circumvented the obstacle of resources: 

· the mini-budgets

· the Bureaux d’Assitance Techniques (BATs) or Technical Assistance Offices (TAOs). 

The mini-budgets allowed the Commission to use the operational part of the budget (part B) to recruit staff for tasks which should be carried out by the Commission’s fonctionnaires under the administrative part of the budget (part A). Since the Council repeatedly refused to grant the Commission’s staffing requests, the administration hired a significant number of experts on a contractual basis to manage expenditure programmes and perform public service duties. Not only were this staff in a vulnerable position due to the contractual nature of their employment but they were not covered by the Staff Regulations since they were not fonctionnaires. In 1990 the Court of Auditors condemned this circumventing of formal recruitment policies, which had become quite common. Stevens and Stevens (2001: 22) refer to a 1992 report by MEP Elles
 that “in some DGs, the number of outside staff was greater than the number of statutory staff”. They give an accurate picture of the proportion which the mini-budgets took in the functioning of the Commission. Even though SEM 2000 focused on budgetary and financial reform striving towards budgetary transparency, “there were still more than 4000 external staff under contract to the Commission (excluding the detached national experts), equivalent to almost 25 per cent of the official staff complement” (Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 23). The mini-budgets were one of the tools used under Delors’s time to alleviate the pressure of lack of human resources. Contractual staff hired on mini-budgets were absorbed through the creation of 1,830 new posts between 1993 and 1998 (Stevens and Stevens, 2001). 

The abuse of formal procedures was even more patent with the Bureaux d’Assistance Techniques (BATs). The Commission decided to contract out to these BATs technical and limited tasks which were not cost-effective for it to do. However the institution lost control of this procedure to which it was resorted in public service activities such as assessing tenders, contract management and supervision of work done. Spence (1997) even comments that BATs led to the emergence of quasi-private personnel administrations. The BATs will be at heart of the accusations of fraud and mismanagement made against the Commission in 1999, particularly regarding the managing of structural funds
. In 1996, just as Delors had left the Commission, the IGS identified 51 TAOs which employed 600 people across 14 DGs (Nugent, 2001). Reflecting on the procedures used by the Delors services, Stevens and Stevens (2006: 470) point out that 

If the mini-budgets did much to undermine the integrity of the Commission’s formal recruitment policies, the TAOs must bear a similar responsibility for undermining the integrity of the Commission’s financial management.

It does not come as a surprise therefore that the Delors years did not witness the introduction of significant new formal administrative procedures except for a few amendments to Staff Regulations
. Staff Regulations amendments were still constantly on the Commission’s agenda (see Rapports d’activité de la Communauté européenne, 1985-1995) but they represented very technical and piecemeal changes when the Commission would have required more of a staff policy overhaul.

2.2.  1995-1998:  the basis for the Kinnock reforms

2.2.1. Processes

From 1995 to 1998, Commissioners Liikanen and Gradin started a significant reform process which will form the basis for the Kinnock reforms from 1999. On 25 January 1995, at the Santer Commission’s first session, it was agreed that Erkki Liikanen, the Finnish budget, personnel and administration Commissioner together with Anita Gradin, the Swedish Commissioner in charge of financial controls and the combating of fraud would submit “un rapport sur les moyens de renforcer la gestion financière dans les services, ainsi que les propositions éventuelles correspondantes” (PV(95) 1232, 25/01/95). On 21 March 1995, Liikanen and Gradin sent a note to the relevant Directors-General informing them of their three-phased reform process. This programme of work was adopted by the Commission on 29 March 1995 and was called SEM 2000:  

1. The first phase aimed for “la consolidation du système à l’intérieur du cadre de fonctionnement actuel” (SEC(95)477, p 1) as well as the introduction of the SINCOM 2 accounting system. This would happen through rationalising internal procedures, modifying internal rules as well as organising information meetings for staff working in financial services. The emphasis was heavily laid on the importance of strict financial control. 

2. A second phase would deal with internal organisational issues, a substantial reform of the Commission’s financial management culture as well as the necessary amendments to Staff and Financial Regulations. 

3. A third and final phase would emphasise partnership with Member States and their role in the management of major programmes accounting for around 80 percent of Community expenditure. 

Reporting on each phase was a built-in requirement of SEM 2000. The first report on phase one was adopted by the Commission on 21 June 1995 (PV 1253, 21/06/95, p 29)
. It gave a more precise diagnosis of the Commission’s financial management and made proposals within the existing procedural framework. This work came under five headings (SEC (95)1013/5): 

· Structure and organisation of budgetary and financial units

· Training, making staff responsible and modernising management tools

· Rationalising and simplifying procedures

· Generalisation of the evaluation culture

· Improving the follow-up on observations and recommendations made by the ECA, the Council and the EP.

Phase two started as soon as phase one was over in July 1995. A detailed document was published by Liikanen and Gradin in October 1995 following discussions of the 11 proposals made in July (SEC(95)1301/4), which stated the measures to be taken (SEC(95)1785). They were adopted by the Commission in November 1995 (SEC (95)1814/5). They covered a wide range of financial problematic issues for the Commission
, like systematic evaluation of community programmes, matching of operational with administrative resources, rationalisation of ex ante controls, deepening and widening of the audit function and separation of conception and resource functions. A twelfth miscellaneous recommendation was also added:  Directors-General should examine internal procedures in order to cut out red tape and clarify personal responsibilities; significant organisational changes are suggested regarding the Commission Consultative des Achats et des Marchés (CCAM).

Liikanen announced phase three at the Budget Council in November 1995. A later document detailed the means to reinforce the partnership between Member States and the EU when it came to management by the Member States of European monies
 (SEC(96)388). One of the key measures was the appointment of a Group of Personal Representatives of EU Finance Ministers who would improve cooperation between the Commission and the Member States in management and control of the European Union spending. They ended up including Agenda 2000 issues in the remit of their work which generated synergies with regards to simplification, rationalisation and modernisation. (The Evaluation Partnership, 1999: 74).

SEM 2000 was not the only reform process launched by Liikanen. On 30 April 1997, a personnel policy programme called Modernisation of Administration and Personnel (MAP) (SEC (97)1735), was unveiled. It aimed at decentralising power over personnel and administration matters from DG IX to other DGs, managerial delegation, empowerment and responsibility as well as simplification and rationalisation of administrative procedures. In April 1997, the Commission approved a programme of 25 specific measures designed to simplify in-house procedures and achieve important delegation over personnel matters to the Directors General, with regards to to resources, staff mobility, the recruitment of auxiliary staff, publication of vacant posts and staff training. As a follow on to SEM 2000, seven measures were included to raise awareness of operating costs like translations and interpreting or telecommunications costs. Given the focus on simplification and the cutback on the red tape, a greater use of information technology, in particular of the Commission’s intranet and internet servers, was also promoted. In September 1997, Liikanen published a report on the measures to be implemented in phase one (SEC (97)1735). The introduction to this document put a strong emphasis on consultations with staff representatives which had led to the inclusion of the modernisation of social dialogue in the list of measures to be implemented. The concertation process eventually broke down. This was revealing of the widening gap and increasing defiance between officials and Commissioners. Georgakakis’s work on Commission trade unions (2000; 2002b) very finely analyses the development of a “climat” in the Commission which climaxed with the College’s resignation in 1999. 

2.2.2. Procedures

As the reform process had reached its final stage, the Commission decided to have a complete review of the procedures put in place. An evaluation of the implementation and results of the SEM 2000 initiative and its contribution to the overall management reform of the Commission was commissioned to a firm of external consultants at the end of 1998. The striking element about SEM 2000 is certainly the number and wide range of measures which do not seem to be organised into a coherent and interrelated framework.  It can also be noted that constant monitoring and reporting took place (see SEC (96)1015; SEC (96)659 final; SEC (97)1062/3; SEC (1998)760/4). Yet there was a clear “lack of detailed progress documentation at operational level” (The Evaluation Partnership, 1999: 24). The consultants concluded in a report published in July 1999 that while most of the recommendations of SEM 2000 had been put into effect, some design faults of the administrative reform programme remained. They pointed out a lack of coherence and consistency in the expression of its objectives, a failure to identify problems exhaustively, a focus on inputs rather than outputs, and huge complexity in the presentation of SEM 2000. The consultants (The Evaluation Partnership, 1999: 23; see also Levy, 2002: 4-6) highlight that

[w]hen all three stages are added together, there are about 54 individual recommendations, covering many detailed facets of sound and efficient management in the Commission. Each one relates to a very specific action or groups of actions and the inter-relationships do not follow any particular overall logic. 

Reviewing had been either general or extremely specific like the Commission’s Communication 1996 “Concrete steps towards best practice across the Commission” demonstrated. It focused entirely on evaluation and monitoring in the perspective of securing “value for money from [the EU’s taxpayers’] contributions together with developments in Member States and elsewhere towards results-oriented public sector management” (SEC (96)659 final).  Moreover the evaluation report outlined the flaws in the implementation and follow up to SEM 2000 due to inconsistency, lack of performance measures, lack of budget for implementation and “thin” response from individual DGs about the progress of the SEM 2000 implementation. The evaluation report also revealed a lack of effectiveness of some measures. 

The consultants praised the Commission for rationalising some of the internal financial management procedures
. Evaluation and targeted fraud proofing measures appeared to be the most effective. The Commission seemed to be more responsive to the ECA’s observations. There was also a very visible improvement through the Group of Personal Representatives of EU Finance Ministers who made an important contribution to better financial management in preparing the Regulation on minimum standards in the Member States of financial control in the Structural Funds. In this domain, budget forecasting and fraud prevention were improved. However planning tools like Integrated Resource Management (IRM) were only introduced late and led to some duplication in certain units. Member States/ECA discussions were not improved. But most importantly, financial and resource management and control as well as budget planning and prioritising, two central aspects of SEM 2000, were still in their infancy in 1998. They had not proved their effectiveness. As a result, Levy (2002: 5) comments that “[a]s SEM 2000 was aimed primarily at improving financial management, it cannot reflect well that it failed to deliver in this area”. Yet it can be contended on the contrary that the Santer Commission succeeded in a crucial area which had been a black spot for the institution for the last thirty years. It established a new financial awareness and value for money ethos through more if not perfect effectiveness in financial management (Laffan, 1997; Peterson 1997). 

3. Culture and norms

Delors’s arrival at the head of the Commission marked the revival of European integration. In order to achieve his political goals, Delors created ‘his’ flexible Commission which relied on a strong Cabinet and a réseau of officials scattered across the institution. It resulted in a culture of ‘ad hocness’ which infiltrated a significant part of the Commission’s business and generated further demoralisation of staff (3.1.). Santer’s leadership style was radically different to Delors’s. His attempt to reform the institution is proof of his formal approach. However the main normative feature of the Commission between 1995 and 1998 is a divide between top officials and the rank and file fonctionnaires (3.2.). 

3.1.  A damaging culture of informality

Between 1985 and 1994 a culture of ‘adhocness’ developed in the Commission, particularly under Delors’s influence who chose not to reform the organisation and preferred to set up informal short-cuts in the policy conception and decision-making in order to achieve his goals. This culture revealed to be damaging for two reasons. It, first, demoralised the top officials who did not belong to Delors’s ‘réseau’ and were side-lined despite their competence. Secondly, it meant that formal procedures were circumvented and that dubious practices arose.

After his appointment by the Heads of State and Government in September 1984, Delors spent time reflecting on ways of breathing new life into the construction of Europe. He realised that over the years the Commission had had many good ideas but had failed in pushing them onto the agenda and seeing them through. He was aware that the Commission was no longer a flexible and rather light bureaucratic instrument and that he needed to consider the new bureaucratic configuration if he wanted to achieve his target. In order to guarantee the achievement of his ‘big idea’, he made sure of two things:  

· First his programme would have a set time table and a strict deadline. The EC was not used to working to deadlines which were cast in stone. The Treaty of Rome had set a 12-year timetable for the realisation of the customs union which had proved successful. However good ideas had often been stalled in the bureaucratic maze that the European Commission had become and lost their momentum. A set deadline gave a strong signal of commitment to staff. 

· Second, Delors convinced the Member States to give the Internal Market programme treaty status. The 1992 objective was also included in the SEA which was agreed upon in December 1985 at the Luxembourg summit. The 1970s had been rather apathetic for the European Commission. However within a year, Delors, benefiting from a changing political structure (Ross, 1995: 12; Nugent, 2001: 48; Hooghe, 2001) and strategic mobilisation by agents for change like his Cabinet, influential officials as well as key Commissioners, managed to reactivate European integration and put it back on national governments’ agenda. Even though Delors often undermined collegiality, he could nonetheless rely on significant personalities within the College of Commissioners, like Cockfield and Natali, two Vice-Presidents, who were supportive of Delors’s goals. 

It is generally agreed (Stevens and Stevens, 2001; Nugent, 2001; Cram, 1999) that Delors was the first European Commission President to demonstrate real leadership qualities since Hallstein. He arrived at the head of the European executive with a clear project and the willingness to politicise his function. Drake argues that (2000: 51) “[t]his acted as a resource and burden for himself, a precedent for his successors and a warning to member governments about the potential of the Commission to disrupt the Community system when led by an individual as determined and dedicated as Delors”.  

Faced with the Commission’s rigid and hierarchical structure, a type of structure he was familiar with after spending years in the French politico-administrative system, Delors decided to rely on his Cabinet to collect relevant information from DGs, exercise influence and push for action when the European administration proved to be too slow. Delors’s style often led to by-passing traditional mechanisms within the Commission. Well aware of the secrecy and power struggle which goes on within administrations, Delors focused on mastering every dossier on the Commission’s agenda so that he would always be in control of the administration. His Cabinet particularly helped him in this regard. Grant (1994: 91), relaying feelings expressed by officials interviewed by McDonald (1997: 67-68), believes that

[h]is methods were often unorthodox, sometimes dubious and occasionally improper. By the end of his reign, Delors’s personal system of command and control had begun to damage the Commission’s internal organisation, sap the enthusiasm of its officials and contribute to the tarnishing of its image. 

This way of doing things can be compared to Monnet’s in the early years of the High Authority. However the European executive was not a small structure anymore and the ‘ad hocness’ of working methods based on a ‘réseau de relations’ bred resentment with many senior officials who felt under-valued and even excluded for no reason relating to their competence. However this culture of ‘ad hocness’ did not affect middle management the same way. Mobilisation of the Commission through demands from Delors, his Cabinet and the College for more and better quality outputs could only be sustainable for a limited period of time if no rewards were attached to good results. Ross argues (1995: 158) that 

[w]ithout a mobilised Commission, the “product” would not be good enough to achieve success. But without success there could be no mobilised Commission. This was one reason the first period of the Delors presidency had been very tense “in house”. It was not until the passage of the Delors package in 1987-1988 that there was clear internal support for the Delors strategy and method to insure peak Commission administrative performance.

Like Monnet, Delors requested a lot of hard work and commitment from his employees in order to meet the deadline of 1992. Ross (1995: 34) explains that given Delors’s demands and the resulting pressures for the civil servants, who still had to perform their day-to-day jobs and prepare for the enlargement to Spain and Portugal on 1st January 1986, the demoralised and divided bureaucracy could have broken down. Yet the opposite seemed to have happened.

Even though the political opportunity structure had changed to the benefit of the EC, the Commission remained a highly bureaucratic organisation with a tendency to protect the status quo. A change in its employees’ mobilisation for such a big programme as the Internal Market was not obvious. Nevertheless Ross (1995) and Nugent (2001: 48) point to two factors which could explain this unexpected reaction of mobilisation by the European civil servants: 

· First Delors’s leadership skills, charisma, “vision, intelligence, enthusiasm, forcefulness and sheer hard work”. Delors also entertained good and respectful relationships with key national leaders, which helped him at the start of his mandate to push European issues with Member States. His special relationship with Kohl and Mitterrand proved to be a formidable asset, sued as a last resort tool. 

· Second, his web of influence which was twofold:  a powerful, trusted and highly qualified Cabinet, headed by a long-time collaborator of Delors’s, Pascal Lamy. Delors not only grounded his power base in his Cabinet and the Secretary-General of the Commission
 but also in a loose network of loyal and influential officials, regardless of their rank. Delors’s network of influence however was not formally structured. It was loosely composed of various officials who shared a total dedication to the President and his vision for the European project (Nugent, 2001: 78). 

Delors’s leadership style proved quite authoritative and anti-lines of command, relying constantly on talented, loyal officials and his Cabinet headed by the “remorseless” (Nugent, 2001: 77) Pascal Lamy. Ross highlights the considerable advantage this Delorist system had in the context of a rigid and bureaucratic institution. He concludes (1995: 158) that “[b]oth did a good job at the kinds of cross-divisional horizontal communication at which the Commission would otherwise have not been particularly gifted”. Horizontal communication across the institution, whose weakness had been repeatedly highlighted in previous Commission reports, was improved by the constant circulation of information between Delors’s Cabinet and selected officials within DGs. However it also generated intense “inter-Commission rivalries” (Peterson, 1999: 57). Delors and his Cabinet had developed such an alternative system of short cuts which allowed them to get things done faster that a lot of officials felt left out. One official bluntly explained that “[b]y relying excessively on informal channels, the formal channels have become atrophied and the morale of senior officials has suffered” (Grant, 1994: 112).

3.2.  The divide between top and bottom officials in the Commission

SEM 2000 and more specifically MAP 2000 revealed a norm which developed across the Commission between 1995 and 1998:  the divide between rank and file civil servants and top officials. It infused the reform process and served as a lesson for the Kinnock reforms and ways of negotiating them.  

From a personnel stand, SEM 2000 reforms did not achieve a level of ownership by staff which would have guaranteed its success. The creation of resource units under SEM 2000 was “perceived by some as a second layer of bureaucracy and systems at operational level and the opposite of what [the reform] was aiming for” (TEP, 1999: 3) which engendered the demotivation of some financial officials. If staff on the whole were not opposed to SEM reforms, their implementation in a top-down fashion did not make the European rank and file civil servants feel included in the reform process, which is crucial for a cultural change to happen. In addition, staff were not convinced with the commitment of the top officials to better resource management and more openness and transparency as regards decision-making (Cram, 1999: 55). 

MAP 2000 suffered from the same flaw as SEM 2000. There was a perception by staff that they were not involved in the reform process through sufficient consultation and saw it as a top-down rather than a bottom-up approach (Cram, 1999). Therefore many DGs opposed the adoption of the first stage measures of MAP 2000. As a compromise, these were made voluntary as were the second stage measures agreed at the end of 1998. Phase two intended to ensure that increased responsibility for the management of administrative resources was fully transferred to individual DGs. Stevens and Stevens (2001: 191) argue that acceptance of Liikanen’s management reform was growing. By the end of 1998 the number of DGs which had volunteered to adopt stage one measures had gone up from six to twenty-seven. A growing number of managers were therefore willing to commit themselves to the management reform. Yet there was still a significant portion of rank and file officials but also Directors-General who did not agree with the way the Commission was developing. 

Georgakakis identifies three critical cleavages which were active within the Commission and formed the root of the 1999 scandal. The first divide was between trade unions which represented officials and the College. This is a new situation for the Commission which was highlighted by the Union Syndicale, one of the Commission’s trade unions, in a pamphlet. It spoke of “… une dichotomie ‘base’ vs ‘patron’ plutôt étonnante dans une structure majoritairement composée d’agents gradés…” (tract de l’US, 2/04/98). The second divide developed between trade unions which were mildly supportive of Liikanen’s reform and those who were staunchly against it. The third divide was cultural and anchored in the opposition between North and South. There was a feeling in the Commission that since Santer had arrived, a new balancing towards Scandinavian and managerial solutions had developed. In order to suggest a coordinated consultative effort on the College’s part, five high-level reflection groups
 composed of Directors General were set up in October 1997 and submitted their report on the next steps for MAP 2000 in March 1998. 

However, once again, the handling of parallel discussions over personnel matters and the poor level of consultation and information of staff led to a determined opposition from the unions. The Caston report, which was a confidential document detailing radical reforms in sensitive areas of personnel management, contradicted the stated commitment made by the College to get staff involved and negotiate in the open. It further fuelled suspicions of many civil servants about the real objectives of the second phase of MAP 2000 and threatened to derail the project altogether (Cram, 1999: 57). When the College suggested amending Staff Regulations, the atmosphere in the Commission was far from being favourable to sensitive discussions between staff and Commissioners. Even if an overhaul of Staff Regulations which had been devised in the 1960s and reflected a rigid structure, was long overdue, the handling of SEM 2000 and MAP 2000 together with the leaking of the ‘secret’ Caston report had wearied Commission staff. Moreover the ‘Method’, i.e. the “ten-yearly discussions with Member States regarding the periodic adjustments of the salaries and employment conditions of all European civil servants” (Cram, 1999: 58), was to be considered in 2000. 

At the end of March 1998, a group of external consultants advised the Commission to emphasise the coherence of the administrative reform programme and to bring the three strands together under the umbrella of a broad programme called ‘Tomorrow’s Commission’. On 6 April 1998, a project entitled “Personnel Policy in the European institutions – towards the future” was published on the intranet of the Commission. Stevens and Stevens (2001: 192) describe the schedule for the document which was meant to be passed to unions on 15 April for consultation then discussed by the College on 20 May and finally debated with the unions on 25 June. However as soon as it was circulated on the intranet, the trade unions expressed their opposition to any discussions among the Commissioners without them being present. This boiling context climaxed into a successful strike on 30 April 1998 followed by 93% of the Commission’s staff
 (Georgakakis, 2000: 62). For the first time in the social history of the European Commission, “… des directeurs généraux, postes réputés politiques et proches du collège, ont manifesté contre ce dernier” (Georgakakis, 2002b : 5). Following this outburst, the Williamson group with equal representation from staff and management was established. It managed to reopen the dialogue with staff associations and made recommendations on more regular competitions, more training and greater mobility both within the Commission and the other EU institutions. But the notion of performance-related pay acting as incentives on civil servants was firmly rejected (Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 193). It felt like too little too late for Commission staff. 

The third key aspect of the administrative reform package under Santer took the form a Commission-wide screening exercise which was decided upon in October 1997. Known as “Dessiner la Commission de Demain”
 (DECODE), it was carried out under Trojan’s supervision, the Secretary-General between November 1997 and May 1999. It aimed to “provide an up-to-date analysis of all activities carried out by the Commission, as well as the resources and working methods used” (SEC(97)1856). It presented an exact picture of the staffing, organisation and the deployment of resources within the Commission. Beyond the mere assessment of the state of the Commission in 1997, DECODE also strove to define activities for the Commission in the future, taking into account its needs and political priorities. It aimed at identifying best practices within the institution but also overlapping and wastage and the tasks which could be eliminated. The recommendations made on the basis of this analysis focused on structures, activities, resources and working methods. They were to be used in future decisions about the reorganisation of Commission. Given the problems created by the two previous programmes, SEM 2000 and MAP 2000, a real effort was made to communicate better, inform, involve and consult the Commission staff. Scepticism among staff was still quite strong and in the light of the event, the resignation of the Santer Commission made it questionable whether the results of the screening exercise were going to be used by the new Commission. 

DECODE was the final piece of the administrative reform package launched by Liikanen and Gradin. But the puzzle did not appear coherent. Kassim (2004a: 36) comments that the reform

lacked an overall strategy and was not based on systematic diagnosis. Initiatives were launched piecemeal, with no clear final ambition, proper coordination or sufficient forethought. The management of the reform was little short of disastrous. There was little attempt to prepare the ground by explaining the purposes of proposed changes to relevant constituencies. A climate of secrecy surrounding the reform enabled the staff unions to exploit anxiety among Commission personnel. 

The ‘malaise’ was growing in the Commission but nobody anticipated the events that were going to take place in March 1999.  

*
*
*

Even though Delors is regarded as the first visionary leader since Monnet and the one who brought the European Union to the level of integration it enjoys at present, his two presidencies were rather detrimental to the Commission as an institution. Nonetheless, under his leadership, the European administration changed on three institutional levels:  formal structures and organisation; processes and procedures; culture and norms. On all three levels, the responses to the increase in the Commission’s areas of competence, the mismatch between human resources and tasks as well as an evolutionary change of the institution which never resulted into a paradigmatic shift became embedded in the Commission’s institutional fabric. The institution which Santer inherited in 1995 was in need of a coherent reform programme which SEM 2000, MAP 2000 and DECODE did not deliver. Nonetheless they became significant for two reasons. They first paved the way for the Kinnock reforms, particularly in the financial domain. They were also the first reforms to be broadly based on the New Public Management philosophy. Yet, the political systemic environment created conditions favourable to the events which resulted in the Commission’s resignation in March 1999 and the subsequent 2000 reform programme presented by Kinnock.    

PART II

THE KINNOCK REFORMS

Chapter 5

Explaining the origins of the Kinnock reforms:  

How the reform reached the top of the Commission’s agenda.


Part one demonstrated how the Commission spent decades highlighting its organisational and managerial shortcomings, reflecting on them and producing several reports which all suggested very similar solutions. It therefore revealed the path dependency of answers which the Commission generated when considering administrative reform. Part two builds on this evolutionary analysis of institutional change in the Commission, using it as a contextual frame to study the Kinnock reforms and their departure from previous reform attempts. This chapter tests the hypothesis of the effect of the Commission’s resignation on the occurrence of significant institutional change in the Commission. Using Kingdon’s model, it analyses the ways in which the problem, policy and political streams combined in order to create a critical juncture.

Several member states’ national administrations embarked on the path of administrative reform in the late 1970s, early 1980s. Some countries like the UK being “very much part of the anglo-phone, US-dominated world of managerialism, management consultants and management gurus” (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004:  292) stood as leaders in the field. It resulted in ongoing sometimes harsh reforms (Pollitt, 1993). Other countries like Sweden or Finland did not necessarily embrace the fashionable ideas of NPM but carried out substantial decentralisation and evaluation of projects (Christensen and Laegreid, 2001; Roness, 2001). Regarded as laggards in the area, France and Germany carried out some administrative reforms but kept away from the standard rhetoric and focused on modernisation rather than minimisation or marketisation. It resulted that all member states to some extent had engaged in reform while the Commission escaped the trend. Yet the 1990s proved to be the decade of discontent with European affairs as public opinions expressed specifically during the ratification of the Maastricht Treaty. The Commission started to be seen as a technocratic body with no accountability to the EP, a big black box from which emerged directives and regulations encroaching on European citizens’ lives. The issue of “Eurocratie”, its staffing and organisation, whose wastefulness was often pointed out, started emerging (De La Guérivière, 1992). 

1999 marked a critical juncture in the history of the Commission’s administrative construction as a wide-ranging administrative reform package reached the top of the Commission’s agenda. Instead of the CIE’s reports being added to the pile of recommendations and suggestions the Commission had collected over the years, they were at the start of a genuine, deep and broad managerial reform programme, which marked a definite break in the evolution pattern of the administrative Commission. The change did not lie so much in the content of the reform which included several measures suggested in previous reports
. It resided however in the fact that the issue of poor managerial capacity and awareness in the Commission started to be defined as a problem which had to be met with a solution. Telling the story of the Commission’s resignation paints the picture of an institution under external pressure for institutional legitimacy (1.). Yet it is only by analysing the ways in which the problem stream, policy stream and political stream combined that a clear “window of opportunity” for policy change (Kingdon, 1984:  173) can be identified, explaining why 1999 turned out to be such a critical juncture in the administrative history of the Commission (2.). As a result, the Commission chose a strategy of reform based on learning from past errors, which accommodated conflicting external and internal pressure for change (3.).

1. Telling the story of the Commission’s resignation

In order to understand how the reform package was put at the top of the Commission’s agenda, it is important to have a detailed view of the steps which led to the Commission’s resignation. The 1990s mark the end to the window of opportunity for the Commission in furthering political integration. This loss of influence was reinforced by a loss in legitimacy in the European Union institutional triangle, which sets the background to the 1999 events (1.1.). This shift in power within the institutional triangle empowered some individual and institutional agents of change to forward their plans for action which were based on miscalculations and opportunism more than rational choices (1.2.).

1.1. The systemic environment:  the Commission’s legitimacy deficit in the institutional triangle

The lack of efficiency of the Commission which marred the last years of the Delors Commission was addressed by Santer as detailed in the previous chapter. Improving management effectiveness, staff policy and work routines fitted perfectly in his motto of doing less but doing it better. Besides it was a non-political issue which could only please member states since the aim was to get value for money and stay away from furthering integration until the House was better organised. After launching a significant phased reform which ran throughout Santer’s mandate, it might seem ironic that the first College of Commission to tackle issues of mismanagement be forced to resign on specifically these questions. It can however be pointed out that SEM 2000, MAP 2000 and DECODE might have increased awareness of managerial and financial issues within the Commission or at least given the green light to individuals to highlight dysfunctions.

In practice, as Nugent points out (2001: 50-52), it was difficult for the Commission to reduce its activities because four major deadlines were looming:  an Intergovernmental Conference which had been called for in article N of the Maastricht Treaty had to be held in 1996; the third and final stage of the Economic and Monetary Union was to start in 1997 and the Euro to be launched in January 1999; the Commission had to process applications from ten Central and Eastern European countries and manage the largest enlargement of the European Union ever; finally, a pluri-annual financial perspective, whose detailed preparation lies with the Commission, had to be negotiated before the end of 1999. From a substance point of view, however, the Commission kept a low profile during the 1996 IGC and did not defend pro-integrationist but rather “consolidationist” views (Nugent, 2001: 51). Similarly, its decisions regarding the EMU were of a guiding and monitoring nature. The enlargement process followed a detailed procedure (see Nugent, 2001: 315-320; Dinan, 1997) and it did not give any scope to the Commission to be ambitious and bold. Finally, in the draft financial perspective, entitled Agenda 2000 – For a Stronger and Wider Union (European Commission, 1997), the European institution made some conservative recommendations, notably by indicating that the budgetary ceiling of 1.27% of member states’ gross national product which was set in the 1993-1999 financial perspective could be prolonged in the 2000-2006 period. The reduced ambitions of the Commission did not mean the institution ground to a halt. Dinan (2000: 26) even argues that 

The quality of Commission leadership matters less in an inauspicious climate than it does when circumstances favour the Commission entrepreneurship. Regardless of who was President and regardless of the political climate, the Commission continued to play a leading role in those areas for which it was primarily responsible, such as conducting commercial policy and managing the single market. 

The Commission carried on with its usual business but did not attempt to expand its role. It remained focused on managing what was already in place and deal with internal administrative affairs rather than venture in extending its scope of competence.

Since the mid-1990s, the weight of influence in the interinstitutional decision making process had shifted from the European Commission to the Council of Ministers, the European Council and the European Parliament. As discussed by Héritier (2001), the 2000 White Paper on European Governance is an “attempt on the part of the Commission to assert and reposition itself in the system of interinstitutional decision-making and, indeed, to regain lost ground” (2001:  introduction). The hypothesis Héritier puts forward is that the Commission’s leverage in the European system of governance has thinned out over the years. Examples confirm this view:  first, comitology has led to an increasing political control of the Commission by the member states acting collectively as the Council of Ministers. Second, the new co-decision procedure established by the Amsterdam Treaty has favoured bilateral relationships between the European Parliament and the Council of Ministers in the perspective of reaching “early agreements” which excludes the European Commission. Third, the well-known entente between the European Commission and the European Parliament, usually against the Council of Ministers, is not as relevant as before. As reported by Héritier (2001:  3) after interviewing officials in the European Commission, “the Parliament is going through a kind of phase, in which they are so amazed at the possibility of having direct contact with the Council that they’ve forgotten their own friends in the Commission over this”. 

More specifically, the internal environment of the Commission had changed with the departure of Delors and the arrival of two Nordic countries, Finland and Sweden, which were extremely keen on administrative reforms, efficiency and rationalisation of the administration. In 1997, Erkki Liikanen, the Finnish budget, personnel and administration Commissioner, together with Anita Gradin, the Swedish Commissioner in charge of financial controls and the combating of fraud, had launched a strategy of change of Commission working practices. The ‘Delors management’ as well as so-called ‘southern practices’ were widely criticised by the new team in charge. An example of such practices taken by Georgakakis (2002b: 5) is the withdrawal of the officials’ right to tax-free alcohol and tobacco suggested by Anita Gradin. 

Yet, the revelations made by certain Belgian papers, which were obviously based on documents leaked by Commission staff, as well as Paul Van Buitenen’s communication of a confidential report to the Greens in the EP stressed the wide gap that existed between the standards preached by the Commission and the mismanagement which high civil servants let happen. The internal tensions in the Commission which existed between staff on the one hand and Directors-General and Commissioners on the other hand became apparent to outsiders as early as the end of 1998. Georgakakis (2002: 7) explains very well that “[t]out un ensemble de coups se jouant auparavant par tracts et messages internes interposés tendent à “sortir” de ces relations de face à face pour se jouer par presse interposée”. The breaking by Van Buitenen of the internal/external rule which applied to the Commission institutional framework might be explained by his loyalty towards the policy of moralisation of the institution and therefore set the scene for an externalisation of organisational tensions. 

1.2. The historical resignation:  miscalculations and opportunism of actors of change 

The events which led to the resignation of the European Commission started with revelations by a Belgian newspaper, La Meuse, which published, in October 1998, excerpts from a May 1998 report by the DG Financial Control. This report severely criticised the absence of supervision regarding humanitarian expenditure towards Bosnia and Africa between 1993 and 1994. At the end of August, the Belgian press had already revealed misappropriation of funds by ECHO. It involved the awarding of four entirely fictitious contracts to three related companies which were part of the Perry-Lux group, presumed to have strong political support within the Commission. Simultaneously, Paul Van Buitenen, an accountant in DG XXII, criticised the management of the Leonardo da Vinci programme and requested an audit (see Stevens, 2000). Even though the audit was finally carried out and revealed serious, if not fraudulent mistakes in the financial management of the educational programme, the information was kept internally. The European Parliament had never heard about it before it decided to take a vote in order to extend the programme. Van Buitenen was not satisfied with these developments and decided to blow the whistle to the Commission President and the Secretary-General about financial management failures in the Leonardo programme (Diagram 5.1. gives a brief chronology of the key events; Table 5.2. lists the essential actors of change). 

Diagram 5.1. Short chronology of events leading to the 

Commission resignation




Table 5.2. Key actors in the events which resulted in the 

Commission resignation

	Individual actors
	James Elles

Rapporteur on the 1996 budgetary discharge

	
	Edith Cresson

Commissioner for  DG XXII Education, Training and Youth

	
	Jacques Santer

President of the Commission

	
	Paul Van Buitenen

An accountant in DG XXII

	
	Pauline Green

MEP, PES

	Institutional actors
	COCOBU

	
	European Parliament

	
	College of Commissioners

	
	Committee of Independent Experts


In his book, Van Buitenen recalls the hypocritical attitude of Trojan, the Secretary-General, and Santer, the Commission President, who was assuring the EP that “…he intended to give article 206 of the TEU ‘its full effect’ in combating fraud” (2000:  96) and yet, refused to transfer a copy of the Leonardo I audit report to the COCOBU. No action was taken by the top hierarchy of the Commission about the allegations made by Van Buitenen and the Secretary-General warned him against the publication of in-house information. Van Buitenen nonetheless transmitted the file he had compiled to a Green MEP on 9 December 1998 and to the ECA a few days later (Van Buitenen, 2000). As a result he was suspended by the Commission mid-December 1998, which generated indignation among staff and MEPs. Simultaneously investigative articles were published in France, Germany and Belgium about the Commission’s complacency towards fraud, favouritism and mismanagement (Georgakakis, 2002). 

At a meeting on 10 December 1998, one day after the transmission of information to the Greens by Van Buitenen, the COCOBU, following several extremely close votes, adopted the report by James Elles, recommending to the EP that the Commission be granted the budgetary discharge for 1996. The final vote was 14 in favour and 13 against. The Elles report was very critical of the “flaws in management organisation” which “had inevitably led to operational distortions in implementing policies” (EPP-ED, 1998). The Elles report called for a revision of the EU Staff Regulations by March 1999 and a screening report of the Commission's services to enable MEPs to judge what the real staff needs in Brussels were. The Santer Commission through DECODE had already set this screening exercise in motion at the start of 1998. Elles even had an informal meeting in November 1998 with Santer and Trojan focusing on the absence of managerial skills within the Commission which had been particularly blatant since 1992
. But the general feeling was that the Commission was turning a blind eye to its managerial shortcomings assuming the EP’s trust and confidence in their common task of Europe building.  The proposal made by the COCOBU in December 1998 that the discharge be granted was accompanied by a call for a work programme to be established over the next twelve months to ensure significant change with a view to modernising the Commission by 1 January 2000. However on 17 December 1998, the European Parliament refused to discharge the 1996 budget. 

James Elles had never envisaged that the refusal to discharge the budget might lead to a motion of censure
 (see also Malone, 2002: 88). He even stated in his speech to the EP that his report was “… an entirely separate matter from that of censure” (EPP-ED, 1998). The Elles report triggered the emergence of two institutional actors on the front scene:  the European Commission versus the European Parliament. The role of the European Court of Auditors cannot be downplayed since its reports had consistently highlighted and criticised the management of funds by the European Commission over years. Yet its institutional role as an actor of change was less significant in the crisis than that of the EP and the Commission. Indeed, the Commission itself reacted dramatically to the Elles report. As analysed by Georgakakis (2002) and confirmed by Le Monde, the revelations made by Van Buitenen at the end of 1998 had created a simmering atmosphere on the “gestion des ‘affaires’ bruxelloises qui agitent le monde communautaire depuis plusieurs mois” (Scotto, 1999a) Expecting the EP’s refusal to discharge, the Commission decided to force the issue and published a news release the day before the EP voted on the budgetary discharge, requiring the tabling of a motion of censure in case of a negative vote.  

As a result of the refusal to discharge the budget by the EP, the Commission requested the MEPs to renew their support to the College or vote a motion of censure. Since no motion of confidence existed in the European political arrangement, the leader of the PES, MEP Pauline Green, tabled a motion of censure against the Commission in order for it to be massively defeated and to demonstrate the EP’s support to its supranational colleague. The strategy was well rehearsed since Green and Santer were seen discussing the motion of censure in the Hilton only a few days prior
. However, on 14 January 1999, the motion of censure was rejected unconvincingly, with 293 against the motion, 232 in favour and 27 abstaining (Scotto, 1999b). Malone (2002: 90) argues that “[a]lthough the motion was not passed, 42 per cent of MEPs voted in favour of it – a result that was in itself without precedent. This was well short of the two-thirds majority required; nevertheless it revealed the strength of feeling among MEPs across political groups …”. At this same session of the EP, as a consequence of the tight vote, the MEPs adopted a resolution which called for the creation a Committee of Independent Experts (CIE) under the auspices of the EP.

This solution of a Committee of Independent Experts, also referred to as the Wise Men, had been suggested by the German Gerhard Schroeder but was vociferously criticised by some MEPs like the Frenchman Jean-Louis Bourlanges who claimed that the Parliament had “decided through cowardice, instead of finishing off the Commission, to prolong the ordeal, without even the courage to administer the ordeal”(Agence Europe, 1999: 3). This body of experts would “examine the way in which the Commission detects and deals with fraud, mismanagement and nepotism, including a fundamental review of Commission practices in the awarding of all financial contracts” (CIE, 1999a: 1.1.2). Set up on 14 January 1999, the CIE was instructed to report swiftly to the EP, by 15 March 1999. The Commission approved of the appointment of the CIE and of its composition which included two former Presidents of the European Court of Auditors. 
The terms and conditions of the CIE specified a tight deadline of six weeks to examine the allegations of fraud, mismanagement and nepotism made against the Commission. The scope of investigation was particularly wide given the vagueness of the concept of mismanagement. The CIE defined it as “… serious or persistent infringements of the principles of sound administration and, in particular, to acts or omissions allowing or encouraging fraud or irregularities to occur or persist” (CIE, 1999a: 1.4.3.). Fraud and nepotism could be more easily circumscribed. The CIE found no instances where Commissioners were directly and personally involved in fraudulent activities (CIE, 1999a: 9.2.3; Tomkins, 1999). The difficulty of the experts’ task lay specifically in identifying cases of mismanagement and establishing to what extent the Commissioners were individually or collectively responsible. Following accusations against ‘southern’ Commissioners like Cresson, Marín and Pinheiro, revelations were made about ‘reformist’, ‘northern’ Commissioners:  Liikanen, Santer and Wulf-Mathies. The bulk of the report was based on the assessment of a few specific cases of EU programme management – tourism, MED, ECHO, Leonardo and nuclear safety – as well as allegations of misconduct by the Director of the Security Office who reports directly to the Commission President. The CIE agreed to such a short deadline on the condition that it could write a second report for the end of the year dealing with “… a more wide-ranging review of the Commission’s culture, practices and procedures within the context of the issues arising in its first report” (CIE, 1999a: 1.1.7.). 

The majority of MEPs had wished for a swift and detailed investigation of the Commission’s working routines in order to re-establish the institution’s reputation by mid-March 1999. According to a Belgian MEP, Paul Lannoye, “…l’enjeu de départ […] était de mettre fin à la culture de l’impunité à la Commission” (Scotto, 1999a). Even though some parliamentarians, like the Frenchman Bourlanges or the German Blonnitz, had called for the Parliament to finish off with the Commission and use its Treaty power to dismiss it (see Malone, 2002), Malone (2002) and Dinan (2000) clearly state that the resignation of the Commission was not the intended result by the European Parliament. They point towards a series of miscalculations, misjudgments and mistakes by both institutions in order to explain the unexpected announcement in the middle of the night on 15 March 1999 of the mass resignation of the Santer Commission. The conclusions of the CIE demonstrate severe irregularities despite the awareness of high civil servants or even Commissioners. The meticulous investigation of the allegations of fraud, mismanagement and nepotism in seven domains that had been the basis for the European Parliament’s motion of censure reveal quite a grim picture of the Commission:  lack of adequate staffing which has led to the use of irregular procedures like the ‘mini-budgets’, lack of responsiveness to audits pointing to financial irregularities, lack of adequate sanction of officials in breach of the Commission’s procedure, lack of control of private contractors in TAOs who manage substantial budgets and implement European public programmes, the failure of control mechanisms and favouritism. The very straight, clear and damning conclusions reached by the CIE played a significant role in the Commission’s decision to resign.

The EP knew it could not ignore the CIE report and just let the Commission carry on as usual. Rumours of a second motion of censure as the CIE report was published were ripe. After a long meeting of the College at 10pm on 15 March 1999, Santer realised that the only option was resignation and he and his colleagues chose to collegially resign before any decision on an eventual motion of censure was taken
. An EU wide call for root-and-branch administrative and managerial reforms was made by several member states’ leaders. A former Italian Prime Minister, Romano Prodi, the member states’ favourite, was quickly appointed to replace Santer, who was still asked, alongside the rest of the Commissioners, to finish his term. In appointing Kinnock as Commissioner for Reform and Commission Vice-President, Prodi gave a strong signal that administrative reform would be one of the institution’s priorities. Prodi chose a friend he could trust and a political heavy-weight from the Santer Commission, therefore someone who knew the House (informal name given to the Commission by officials) from inside.

The factual story of the Commission’s resignation however needs to be conceptualised in order to understand why and how administrative reform made it to the agenda on this occasion when it failed to do so since 1965 despite many reform attempts. In order to understand agenda-setting and policy formation in the casual/dynamic HI perspective used in this research, Kingdon’s model proves to be useful in highlighting critical junctures and providing tools to analyse their consequences.

2. Administrative reform and agenda-setting 

Looking at the Commission’s administrative history from 1950 to 1999 and the events which eventually led to the Commission’s resignation, it is clear that many solutions in the form of various reports had been floating around in the institution but reform only got on the agenda when it met a problem, the Commission’s mismanagement. In 1999, three different streams combined to set the agenda process in motion. The problem stream (2.1.) fixed actors’ attention on the transformation of an issue into a problem. The policy stream (2.2.) provided the series of ideas and alternatives to the existing agenda from which one was picked to carry forward. Finally these two streams came together with a political stream (2.3.) which justify why the reform item achieved such status on the Commission’s agenda. 1999 was a critical juncture because of the meeting of these three streams.

2.1. Problem stream:  the emergence of mismanagement as a problem

Three elements define the problem stream. First indicators (2.1.1.) which give the measure of the change from issue to problem. The CIE’s first report mapped out the extent of mismanagement in the Commission. Second, events (2.1.2.) cristallise actors’ attention on the problem. The College’s resignation made it apparent to actors that they could not ignore the problem. Finally, feedback such as the CIE’s second report (2.1.3.) gave information on the Commission’s current performance and made recommendations on improvements.

2.1.1. Indicators 

In its first report of March 1999, the CIE found evidence of poor management in four programmes – tourism, MED, ECHO, Leonardo da Vinci – and criticised the awards of contracts to Technical Assistance Offices (TAOs). They used their findings as case studies which they generalised to the entire institution. In the case of administration of tourism policies, three main aspects were condemned. The whole case had started in 1989 with the launch of the European Year of Tourism which had grown in scope and budget over the years without the human resources needed. 

· First, the Commission ignored the early warning signals from the ECA and the EP which had pointed towards failures to respect budgetary and accounting rules among other misconducts. 

· Second (CIE, 1999a: 2.4.12.), the Commission took two years, far too long, to take disciplinary proceedings against an official who had “knowingly and persistently engaged in unauthorised outside activities which completely negated guarantees of his independence” (Case T-74/94, 19/03/1998, 2.3.4.) as the Court of First Instance judged later. 

· Finally, the shortage of human resources compared with the number of tasks was pinpointed as a source of management weaknesses and the cause for potential fraudulent operations. This latter point is most certainly the main leitmotiv in the CIE’s analysis of the Commission’s organisation and management. 

The second case that the CIE examined regarded the MED programmes of aid and decentralised co-operation with countries outside the EU in the Mediterranean region. The considerable budget allocated to these programmes was managed by a company, ARTM, set up by DG IB, outside all the rules of the public procurement Directive which guarantees competitive tendering. Even though the Commission’s Legal Service’s opinion was sought, DG IB proceeded to create ARTM without waiting for legal advice. ARTM had delegated technical supervision of the programmes to several TAOs. Two of the four members of ARTM’s management board were also directors of TAOs involved in the managing of MED programmes. The conflict of interest was flagrant and well known by the Commission, which eventually requested the two officials to resign. Yet these officials resisted for eighteen months. The ECA’s 1996 report looked into this situation (see ECA, special report, 1/96, 3.2.17 et seq.) and the EP took a resolution. Even though the CIE concluded that the Commission’s attitude created “…a powerful tendency towards negligence and, to some extent, a willingness to dispense with procedures and even to forget fundamental principles concerning the award of contracts” (CIE, 1999a: 3.6.7.), the CIE did not consider that Commissioner Marín could be held responsible for the bad management. They noted that Mr Marín inherited the situation and asked his chef de Cabinet to make sure the contract with ARTM would not be renewed. The MED case highlighted the leniency if not complacency in the awarding of contracts and conflicts of interests. It again demonstrated the Commission’s sluggishness to dismiss officials who do not follow the institution’s rules. 

The third case involved the European Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO) and more specifically, four contracts awarded in 1993 and 1994 for aid operations in Bosnia and the Great Lakes region in Africa. It was established as early as 1997/1998 that these contracts were completely fictitious (CIE, 1999a: 4.1.3.). The CIE pointed to three key aspects of bad management of the ECHO programme. 

· First, it observed a rather traditional trend within the Commission, i.e. its reliance on outside contractors, mini-budgets and external consultants to carry out ECHO’s tasks. The CIE did not agree with the general view within the Commission of force majeure when it came to the use of ‘mini-budgets’ and severely concluded that “the de facto tolerance of irregular employment practices represents a serious danger for the Commission in that it presents an opportunity for fraud and creates an institutional culture which is unacceptable” (CIE, 1999a: 4.2.4.). 

· Second, another typical problem emerged from the ECHO case. The Commission had taken four years to finally become suspicious of some of ECHO’s contracts. This proved again that the necessary control mechanisms were not working adequately and fast enough. 

· Finally, the CIE criticised that the Commission transmitted information on the ECHO programme to the EP under external pressures coming from the leakage of the UCLAF inquiry report of 18 May 1998 and persistent inquiring by the rapporteur for the COCOBU. Eventually a heavily censored version of the UCLAF report was made available to the Parliament. Even though the Commission did not do anything illegal in acting so secretively, the CIE insisted that good management requires a true culture of transparency which creates efficient and responsive communication and prevents rumours, antagonisms and wild accusations (see CIE, 1999a: 4.2.32.).

The fourth case to come under the CIE’s scrutiny was the Leonardo da Vinci programme about which allegations of fraud and mismanagement were the most serious. The CIE’s conclusions on this specific programme (CIE, 1999a: 5.8.1.), which was under the responsibility of the most criticised Commissioner, Edith Cresson, crystallise all the weaknesses of the Commission management system. The Leonardo da Vinci programme was designed to implement a vocational training policy in co-operation with member states’ initiatives. Staff shortages within the Commission led the institution to outsource the implementation of the project to a TAO following a public call for tender. In late 1994, Agenor was awarded a five-year contract despite previous audits revealing unsatisfactory financial management. An internal audit of Agenor’s involvement in the Leonardo programme was performed in 1996-1997. Serious irregularities such as conflicts of interest, double invoicing, fraudulent invoicing, overstated fees for consultancy services, were brought to light. DG XXII took no action despite the seriousness of the irregularities and their repetition over time. In 1998, DG XX Financial Control undertook an official audit which confirmed the internal audit’s conclusions and found other occurrences of corruption, missing accounts, fraudulent payments, illegal salary increases, false or double invoicing and nepotism (see CIE, 1999a: 5.4.2.). The final audit report was forwarded to Mrs Cresson who therefore was made aware of the grave irregularities which marred the implementation of the Leonardo programme. DG XXII did not put an end to Agenor’s contract and even extended it for an initial period of four months, with the agreement of DG XX. The Commission’s attitude started changing after Van Buitenen leaked the DG XX audit report to the EP in December 1998. To make matters worse, the European Parliament had worked during the summer of 1998 on a follow up programme to Leonardo, called Leonardo II, on a proposal from the Commission. The Commission did not inform the Parliament of the significant financial and managerial problems which Leonardo encountered. Once again the culture of secrecy prevailed and was supported by the President of the Commission himself (see Tomkins, 1999)
. 

The CIE’s report served as a very clear indicator of the measure of the managerial issue the Commission was facing. It served to assess the scale of mismanagement and fed into a picture of the problem which needed to be addressed. This indicator was further reinforced by the Commission’s resignation which resulted from the report and definitely cristallised the start of a process which turned an issue – the use of mini-budgets and TAOs – into a problem – mismanagement and irresponsibility. 

2.1.2. Events

For the first time, criticism by MEPs of the Commission’s alleged mismanagement and embezzlement of funds targeted specific Commissioners. Two socialist Commissioners, Edith Cresson in charge of DGXXII Education, Training and Youth, which was responsible for the management of the Leonardo da Vinci programme, and Manuel Marín, Commissioner for External Relations, were specifically targeted. As Malone demonstrates (2002), the European Parliament, like any political body, divided along partisan lines with the German conservative MEPs leading the accusations against the socialist Commissioners. 

For a few weeks, the pressure mounted on Edith Cresson and it seemed clear that her resignation would put an end to the malaise. However Cresson did not want to act as a scapegoat and stated clearly that she would not leave the Commission even if the report from the Committee of Independent Experts implicated her (Zecchini, 1999c). Not only did she consider that she had done nothing wrong but Chirac also made it clear he would not accept that a French Commissioner be blamed and shamed
. This arrogant attitude from the French camp fuelled the anger of MEPs as well as that of some Heads of State and Government. Santer started by supporting the principle of collegiality which is central to the functioning of the European Commission, and consequently dismissed the possibility of selected Commissioners resigning. However, after the tight vote on the motion of censure and the appointment of the independent experts, he changed his mind and hoped that the implicated Commissioners would act responsibly and draw all the consequences from the experts’ report (Scotto, 1999c). 

Santer was hoping that Cresson, in particular, would take the decision to leave the Commission but he did not take any steps towards the enforcement of article 216, nor did the Council. On 15 March 1999, the CIE’s report became public, inclusing this damning comment which all Commission officials resented for its unfairness:  “It is becoming difficult to find anyone who has even the slightest sense of responsibility” (CIE, 1999a:  9.4.25). According to Kinnock, the Commissioners who saw the report on the Sunday evening confirmed that this sentence was not included but simply added on at a late stage “presumably for press appeal”
. Even though Santer first adopted a complacent attitude towards the report and its potential consequences, a meeting of the College at 10pm on 15 March soon made it clear that they had no other choice but to resign. Stevens correctly identifies (2000) four factors that led to the unpredictable resignation of the Commission, which many officials also regarded as unnecessary. The Santer Commission could not avoid its demise because various Commissioners had ignored over months criticism against the management of their DG; they had reacted rather arrogantly and sluggishly when administrative failures were pointed out to them; they had often responded with complacency; finally, the communication strategy had failed to stress the strengths and successes of MAP and SEM 2000 as well as DECODE. As a result, this resignation focused in a dramatic way actors’ attention on the problem of management in the Commission.

2.1.3. Feedback

In its second report of 10 September 1999, the CIE structured its recommendations along three lines:  management, finance and staff. It concluded the report with a review of cross-cutting issues, namely integrity, responsibility and accountability in the Commission. The report touched on every aspect of the Commission’s organisation and management practices. The composition of the CIE which included former members of the ECA meant that the Commission’s financial dimension attracted most scrutiny. It is also in these chapters that the CIE is the most specific in its recommendations and the way to achieve them. Financial issues, which were at the heart of mismanagement allegations, as well as calls for an overhaul of the Commission’s financial management and control environment therefore formed the focal point of the experts’ work. The traditional system of ex ante financial control was particularly criticised by the CIE as one of the roots for the various cases of mismanagement identified. The experts believed (CIE, 1999b: 12) that 

[t]he existence of a procedure whereby all transactions must receive the explicit prior approval of a separate financial control service has been a major factor in relieving Commission managers of a sense of personal responsibility for the operations they authorise while at the same time doing little or nothing to prevent serious irregularities of the sort analysed in the Committee’s First Report.

Even though three separate individuals are involved in the authorising of expenditure – the authorising officer, who enters financial commitment, the Financial Controller, who checks for conformity with the appropriate rules and procedures and the accounting officer, who carries out the operation – irregularities were still numerous due to the lack of responsibility felt by the people concerned. The Committee made it clear that the ex ante control of regularity of financial operations and the ex post audit of the carrying out of operations should not be performed by the same DG in order to avoid conflicts of interest and wrongdoing. Apart from financial matters, with which the CIE chose to start its report, the experts significantly acknowledge the importance and quality of the European Commission’s human resources. The longest section, about 20% of the report, is entirely dedicated to staff, who are regarded as a key prerequisite for the Commission to “…operate effectively and retain its traditional role as the driving force behind European integration” (CIE, 1999b: 6.7.). The problems that the Commission was facing was not any different from the ones that national civil services had had to address. The Committee insisted again on the detrimental effect that the lack of a sense of responsibility had on the entire organisation. The experts noted that the Commission’s overall structure, organisational criteria and arrangements, practices and procedures had not been adapted over its fifty year existence.

Finally, the CIE finished its assessment of the European institution’s needs for reform by commenting on “… the backdrop of a particular administrative “culture” prevailing in the Commission” (CIE, 1999b: 7.1.1.).  Interestingly the concept of responsibility which is the red thread of the CIE’s report is given a definition in this section which is centred on integrity in European public life, accountability and political responsibility. 

2.2. Policy stream

The ideas and policy options regarding reforms that were floating around in the ‘primeval soup’ (Kingdon, 1984) dated back to the 1970s with the report by the Table ronde des huit and the 1979 Spierenburg report which was regarded as the first concise analysis of the Commission’s organisational needs. With the arrival of new Northern member states such as Sweden and Finland in the EU in 1995 and the appointment of a Finnish Commissioner at the Budget, Personnel and Administration post as well as a Swedish Commissioner at the Financial Control and Fraud Prevention job, new reform ideas entered the Commission. Having implemented substantial decentralisation of powers to local authorities as well as modernisation of their budgeting systems during the 1980s and 1990s, Finland and Sweden had experienced deep reforms which were inspired by the concept of New Public Management. Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004:  286) acknowledge that those two countries did not “embrace fashionable management ideas as enthusiastically as did [the Anglo-Saxon world]” but they picked and chose the new management concepts that suited their needs. 

As a result Liikanen and Gradin imported such NPM ideas to the Commission when reform came onto the agenda. Instead of designing an all-encompassing reform package, Liikanen focused on financial management with SEM 2000 as early as 1995. The emphasis was put on reorganising financial units, separating resource units from operational units, tightening financial control and developing constant evaluation in order to achieve measured results. With MAP 2000, decentralisation of many personnel matters to DG level also became a priority. For the first time, some NPM tools such as decentralisation, evaluation, and value for money were used in changing the way of doing business in the Commission. With the resignation of the College, new ideas were added to the existing governing agenda. During summer 1999, Kinnock who was finishing his term and knew he would be part of the 2000-2005 Prodi Commission, gathered his chef de Cabinet and a few colleagues and wrote a paper outlining what the Commission needed to do in order to reform itself successfully. He thought the reform required a Vice President to drive it, who would take ownership of it
. Even though Kinnock did not want the job, Prodi asked him to accept the portfolio. Kinnock therefore came into the job with a set of ideas on how to reform the Commission, focusing himself more specifically on personnel policy. He particularly considered that the career system should be totally linear, allowing a hard-working 21 year old secretary to become a director by the age of 47 for example (Coull and Lewis, 2003:  4). His focus was on developing a culture of management. The UK had been one of the front runners in the implementation of NPM ideas (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Flynn and Strehl, 1996; Hughes, 2003). It can therefore be argued that Kinnock might have been influenced by the British system and the British experience of the 1980s and 1990s in his thinking of the reform. He forcefully asserted that “the reform had to be centred on crucial principles of responsibility, accountability and transparency”
.  

As the reform process was launched in summer 1999 and the Task Force for Administrative Reform (TFAR) was set up to design the reform programme before 28 February 2000, several other entrepreneurial actors got involved in the drafting of the reform. Hermanin (2006: 52-53) particularly highlights the competition which emerged between Kinnock’s Cabinet, DG ADMIN, the Secretariat-General, DG BUDG and the TFAR. It seems that Kinnock, his Cabinet and DG ADMIN chose to take charge from the start of the Staff Regulations and personnel policy changes. Meanwhile, DG BUDG defended its vested interests in the financial reform just like the Secretariat-General did in the new strategic programming cycle so that it would not see its workload increased. The pool of ideas and entrepreneurs wishing to impose their policy choices was therefore quite large and diverse which resulted in several hands being involved in the final White Paper. 

2.3. Political stream

Finally, analysing the political stream, which combined with the problem and policy streams in the formation of a critical juncture leading to change, helps determining why reform reached the top of the agenda. Studying national moods (2.3.1.) and organised political forces (2.3.2.) the two key elements which made it the right time for a policy change and the reform of the Commission to reach the top of the agenda.

2.3.1. National moods

The general context in the 1990s had not been favourable to the European Commission and its task of furthering European integration. The Delors era had been marked by significant integrationist achievements like the SEM programme which then led to the EMU schedule. Yet the window of opportunity which benefited Delors in the late 1980s and early 1990s had already started waning by the second half of his second mandate, after the Maastricht Treaty. The Franco-German-Commission trio did not seem to work as well as a leading force for European integration any more, particularly after the French ‘little yes’ of 50,3%  and the Danish ‘big no’ to the Maastricht Treaty. 

As a result of the painful ratification of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, member states became less open to the broadening of the Commission’s field of competence. They were also more attuned to their public opinions which started awakening to a technocratic elite-driven venture. The Commission was facing a problem of legitimacy which meant that it “… was now operating in an environment in which legitimacy could not be, as it could with the High Authority in the 1950s, justified as deriving from its status as a competent body of experts authorized by member states to act independently in the interests of Europe” (Nugent, 2001: 46; see also Drake 1996). The President of the European institution, Jacques Santer, had been appointed in 1995 as a compromise candidate. His lack of charisma combined with cautious member states with regards to any supranational topics can explain that Santer’s motto for his mandate was “less action but better action”. The tone was set for the Commission to be less ambitious, less active and deal with less politically sensitive issues as public opinions through their leaders had wanted. 

As the events unfolded early 1999 and the Commission resigned following the CIE’s report, calls for a root and branch reform of the European administration came from the UK and Germany in particular. Even though public opinions did not express any direct interest in this politico-administrative matter, their growing resentment towards an institution they considered all powerful and encroaching on their national interests formed a supportive context for the reform. 

2.3.2. Organised political forces 

A careful reading of the report showed that “…the Committee found no proof that a Commissioner had gained financially from any such fraud, irregularity or mismanagement” (CIE, 1999a: 9.2.3). But the general feeling exuding from the CIE’s work was that of a significant loss of control over the institution by the College:  

9.2.1. Throughout its series of hearings, and during its examination of the files, the Committee has observed that Commissioners sometimes argued that they were not aware of what was happening in their services. Undoubted instances of fraud and corruption in the Commission have thus passed ‘unnoticed’ at the level of the Commissioners themselves.

9.2.2. While such affirmations, if sincere, would clearly absolve Commissioners of personal, direct responsibility for the individual instances of fraud and corruption, they represent a serious admission of failure in another respect. Protestations of ignorance on the part of Commissioners concerning problems that were often common knowledge in their services, even up to the highest official levels, are tantamount to an admission of a loss of control by the political authorities over the Administration that they are supposedly running. This loss of control implies at the outset a heavy responsibility for both the Commissioners individually and the Commission as a whole.

However one specific sentence of this first report by the CIE sparked anger and disbelief among Commission officials:  “It is becoming difficult to find anyone with the slightest sense of responsibility” (CIE, 1999a: 9.4.25). The perception from inside the European administration, coming from the Commissioners as much as the officials, was that the CIE had responded to the EP’s political pressure to produce a damning report. It has to be noted that the Commission was not consulted on the composition of the CIE, which was left in the hands of the EP as Kinnock noted regretfully. After the EP’s refusal to discharge in January 1999, Kinnock had suggested that “a proper independent Commission of Investigation be set up with the EP and the Commission agreeing on the terms of reference of the investigative body and its chair”
. The European elections were taking place in June 1999 and it was argued that the EP was trying to gain political visibility for electoral reasons 
. Kinnock himself considers that the sentence was added at the last minute for press appeal since the Commissioners under investigation had access to the report on Sunday 14 March and confirmed that the sentence was not included
. 

Another aspect which should be taken into account when analysing the EP as an organised political force is the composition of the COCOBU. Despite recommending after very tense debate that the EP discharge the 1996 budget, many Commission officials mentioned the tension between the COCOBU and the European administration due to some members of the EP’s committee
. A financial official in the Commission insists on the tension within the COCOBU when the Elles’s report was discussed and points out that “some reasonable voices like the head of COCOBU was not heard at the time the EP made noises about resigning the Commission”. A new chairman as well as some new members were appointed in 2004 which seems to have signalled the start of less politicised relations between the COCOBU and the Commission. 

Finally, as early as 10 days after the Commission’s resignation, a clear reform mandate was given to Prodi from the European Council at the Berlin European Council summit, on 24 and 25 March 1999 (European Council, 1999). It instructed the following:

The European Union needs, as soon as possible, a strong Commission capable of taking action, while respecting the rule of openness and closeness to the citizens. Mr PRODI shall be asked to prepare a programme outlining the way in which the new Commission shall work. […]

The new Commission should speedily put into effect the necessary reforms, in particular for the improvement of its organisation, management and financial control.

In order to do this, the next Commission ought to give urgent priority to launching a programme of far reaching modernisation and reform. In particular, all means should be used in order to ensure that whenever Community funds, programmes or projects are managed by the Commission, its services are suitably structured to ensure highest standards of management integrity and efficiency.

The Commission’s renewal in September 1999 with Prodi as the new President therefore meant that the reform item would be at the top of the administration’s agenda. As early as June 1999, Prodi announced his intention to launch (Jones, 2000: 186):  

a sweeping reform of the Commission which would involve a reorganisation of Commission portfolios, smaller and more multinational Commission Cabinets, reorganisation and streamlining of departments, greater internal mobility for senior appointments, improvements in staff training and more rigorous control of spending.
Leadership from the very top and commitment to this reform process were made clear when Prodi appointed Neil Kinnock Commissioner for the Administrative Reform and gave his post a high profile by making him one of the two Vice-Presidents. The reform would be deep and wide-ranging and it would be supported by the entire College and not simply the Commissioner for Administrative Reform, Neil Kinnock. 

3. The strategy for reform

Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) insist that ownership of a reform by staff and leadership from the top are two key elements of a reform’s success. Kinnock was facing a significant challenge in designing and promoting the most wide-ranging reform programme the Commission had ever known. Staff were suspicious. The strategy chosen by Prodi and Kinnock to design and drive forward the reform of the European administration relied on three elements:  symbolism (3.1.), accommodating external and internal pressure for change (3.2.) and learning from one crucial past mistake, a lack of communication (3.3.). 

3.1. Leadership:  significant symbolic measures of change from the top

Prodi and Kinnock understood that they were faced with an obligation of result when reforming the European administration. The Commission’s resignation can mostly be imputed to its open conflict with the EP following the CIE’s report. Yet other institutions had a more back-seat role. The ECA had been refusing the positive DAS on payments relating to the EU budget except administrative expenditure for years and the Commission was getting frustrated for being blamed for poor financial management which it regarded largely out of its control since the member states were in charge. The Council through constant restrictions on the human resources available to the Commission also contributed to a tense situation. Kinnock was aware that tinkering with the existing organisational format would not improve the institution’s efficiency which the EP, the ECA and the Council were calling for but more importantly it would not help to regain the institution’s legitimacy on the European institutional scene. Despite this observation on the Commission’s legitimacy challenge which all officials made in 1999, there was no unanimity in the institution over the reform content, which meant that Kinnock’s success in designing and implementing a reform programme was not guaranteed. He knew he had been offered “a poisoned chalice that he could not refuse”
.

As soon as Prodi was nominated President, he first made a few strongly symbolic announcements which set the tone for the reform package to come: 

· He strengthened the two recently approved codes of conduct, one laying down the rules for the conduct of Commissioners and the second regulating relations between Commissioners and Commission departments. 

· He reduced the size of Cabinets which had become the crux of many tensions within the Commission and to denationalise them by personally appointing the Irishman, David O’Sullivan, as Head of his Cabinet. 

· He also required that Commissioners have their office in the building of their DGs, which would no longer be referred to by numbers but by the name of their function. 

· The various portfolios were streamlined and made more coherent with a view of making the DGs, which were cut from 42 to 36, appear more like ministries. Wanting to go beyond a restructuring of portfolios, Prodi decided to put an end to the practice of national flags on DGs. Senior officials at A1 and A2 levels were reallocated to new services, ending for example the hold of France on agriculture or that of Italy on economic and financial affairs. 

· Finally, Prodi gave the portfolio of Administrative Reform to Kinnock and made the reform the Commission’s priority by giving the British Commissioner Vice-President status and assigning February 2000 as the deadline for a final formal reform package. Dinan (2000: 32) reveals that “[t]his led to accusations that Prodi was too enamoured of the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ approach to public administration”. Prodi got so annoyed with this reference to him being ‘Anglo-Saxon’ that he refused to have any British official in his Cabinet towards the end of his mandate because “he was fed up of being tarred with the British brush”
. 

The work on the reform package started as early as 14 September 1999 with the setting up a Task Force on Administrative Reform (TFAR) composed of ten Commission officials from different DGs, of different nationalities and of different levels of seniority. Claude Chêne, a senior French official, was appointed head of the TFAR, whose task was twofold. It had to draft the White Paper for the reform of the Commission and it had to operationalise the various proposals it would make
. It was attached to DG ADMIN and was meant to monitor the implementation of the White Paper through close relations with central services regarding coordinated processes. In parallel, many Directors General were changed in the summer 1999. Schmidt was removed from DG ADMIN and replaced by Reichenbach who “like Kinnock, did not want to take this job and needed to be persuaded”
. 

Moreover Kinnock gave the same assurance to Chêne and Reichenbach that each would have a free hand on the implementation of the reform which created immense tension between DG ADMIN and the TFAR
. Strategic guidelines regarding the content of the White Paper were approved by the College on 8 December 1999 and a draft document was adopted on 19 January 2000. Staff, trade unions, Member States and the European Parliament were consulted on the options chosen and made comments that were largely included in the final version of the White Paper, Reforming the Commission, approved on 1 March 2000. 

3.2. Accommodating external and internal pressure
Kinnock and Prodi built the entire reform process and the communication of it on lessons learnt from past errors. First they showed the commitment of the entire College of Commissioners and not simply that of one or two Commissioners, as it was the case with Liikanen and Gradin, by choosing to publish a White Paper, a statement of the institution’s policy. This demonstrated a clear political commitment from the top which was reinforced with the appointment of a Reform Group, chaired by Vice-President Kinnock and composed of seven Commissioners, Vice-President de Palacio and Commissioners Monti, Fischler, Schreyer, Lamy, Nielson and Vitorino. 

Second, they strove to accommodate external and internal pressure for change throughout the reform process. From an external viewpoint, they kept the Commission’s promise of implementing the recommendations of the CIE’s second report. The structure of the White Paper even mirrors that of the report. It was an assurance given to the EP that the Commission was not going to be complacent about reform. Since the reform had been triggered by external pressure, the reform process always tried to remain open to the outside. Therefore Kinnock went before the EP to present the White Paper and debate it on 1 March 2000. He also presented a state of play of the reform in 2001. Similarly, he had to take into account the Council’s requests for reduced staff input, changed pension rights and salary scales since its agreement was essential to change Staff Regulations. Compared with SEM 2000 and MAP 2000 launched by Liikanen and Gradin which were internally driven, the Kinnock reforms were externally initiated, which created the suspicion among staff of “a hidden agenda, dictated from above with many motives behind it, like secret confidential arrangements with Member States to cut down on the general well-being of staff in the Commission and their professional identification with the Commission’s mission”
. There is a wide spread feeling within the Commission that the Council played a crucial role with regard the substance of the reform
. It is usually mentioned as a negative factor but even supporters of the reform agree that the Council had a significant hand in the reform when it came to decisions that would have financial consequences like the career structure or pay and pensions
. They follow this comment with a reference to Kinnock who protected most of the acquis for current Commission officials even if the situation will not be as comfortable for future staff. From an internal stand, DG ADMIN requested to be in charge of reforming personnel policy even though the TFAR had this competence. Kinnock and his Cabinet agreed to it and worked with DG ADMIN on amendments to Staff Regulations. Meanwhile, DG BUDG defended its vested interests in the financial reform just like the Secretariat-General did in the new strategic programming cycle so that it would not see its workload increased. 

Third, the Commission being such an unusual institution, it was decided that it should be able to reform itself. Despite the reform being triggered externally, the content of it would be mostly drafted internally. The CIE’s report was only a blueprint which the Commission took into account but to which it added as well. For that purpose, a number of Planning and Coordinating Groups (PCGs), drawn from across the Commission on a voluntary basis, were established to inspect financial circuits but also matters of human resources, externalisation and Activity-Based Management (ABM). According to Kinnock and his Cabinet, consultants were not brought in to draft the core and structure of the reform programme. It was understood that the reform would only be successful if the in-house knowledge was used. Yet Hermanin (2006 : 69) reports that within the PCG on audit, “on a admis la coopération avec des experts de la Banque Mondiale, de la Cour des Comptes et de Nouvelle Zélande (qui, notons, est considéré un des pays-phare du NPM)”. Kinnock admits that himself and his team had “discussions with the World Bank but soon realised that their situation was too different since the World Bank had 10 million dollars to spend on its reform”
. Kinnock did not seem to have listened or been advised by anyone outside his own team. His past experience in Arthur Andersen as well as a politician in the UK, another leading country on NPM reforms, explain better where he got his sources of influence.

3.3. Learning from past mistakes:  more communication, different communication.

Fourth, Kinnock knew that even though the Commission did not have a strong tradition of labour disputes, he would face some opposition from trade unions and staff in general. Commission staff had massively gone on strike in 1998 against MAP 2000 after the leaking of the Caston report. Therefore communication, transparency, information, consultation with Commission staff were really at the centre of his strategy. It is rather unusual to see a list of changes following staff consultation included in a reform programme. Annex II of the White Paper highlights the centrality of staff involvement which Kinnock believed essential even if many criticised the extent to which staff contributions were genuinely brought in. Kinnock set up a Reform Correspondent Network; a reform correspondent was appointed in each DG “to liaise with the Reform Task Force, to relay questions and concerns from staff and to help to communicate the detail and reasoning of proposals” (European Commission, 2001a). 

Aware of the consequences of the handling of the Caston report, Kinnock and the TFAR also decided to put all the documents related to the reform on the Commission’s intranet, Europaplus, on which staff could make comments. Critics said that there was an overload of information in the name of transparency “which was probably the most abused term in the whole process. Many references in the reform have got nothing to do with transparency but transparency sounds so sexy that they believe that acceptance will fly much higher”
. It remains that Kinnock totally committed himself to presenting, explaining and selling the reform to staff through visiting each DG in turn in 1999 and 2000, addressing people’s questions in mass meetings in the Charlemagne building and having breakfast meetings with officials from all levels. In 18 months, he had 106 meetings with various Commission staff. Staff were also invited to email him personally their comments and criticism which were meant to be taken into account and used to amend adequately the implementation of the White Paper. Communication was at the heart of the acceptance of the reform in Kinnock’s mind. He therefore went before the EP in plenary session together with Prodi to present the White Paper on 1 March 2000 and on his own again on 3 September 2001. He also gave seven press conferences between 1999 and 2004 on the progress and milestones of the reform process.

Part of this communication with staff involved taking a different approach to what Liikanen had done and tackling trade unions which had blocked previous reform efforts. Kinnock believed that the reform had to be based on a restructuring of the trade unions
. He explained that Liikanen’s task was made more difficult by having to negotiate with 60 to 100 people whereas he got an agreement from five out the six unions in January 2000 to have a maximum of 21 union officials involved in official bodies dealing with concertation arrangements on the Commission reform. He also reduced the number of staff allocated to the unions and required a registration of membership as well as the publication of their accounts. Kassim points out (2004a: 44) that Kinnock not only confronted trade unions but also “talk[ed] over their heads to staff”. 

The White Paper was drawn up very quickly and tried to take into account staff’s comments on the initial version circulated in January 2000. As some members of Task Force testified, the final draft of the White Paper reflected DG ADMIN’s views to the detriment of some fundamental elements included by the Task Force in human resources and financial management
. More specifically, the Task Force wanted to think about larger problems of governance since they believed that most of the Commission’s problems were upstream at the planning and programming stages
. However the Council and the EP were mostly interested in inputs and did not judge the Commission on its outputs. The feeling of urgency in writing the White Paper also spread to its implementation which prevented a wider-based reflection on the role of the Commission. A member of the Task Force considers that the emphasis put by the Council and the EP on improving the efficiency of the inputs drastically narrowed the scope of the Task Force’s work
.
*
*
*

This chapter has confirmed the hypothesis that the Commission’s resignation generated an institutional crisis which created a political opportunity for institutional change. It clearly that 1999 represented a significant critical juncture in the history of the construction of the administrative Commission which explains why the reform item climbed at the top of the institution’s agenda. It saw the perfect combination of a series of events which put the European administration on the path for change. The issue had finally been defined as a problem which political actors could not ignore. Numerous solutions regarding every organisational aspect of the Commission as well as entrepreneurial actors for change were available. Finally these elements met a favourable political environment which made it impossible for the Commission to maintain the status quo. The critical juncture therefore opened a “window of opportunity” for policy change. Kingdon (1984: 173) argues that “the policy window is an opportunity for advocates of proposals to push their pet solutions […]”. Despite insisting that he did not want the job of reforming the Commission, Kinnock placed himself at the right time in the right place in order to push “his pet solution”, a paper laying out the basics for a reform programme which he wrote in the summer of 1999 and submitted to Prodi. It remained to be seen the type of change this critical juncture would generate. The strategy chosen to design the White Paper made sure that it answered external pressure such as the implementation of the CIE’s second report and the Council’s demands for limiting inputs while taking into account specific DGs’ interests and staff’s fear of curtailed rights. 

In order to assess the nature and scope of institutional change undergone by the Commission as a result of the 1999 political opportunity, this research will first focus on a macro level of analysis, studying the content of the reform programme and to what extent it has been influenced by NPM ideas.   

Chapter 6

From policy design to policy implementation:  

the impact of New Public Management


The administrative structure of the Commission had remained unchanged to a large extent for the last twenty years. Whereas all EU member countries had shifted towards a managerial approach with more or less enthusiasm, the European Commission had only taken timid steps with SEM 2000 and MAP 2000. French civil servants admitted that the Commission “feels like the French administration of many years ago” (McDonald, 1998: 33). Yet as explained in previous chapters, many reform efforts had been made in the past looking at decentralisation of tasks, emphasis on the necessity of managerial skills, flattening of the institutional structure, focusing on outputs rather than inputs, all which defining the NPM concept. Following the Commission’s resignation and the opening of a political opportunity for significant policy and institutional change for the first time since the Merger in 1965, the Commission got organised to design the White Paper Reforming the Commission which Kinnock wanted to make public within six months of him being appointed. This chapter tests the hypothesis that NPM ideas, as defined in chapter 1, affected the content of the White Paper and therefore the nature of institutional change in the Commission. 

Reading the White Paper gives the impression that reformers took a checklist of various NPM reforms and decided to include all aspects of it in the Commission’s reform programme. They particularly insisted on efficiency and effectiveness, being more discrete about economy which could have generated fears among staff of reduced resources. The first section of this chapter therefore confronts this first impression with the reality of the 98 measures of the White Paper, evaluating the extent to which these measures were inspired by NPM ideas (1.). It therefore focuses on policy discourse and the NPM rhetoric which is used to legitimise reform. Pollitt (2001) believes that “[t]alk has a life of its own… It is a means of winning legitimacy and support…”. Similarly Hood and Jackson (1991; also Hood, 1991) engage in rhetorical analysis to highlight the relationship between administrative argument and acceptance, showing therefore the influence of language on the dynamic of standardisation of managerial ideas in place of bureaucratic ones.
But policy design does not tell the whole story of the reform programme. Its implementation and how it may differ from the original set of measures have to be integrated in the picture. As can be expected from the implementation of such a broad and ambitious administrative reform programme, outcomes from the White Paper did not always match expectations and led to some unanticipated consequences which illustrate the difficulty of operationalising NPM. In a second section, the research moves on to implementation in order to go beyond the rhetoric and evaluate how many of the NPM ideas were actually used in practice at a macro-level (2.). 

Before getting into the core of this chapter, one final word must be said about the qualitative approach taken by this research. In a communication on 7 February 2003, the Commission released its assessment of the level of implementation of the White Paper actions and claimed that 87 of the total 98 measures had been approved and implemented (European Commission, 2003a).  In a study of the implementation of the White Paper actions, Levy (2004:  8) claims that only 53% of ‘final actions’, “those involving the actual creation or destruction of systems and institutions, and the implementation of proposals that have already been adopted”, have been delivered. Taking stock of Levy’s quantitative study, the following assessment of implementation of the White Paper will take a more qualitative approach. All measures do not carry the same symbolic or even practical weight. For example, the setting up of a contract database cannot be compared to the establishment of a new strategic planning and programming cycle. The former might be a useful tool to achieve sound project management in case of outsourcing, however the latter not only represents the overall structure of the way the Commission should carry out its business but it also embodies the heart and spirit of the NPM-based reform. 

1. Policy formation:  the White Paper and New Public Management

SEM 2000 and MAP 2000 imposed a Scandinavian view of the administration which revolved around agency construction and decentralisation of personnel matters and was not questioned by Kinnock
, who largely elaborated his reform on the basis of Liikanen and Gradin’s work. Within a few months, the White Paper outlining the content of the reform package was published and presented by Kinnock before the staff and the EP (1.1.). Although Kinnock denied any input from consultants, the content of the reform proves to be very much grounded in the NPM (1.2.).

1.1.  The content of reform

The wave of administrative reforms started effectively on 1st March 2000 with the adoption by the College of the White Paper Reforming the Commission. A timetable for implementation was decided fixing the second half of 2002 as the final deadline. It seemed unrealistic to all those involved but it set a target even if everyone anticipated double that time to reach full implementation and even longer to see a change in the Commission’s culture. In an address to the European Parliament on March 1st 2000, Neil Kinnock pointed out that the systems and structures of the Commission had not changed for the last forty years even though it was allocated new tasks in an enlarged European Union. In the perspective of the enlargements to come, he called for new methods of work and insisted on effectiveness, responsibility and accountability as the core principles of the future Commission, which “is not, and will not be, a secretariat”. It is interesting to note that the financial measures contained in the White Paper are considered as a continuation and strengthening of SEM 2000. An official even considered that Santer’s reform would have got the Commission to the same result as the Kinnock reforms but the management style would have been “less transatlantic, less Anglo-Saxon”
. 

The White Paper, which was divided into a first part on strategic guidelines and a second part on operational measures, focused on three main areas of change plus a crosscutting one. Interestingly the first section of the strategic guidelines which is called ‘Meeting the Challenge’ sets the framework for the White Paper and calls the reform programme “a political project of central importance for the European Union” (European Commission, 2000a:  5) which is based on “the tenets of good governance” encompassing five principles. These principles are meant to underlie the cultural change that Kinnock wanted to bring to the European administration: 

· Independence of the Commission

· Political and managerial responsibility from Commissioners, Directors-General and each official.

· External and internal accountability of the Commission

· Efficiency in the achievement of results which is strongly linked to simplification of procedures.

· External and internal transparency and openness which would encourage better communication.

Once again the Commission insists on the significant political dimension of this reform and its role in giving back to the institution its policy conception and political initiative functions, which are essential in keeping a “strong, independent and effective Commission” (European Commission, 2000a: 5). The Commission set independence at the top of the list of defining characteristics of good governance in order to remind all that this externally-triggered reform of its working practices did not mean it intended to become anyone’s agent. Therefore the Commission claims that “the original and essential source of the success of European Integration is that the EU’s executive body, the Commission, is supranational and independent from national, sectoral or other influences” (European Commission, 2000a: 7). Whereas other reform programmes had been regarded as rather technical, this one was resolutely grounded by the College at the centre of the definition of the Commission’s role within the EU and its evolution. In that regard, the White Paper (European Commission, 2000a: 5) clearly states that 

[a]long the way [since the Commission’s creation], many managerial tasks have been attributed to the Commission by the Council and the European Parliament. […] [Yet, a] strong, independent and effective Commission is essential to the functioning of the European Union as a whole and its standing in the world. […] The Prodi Commission has made the strategic decision to focus more on core functions such as policy conception, political initiative and enforcing Community law. 

In order to give back the European Commission its policy conception capacity, which should be its core task according to the White Paper, the institution has got to become more effective at the managing of programmes. Beyond the ethical dimension which Kinnock and Prodi wished to give to the reform (1.2.1.), the White Paper was organised around three pillars:  the way political priorities are set and resources allocated (1.2.2.), changes made to human resources policy (1.2.3.) and the overhaul of financial management with an effective internal control system (1.2.4.). 

1.1.1. An ethical framework

In practice, change started with Kinnock and Prodi putting a specific emphasis on ethics and high standards of public behaviour after the way the Santer Commission resigned. Ironically it was the Santer Commission that devised the Code of Conduct for Commissioners and the Code of Conduct governing relations between Commissioners and Departments. But they were adopted under the Prodi Commission as one of their very first decisions. The Commission clearly wanted to change its image and “aim[ed] to be a world class public administration” as stated on the Europa website at the start of the reform. A cultural change seemed ambitious, particularly within such a short period of time but it was understood that it would develop over time and that specific reform measures would contribute to change mentalities. In particular, following the CIE’s recommendations, the establishment of an Advisory Group on Standards in Public Life by an Inter-institutional Agreement between the Commission, the European Parliament, the Council, the Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions was discussed. It was to supervise the general code of conduct applying to all institutions and provide general advice on ethical standards at the request of the institutions. Measures to improve public access to EU documents, a strategy to create a genuine e-Commission, a new framework agreement to improve on the 1995 Code of Conduct agreed between the Commission and the EP as well as the speeding up of payment of monies owed by the Commission were designed to create an impetus for this new culture. 

1.1.2. Activity-Based Management

Beside this cross-cutting issue of culture and ethics, the reform was built on three pillars, the first of which was centred on balancing tasks with resources in order to obtain results on its policy priorities. This strategy was threefold:  

· Activity Based Management (ABM), 

· Externalisation of non core tasks. The better use of resources also drove the Commission to envisage an externalisation of management activities which included a structured replacement to the much criticised Technical Assistance Offices. The White Paper made it clear that the ‘one size fits all’ approach to externalisation was not in order, given the diversity of needs of each department. Externalisation would be used when “it is a more efficient and cost effective means of delivering the service or goods concerned” (European Commission 2000a: 11). In order to counter-balance scarce resources, the Commission would have the choice of devolving its non-core activities to Community public bodies, like agencies, decentralising them to national public bodies or contracting out part of them to private sector bodies.

· More efficient, performance-oriented working methods involving the decentralisation of decision-making, the simplification of administrative procedures, leaner administrative structures as well as more team work. 

Taking stock of the Williamson report and more particularly of the DECODE screening exercise, a system of Activity-Based Management (ABM) was introduced in order to “… promote efficiency because decisions on priorities, policy objectives and activities will be matched with decisions allocating human, administrative, IT and financial resources”. (European Commission, 2000a: 9). The Commission’s decision-making processes would therefore be integrated into a consistent system which would be more efficient. It should also increase the delegation of powers to the managers. Moreover, a key aspect of the Commission’s reform would be a shift away from simply following the rules towards a more pro-active approach, i.e. delivering outputs and results. 

Most importantly, ABM was flagged as the main answer to the waste of scarce resources by the Commission. Its key feature lies in the planning of the Commission’s activities. It is with respect to these activities that priorities are to be set, objectives defined, resources allocated and managed and performance monitored and reported on. As a result, the use of the Commission’s resources would be much more policy-driven thanks to the setting up of the Strategic Planning and Programming (SPP) function, located within the Secretariat-General under the authority of the Commission President. Since the new system is intended to be more policy-focused, the SPP function issues a set of clear policy orientations under the authority of the President, after a debate in the College in December of year n-2. Then, around February of year n-1, DGs have an opportunity to comment and propose policy priorities. These proposals are sent back to SPP which prepares a draft Annual Policy Strategy (APS) in cooperation with DGs. The College reviews it and establishes an “annual policy strategy which outlines policy objectives, proposed policies and the matching human and financial resources by policy area for the whole Commission” (European Commission 2000a: 9). 

This strategy is then discussed with the Council and the EP and constitutes the main reference in the establishment of the Preliminary Draft Budget by the Commission. On the basis of this APS, each DG determines clear and measurable objectives in Annual Management Plans (AMP) between February and May of year n-1. DGs should use an Integrated Reporting Management System (IRMS), an information technology management tool, which provides data on human and financial resources and helps with planning, monitoring and reporting activities
. Levels of achievement of the objectives stated in the AMP are reported in the Annual Activity Reports (AAR) submitted by each DG by 1 May n+1. Directors-General evaluate the activity of their DG and give a written Declaration of Assurance, which can be qualified with comments of reservation and concern, that the resources at their disposal were used economically, efficiently and adequately. A synthesis of the reports submitted by each DG is presented to the EP, the ECA and the Council. The aggregation of the AMPs forms the annual Commission work programme in January of year n. The Commission’s annual work programme translates the APS into policy objectives and an operational programme of decisions to be adopted by the Commission. It sets out major political priorities and identifies legislative initiatives that the Commission intends to adopt for the realisation of these priorities. The President presents the Commission work programme to Parliament and the Council (see Diagram 6.1.). 

Diagram 6.1. The Activity Based Management Cycle

(Source:  European Commission, 2001b)
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1.1.3. Human resources policy

The second pillar of the Commission’s reform deals with the achievement of better management of human resources:  “[t]he modernisation of human resources policy from recruitment to retirement is required for the benefit of staff of all grades” (European Commission, 2000a: 12). A commitment was taken to enhance gender equality and ensure effective equality of opportunities. In an attempt to reconcile professional and private lives, parental leave, family leave, flexibility in working conditions, maternity and paternity leave were all considered for improvement. Other measures to modernise and improve working conditions included greatly expanded training, strengthened management, fair and firm procedures for dealing with professional under-performance, which would be assessed according to specific criteria and agreed job objectives. Mobility would also be a key element of the modernised staff policy. Together with extra training where required, improved procedures for the publication of posts and for the hand-over of responsibilities would facilitate mobility to and from the other European institutions, Member States and private organisations. 

Emphasising the high quality of Commission staff, the White Paper nonetheless remarked that management of human resources had not evolved over the last fifteen years. In practice, it had led to the constant exodus of top-level Commission officials to the private sector in recent years because of a lack of opportunity to fulfil their potential. Management, career development, discipline, pay and pension as well as whistleblowing formed the core of the human resources development chapter. Significantly, stress was put on managers and management skills which did not form part of a Commission official’s training and is regarded as crucial for senior positions. Therefore “[s]pecific action [was] also needed to raise the level of management skills and create a common management culture across the Commission” (European Commission, 2000a: 12). 

The White Paper mapped out a new linear career system without categories. Promotion from grade to grade would be based on merit but seniority would allow progress within a grade. After insisting on the centrality of management skills, the reform programme also wanted to make provision for career development for people who did not want to or could not become managers. The new career system following the spirit of the reform would mainly reward good managers since the shift from administration to management was the cultural change that Kinnock was looking for. However many staff had got into the Commission for their knowledge and technical skills and with no managerial skills. The White Paper had to provide for them as well. As a consequence of the new career system a new annual staff appraisal system which would be “rigorous, objective and fair” (European Commission, 2000a: 29) was required. It would force heads of units to enter a dialogue with their staff and use a “two-way feed back” method with a marking system which would form the basis for promotion of staff. 

This new human resources policy involved substantial changes to Staff Regulations. The main bone of contention was pay and pensions. In 1991 the Member States had tried to challenge the Method
, an annual adjustment mechanism of pay of Commission staff compared with wages paid to officials in national administrations and spending power in Brussels. After an unusually significant number of officials went on strike
, a compromise was found which was due to expire on 1 July 2001. Therefore, the White Paper explained that two separate negotiations would have to be pursued with the Council:  one on the Method from June 2000 and the second on amendments to Staff Regulations from December 2001. The task on the Commission’s hands was quite vast since the Council, which had to agree to changes made to Staff Regulations, would push for lower pay and pensions to reduce administrative costs whereas the trade unions would try to preserve existing arrangements. 

1.1.4. Financial management

The third and final pillar of the Administrative reform sought to improve financial management, efficiency and accountability. “One central aim of the reform is to create an administrative culture that encourages officials to take responsibility for activities over which they are responsible” (European Commission, 2000a: 19). A clear link was established between EU funds and taxpayers’ money, which should increase the onus of the European civil servants to restore public confidence in the management of the EU’s budget and the control of expenditure. Rules for authorising expenditure should be made easier and decentralised. Controls currently under the responsibility of the Financial Controller would be transferred to DGs which meant the end of a centralised ex ante visa and an increase of individual responsibility for middle and senior managers. This should give more responsibility to Directors-General in terms of management of financial interventions. In return for more responsibility, Directors-General would be directly answerable for the operation of their departments. 

The White Paper wished to insufflate more flexibility to the new system but obligatory minimum standards relating to financial management and control would also have to be met by each department. To guarantee that standards are met, a Central Financial Service was created in May 2000 to define financial rules and procedures, set common minimum standards for internal controls in DGs and provide advice on their application. This sound financial management reform was to be complemented with an independent Internal Audit Service (IAS), under the responsibility of Vice-President Kinnock. It would appraise the quality of performance of Commission services in carrying out policies, programmes and actions. As part of this modernised system a third structure, the Audit Progress Committee, should be established to monitor through internal and external audits the operation of the control processes in the Commission. 

The key idea behind the IAS was to separate internal audit from financial control which had created conflicts of interest in the previous system and led to many cases of financial mismanagement and irresponsibility. Not only should there be Commission-wide obligatory common minimum standards defined by the new Central Financial Service, but the new system put in place included decentralising responsibility for financial management and control systems and built-in checks and controls. As a result, each Directorate-General would have a specialised audit capability, reporting directly to the Director-General, to carry out reviews of the internal control system of the DG. However a common understanding of the concepts and new vocabulary of the new audit, financial and control system across the Commission would be required from staff who would have a compulsory training into the Commission’s budgeting and financial systems. This dimension of the financial reform linked with the second pillar which aimed at modernising personnel policy and making Commission staff aware of new ways of carrying out their tasks in a flexible and decentralised environment. The idea was to create a culture of learning whereby staff could improve continuously. In this vein, the possibility of the creation of a European Civil Service training centre for middle and senior managers was suggested for discussion with the other Institutions.  

1.2.  The White Paper and its grounding in NPM 

When studying the development of NPM, two waves can be identified. At first, from the late 1970s to the early 1990s, governments who engaged in administrative reforms focused on reducing and controlling government activity. This involved less but more efficient government, which was understood as making the public sector work like a private enterprise always striving to ‘do things better’. The second wave which can be dated from the early 1990s included a reflection on the changing relationship between the state and its citizens. Governments designed programmes aimed at moving closer to citizens and increasing transparency. The White Paper combines those two reforming trends trying to refocus the Commission on its core tasks and making it more efficient at the same time as trying to re-legitimate the institution in the eyes of the European citizens through more openness, transparency and accountability. Levy (2002: 15) however reaches a different conclusion highlighting how 

centralist proposals coexist or compete with decentralist ones, NPM-type reforms with traditional legal-bureaucratic remedies. Our analysis of specific measures showed the majority falling into the traditional legal-bureaucratic and centralising categories, but a more strategic view indicates a fair smattering of NPM-type reforms across the range and a perhaps surprising amount of decentralisation.

Levy classifies the 98 measures which feature in the White Paper according to six categories:  clarification and strengthening of rules and procedures, centralisation of particular management practices, audit and control representing 72% of measures; the last 28% is divided between decentralisation, contracting out of management and introduction of overtly ‘modern’ techniques and practices. This classification is done with no clear indicators which could explain why one measure is counted under one heading and not another. The final matrix concludes that the specific measures are in majority inspired from the Weberian ideal type of bureaucracy based on rationality and legality. This conclusion is not grounded in any examination of the literature on the traditional administrative type or on NPM. The lack of indicators and systematic reference to specific measures from the White Paper, which could substantiate this analysis, makes it difficult to agree with Levy. 

NPM reforms have been classified in ideal types just like the administrative types were by Weber. Based on the literature (Ferlie et al., 1996, Flynn and Strehl, 1995; Giauque, 2003), three main NPM reform models can be identified:  the market model which focuses essentially on the 3 Es – economy, efficiency, effectiveness –, the downsizing model based on decentralisation and flexibility and finally the excellence model which seeks to change the organisational culture in order to generate a learning organisation. The Kinnock reforms are a cocktail of the three. Due to the nature of mixed nature of NPM, some reform measures can be discussed from an organisational as well as a political angle. The reform package as a whole most certainly includes several elements regarding NPM’s organisational dimension (1.2.1.), political dimension (1.2.2.) and democratic dimension (1.2.3.). 

1.2.1. The White Paper with regards to NPM’s organisational dimension

Two organisational changes can be revealing of a NPM type reform:  decentralisation and the constant blurring of frontier between private and public sector through a stress on competition which includes contracting and private sector styles of management practices like strategic planning. Decentralisation can not be systematically equated with NPM-type reforms. It can take place within traditional public administration systems with federal and local government tiers. In this case, “decentralisation has less to do with management arrangements and more to do with defining spheres of policy and fiscal autonomy leading to distinctive local patterns of service provision and spending” (Levy, 2002: 3). With regards to the reform programme of the Commission, decentralisation is mentioned in two circumstances:  the decentralisation of audit, ex post control activities and financial responsibilities and the decentralisation defined as “the delegation of responsibilities to national public service bodies acting as intermediaries for the implementation of certain Community policies”. In both cases decentralisation involves the spreading of formal authority and the consequential responsibility from a smaller to a larger number of actors (Pollitt et al.,1998). Financial decentralisation more particularly is presented as a tool to give heads of unit and directors general more autonomy and flexibility in their work but also more responsibility. It is deemed to “…increase efficiency and, linked to a clear allocation of responsibility, will empower officials to exercise their own initiative” (European Commission, 2000: 8). Decentralisation is used to reorganise management throughout the organisation. 

Decentralisation in NPM reforms can have two effects. First it leads to the hollowing out of the state and the multiplication of executive agencies which carry out executive tasks. The White Paper provides for a comprehensive externalisation policy which involves a definition by the Commission of its core and non-core activities but also negative priorities. It provides that “[n]on-core activities can be externalised if this is more effective and efficient, without a loss of accountability” (European Commission, 2000b: 18). Even though European executive agencies will still be linked to the European Commission and are headed by a Commission official, they have a separate legal personality and receive an annual grant from the Commission for its administrative expenditure. They therefore generate questions regarding accountability and responsibility of civil servants working in these separate public bodies. They also pose the question of professionalism and reliability since the majority of staff will be recruited locally and independently of the Commission. 

The second effect that decentralisation in the context of NPM reforms can have is a certain deinstitutionalisation of personnel and financial management. Olsen and Brunsson (1993: 4) consider that organisations are institutionalised “insofar as their behaviour is determined by culturally bound rules which manifest themselves in certain routines for action and which give meaning to those actions”. Kinnock clearly explained that he wanted to see a cultural shift happen within the Commission where routines are changed from input focused to output focused. The emphasis in the White Paper is on performance and quality of outputs which are the new values that should infuse the working practices of the Commission. The new process of legitimation of the organisation’s work is therefore based on efficiency, evaluation and effectiveness rather than inputs and continuity of action. Using NPM rhetoric, the White Paper sets a framework of “more efficient, performance-oriented working methods” which would allow “Heads of Unit […] to define working arrangement and responsibilities flexibly” (European Commission, 2000a: 21-22). 

When looking at reform of human resources management, merit was put at the heart of the system. It was used for appointment Directors-General and Directors as well as for promotion of staff. The reward of performance would complement seniority in the promotion of officials, the former being used for progression from grade to grade and the latter within a grade. This policy put an end to the traditional automatic progression based on seniority which existed prior to the Kinnock reforms. With regard deinstitutionalisation of financial management, the change in approach was striking. Three elements were particularly important. First the system moved from a centralised financial control to its decentralisation to DG level which was linked to enhanced responsibility for HoUs. Second specific training on “value for money” was included, therefore highlighting the significance of outputs for the Commission. Finally, an independent Internal Audit Service was to be set up which would carry out financial, compliance and performance audits. The segregation between control and audit demonstrated a remarkable shift in values for the Commission, away from the French tradition of comptroller which existed in the European administration before the White Paper.

The second aspect of NPM’s organisational dimension refers to the blurring of lines between public and private sectors through contracting out but also through a stress on competition and private sector styles of management. The White Paper calls for outsourcing and delegation of activities to private sector entities on a contractual basis “if it is a more efficient and effective means of delivering the service or goods concerned” (European Commission, 2000a: 19). Competition is therefore introduced into the Commission. Contracting is first mentioned within the context of non-core activities like security guards but the door is open to a more substantial dose of competition with contracting being extended to “possibly, specific tasks related to core activities” (European Commission, 2000a: 19).  Yet the Kinnock reforms can not be said to move the European public administration ‘down-grid’ and ‘down-group’ following Dunleavy and Hood’s categorisation (1994) since general rules of procedure are still largely governing the institution’s work. But it definitely dents the Commission’s distinctiveness as a public service in so far as it introduces private sector management practices and tools like performance indicators, the setting of objectives to staff, the linking of promotion to merit, merit-based appointments of Directors-General and Directors and the setting of policy objectives which has been packaged as Activity-Based Management. The key aspect of this feature of the reform lies in the planning of the Commission’s activities. It is with respect to these activities that priorities are to be set, objectives defined, resources allocated and managed and performance monitored and reported on. As a result, the use of the Commission’s resources would be much more policy-driven thanks to the setting up of the Strategic Planning and Programming (SPP) function, located within the Secretariat-General under the authority of the Commission President.

1.2.2. The White Paper with regards to NPM’s political dimension

Beyond its technical dimension, NPM also possesses political characteristics which can be summarised as an attempt to change the role for the State and a wish to depoliticise governance. The Commission can not be compared to a sovereign state and represents an unusual case. Yet it is an executive body which has to design and carry out policies and programmes. When studying a change in the role of the Commission which the White Paper might conceive, it has to be emphasised that the entire reform programme of the Commission was designed to give the institution back some of its lustre as the motor of European integration. The Commission was looking for ways to reinstate its legitimacy in the political institutional triangle which it forms with the Council and the EP and it considered that the Kinnock reforms would be part of the fight back. 

Yet following Peters’s (1993) claims, NPM reforms engender changes at three different levels of State influence:  the macro-level where a loss of legitimacy of state action is witnessed, the meso-level which testifies to the further hollowing out of the State with decentralisation of programme delivery and the micro-level which sees civil servants’ role challenged. Whether the reform introduced by Kinnock will lead to further loss of legitimacy of Commission action, which has been expressed by public opinion but also Member States, can not be gauged by analysing the White Paper. But looking at meso-level, the White Paper does challenge the role of the Commission through its policy of outsourcing which it also decides to “possibly” extend to non-core activities. This is a way for the Commission to reduce its involvement in programme delivery through the use of private or quasi-private means. The other aspect of the externalisation policy actually allows the Commission to keep programme delivery in-house since the executive agencies are public bodies accountable to the parent DG. They are part of a trend of separating policy-making from policy-managing tasks but do not involve any type of privatisation. 

At a micro-level, officials’ role is changed because of pressures for service coming from below. The decentralisation of responsibility on financial matters together with an emphasis on a service-based culture which the White Paper should foster have put pressure on the officials to think of the ‘customers’ of their policies – civil society or public authorities in member states – and be responsive to their needs. The White Paper rhetoric on responsiveness and the reference to service as the tenet of officials’ actions can definitely be sourced in NPM. The reference to NPM appears even more intentional since it does not fit well with the Commission’s type of work which is quite removed from direct contact with the public as customers. Clearly, the drafters of the White Paper intended to modify the principles underlying the role of Commission officials. 

On the depoliticisation of governance as a consequence of NPM, it has to be acknowledged that the Commission lives in a particular politico-administrative arrangement where the political sphere, the College of Commissioners, is not elected. The delimitation between the political and administrative sphere is therefore variable. Many commentators have pointed out how politicised the European administration is (Stevens and Stevens, 2001: chap 10; Page, 1997: 132; Coombes, 1970; Drake, 2000: 232-234). It has been argued that far from re-empowering politicians, NPM reforms lead to “increasing the powers of non-political officials” (Peters and Pierre, 2001: 9; Peters, 1993). In this regard, the delegation of financial responsibility, which makes Director-General the ordonnateur délégué, a responsibility previously held by Commissioners before the White Paper, could lead to further politicisation of the European bureaucracy.  NPM offers a conception of the relation between politics and administration whereby the empowerment of civil servants through NPM reforms creates a shift of power towards non-political officials. Toonen therefore (2001) asks the question whether “democratic bureau politics” or “bureau political democracy” will prevail. This dilemma has been at the crux of the Commission’s development over the years. 

1.2.3. The White Paper with regards to NPM’s democratic dimension

Finally, the Kinnock reforms score high with regards to to NPM’s democratic dimension. The White Paper is laden with reference to transparency, openness and “improving the dialogue with civil society” (European Commission, 2000a: 6). It forms the main part of its second chapter on a culture based on service. Measures to improve public access to EU documents and a strategy to create a genuine e-Commission are designed to improve the connection between the Commission and European citizens. Beyond openness and transparency, the White Paper strongly focuses on accountability, which is mentioned as a key tenet of good governance. Mechanisms to enhance internal managerial accountability, also referred to as managerial responsibility, are laid down, particularly in financial matters. These come as an answer to the CIE’s report, which investigated the allegations of fraud, nepotism and mismanagement and concluded that “[i]t is becoming difficult to find anyone with the slightest sense of responsibility” (CIE, 1999a: 9.4.25). The White Paper has also arranged a new mechanism to ensure external accountability. Besides being accountable to the EP, the White Paper provides for the creation of an independent Internal Audit Service which has the autonomy to carry out internal audits and will scrutinise the DGs’ activities. The White Paper wants to remedy the situation where only the College is accountable and where managers have no personal responsibility. The dual mechanism of internal and external accountability is an essential element of Kinnock’s reform and is intertwined with the fostering of a service-based culture. 

An analysis of the key White Paper measures indicates that the Kinnock reforms are clearly rooted in NPM. Many reform efforts have been made in the past looking at decentralisation of tasks, emphasis on the necessity of managerial skills, flattening of the institutional structure, focus on outputs rather than inputs, all of which belong to the NPM. It was no secret that Kinnock had done work for Arthur Andersen which led his critics to accuse him of bringing in outdated American models
. However no one reform had gathered in the one text so many measures directly taken from NPM and no implementation timetable had ever been attached to it. This reform programme promised to be rather different from others in its scope but also in the reality of its implementation which was planned over two and a half years. 

2. Implementation of the White Paper: operationalising NPM

Before taking two case studies of specific DGs, it is interesting to document and analyse in what ways the implementation of the NPM-based White Paper has produced a “Real Administrative Reform” (Toonen, 2001:  188) and gone beyond the managerial rhetoric. The next section will therefore give an account of the implementation of the White Paper (2.1.). It will then analyse the real organisational, political and democratic impact of NPM in the Commission’s daily work (2.2.) and assess whether change was experienced along one particular dimension or all three. 

2.1.  Implementation of the White Paper: a macro-level overview

2.1.1. A culture based on service

When it comes to organisational culture change, the heterogeneous list of measures gathered under chapter II of the White Paper was implemented rather swiftly. As stated in the White Paper, two out of the three Codes of Conduct which strongly underpinned this cultural change were adopted in the second half of 1999.The first one was a Code of Conduct for Commissioners and the second one ruled the relations between Commissioners and their Directorates-General. On 1 November 2000, a Code of Conduct on Good Administrative Behaviour was adopted in order to govern the interaction between the public and staff. It gave the public “a legal right to expect courtesy, prompt replies to correspondence, impartiality and objectivity in all dealings with the Commission and advising on means of submitting complaints if necessary” (European Commission, 2001d). 

Chapter II of the White Paper included further new actions in the area of public access to documents of Community institutions, an enhanced dialogue with civil society, a new framework agreement with the EP, a genuine strategy towards the e-Commission as well as the speeding up of payments. On 30 May 2001, Regulation 1049/2001 was adopted by the Council, with effect from 3 December 2001, which gives a right of access to European Parliament, Council and Commission documents to European Union citizens and residents. This step towards more openness with the public on the part of the European institutions proved to be successful since over 80% of public mail was responded to within the standard deadline of fifteen days in 2003, up from 70 % in 2002 (European Commission, 2004a). Following this idea of a more open Commission, the White Paper details measures designed to set up the e-Commission, which is part of the Commission’s initiative “e-Europe – An information society for all” (COM (1999) 687, 8/12/1999). 

The Europa website, the official website of the European Union, was significantly upgraded in 2003/2004, becoming more user-friendly and providing more detailed information about DGs (European Commission, 2004b). This happened after a public survey about the Europa website was carried out on the internet from 27 June to 30 September 2002. As part of the overhaul of the website, a systematic section allowing citizens to give their opinion was included in each DG’s web page, signifying a move towards “interactive policy consultations using Internet” (European Commission, 2000b: 9). The better and more efficient use of IT was also reflected in the adoption of electronic signatures for administrative acts within the Commission and the introduction in January 2002 of a new electronic system for administering and archiving documents. 

Increased openness and transparency towards European citizens was not the only course of action the European Commission took to mend its institutional legitimacy. It agreed on 5 July 2000 to a new framework agreement with the EP in order to “…to strengthen the responsibility and legitimacy of the Commission, to extend constructive dialogue and political cooperation, to improve the flow of information and to consult and inform the European Parliament on Commission administrative reforms” (OJEC, C, 121, 24/04/2001, p122). The European Commission was however left free to establish the information mechanisms it deemed appropriate. Finally, the last measure in this heterogeneous list designed to foster a culture of service was the speeding up of payments by the Commission. The average delay in payment to contractors was reduced from over 54 days in 1999 to under 43 days in 2003 (European Commission, 2004a). The Commission achieved its initial target of executing 95 % of payments within sixty days by 2002. Out of the 11 actions stated in the first section of the White Paper’s Action Plan, only the one setting up of an independent Advisory Group on Standards in Public Life through an inter-Institutional Agreement between the Commission, the EP, the Council, the Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions was rejected by the EP and the Council. 

2.1.2. ABM

Following on from DECODE, the Commission adopted on 24 May 2000 (SEC (2000) 852-852/15) guidelines for the description of work and the allocation of tasks. A peer group was also set up comprising Commissioners and chaired by the Commission President. Their task was to review the Commission’s activities and the adequacy of personnel deployment. Their in-depth examination led to the identification of a deficit of 1254 posts. In a two-year strategy adopted on 26 July 2000, the Commission decided “to meet around two thirds of these requirements itself, [through] redeployment (222 posts), productivity gains (315 posts) and the exchange of posts resulting from the termination of service scheme (342 posts for 600 departures). The remaining third or so, namely 375 posts, [were] requested from the budgetary authority […]” (Bull. 7/8-2000, point 1.10.7). 

This analysis of the gap between activities and resources was at the heart of the new style of management that Kinnock wanted to see implemented. Peterson (2004: 26) confirms the significant disruption in the services “as nearly 10 % of all Commission staff were redeployed from over-resourced to under-resourced DGs”. Activity Based Management (ABM) is “the covering notion for the new programming, budgeting, management and reporting methods” (European Commission, 2000b:  13) to be applied in every area of management of the Commission. In order to coordinate reform related policies, an ABM steering group, chaired by the Secretary General and including the Director-General of DG Budget, the Director-General of DG ADMIN and the Heads of cabinet of the President, of the Vice-President responsible for Administrative Reform and of the Commissioner for Budget, was first set up. Its mandate was extended in 2002 from strictly ABM related matters to all reform related issues “with a strategic or political character” (European Commission, 2004a; see also European Commission, 2002a). Three other coordinating structures followed:  the Directors-General group, the Resource Directors group and the Inter-service Coordination group (European Commission, 2002a).
Within the Strategic Planning and Programming (SPP) cycle, the first Annual Policy Strategy (APS) was adopted in 2001. That same year, on 25 July, a detailed step-by step programme of introduction of ABM in all its activities was approved by the Commission (European Commission, 2001e). The 2002 work programme of the Commission was the first to be approved under the new system. 2002 saw the creation of the SPP function in the Secretariat-General. The first Annual Activity Reports (AAR) which gave DGs an opportunity to report on their contribution to the Commission’s objectives and offered an insight in their working environment, were submitted in 2002. 

The Commission then produced a synthesis which gave an account of the 135 comments of reservations and concern expressed by 31 services (European Commission, 2002b). As stated by Kinnock, this exercise of AAR shows that the Commission is willing to “diagnose with honesty and apply remedies systematically. It gives tangible evidence of the active commitment of the Commission and its staff to genuine accountability and constant improvement” (Kinnock, 2002). The synthesis report insisted that key elements of the reform had already been adopted but that “the crucial implementation steps would be taken in 2003” with the entry into force of the Career Development Review (CDR) and the new financial regulation (European Commission, 2003b: 11). The DGs’ reports were forwarded to the relevant parliamentary committees in September 2002. This first set of AARs revealed many of the Commission’s shortcomings and difficulties in adjusting to the Kinnock reforms. 

It is only in 2003 when the amended Financial Regulation enabled the priority-setting system to be synchronised with the budgetary process and introduced Activity Based Budgeting (ABB) that the ABM system became fully operational. In its paragraph 14, the new Financial Regulation, which came into force on 1 January 2003 (OJ L248/1, 16/09/2002), stated that the 

Commission section of the budget should present appropriations and resources by purpose, i.e. activity-based budgeting, with a view to enhancing transparency in the management of the budget with reference to the objectives of sound financial management and in particular efficiency and effectiveness.

The 2004 budget saw expenditures, which used to be organised depending on their operational or administrative nature, being categorised on the basis of policies. ABB gave more transparency to the budget. 
The second significant aspect of Chapter III – Priority setting, allocation and efficient use of resources is the development of an externalisation policy. Measures relating to externalisation were put in place quite smoothly if over a long period of time. From 2000, the private sector TAOs were phased out. A Planning and Coordination Group for Externalisation was set up in January 2000 and presented a report on externalisation of the management of Community programmes on 13 December 2000 (European Commission, 2000e), which set the ground for the creation of a new type of administrative structures, executive agencies. As part of the movement towards a refocus of the Commission’s resources on core tasks and functions, executive agencies are designed to take on non-core activities like programme management. The Council regulation laying down the statute for executive agencies to be entrusted with certain tasks in the management of Community programmes was adopted in 2002 (OJCE, 2003). It stipulated that solely the Commission had the right to create executive agencies, which are separate legal public entities, accountable to their parent DG and established for a set time corresponding to the life span of the programme they run. The first executive agency, Intelligent Energy Executive Agency (IEEA), accountable to DG Transport and Energy (DG TREN), was created by a Commission decision in December 2003 (OJCE, 2004). The IEEA has been fully running and autonomous since 1 January 2006 and will operate until the end of 2008. 

Another category of externalised structures was the establishment of three new administrative offices in January 2003, in order to rationalise the day-to-day management of administrative and support services. The Office for the administration and settlement of individual entitlements (Paymaster's Office) is responsible for determining, calculating and settling individual financial entitlements like pay, mission expenses, or pensions. Two "Infrastructure and Logistics" Offices, one in Brussels and the other one in Luxembourg, were also created to look after all activities associated with the implementation of buildings policy, the management of office space, the housing of departments, maintenance and technical works, security services, purchases, supplies and inventories together with internal logistics and services. 

Finally chapter III of the White Paper included three actions on the improvement of working methods and one in particular on simplification of administrative procedures. The Commission admits that simplifying administrative procedures an ongoing ‘battle’ to make procedures more flexible and less time-consuming. A major overhaul of the Commission’s Manual of Operating Procedures was also completed in 2003. A strong emphasis was put in 2001 with the action plan ‘e-Commission’ which led to the launch of e-DOMEC (Electronic Archiving and Document Management in the European Commission), a new way of managing documents and archives. In 2003 three “quality circles” completed their work. These covered ways of simplifying the rules on document signature; the wider application of service level agreements (SLAs) between central departments and operational services; and the procedures for welcoming and integrating new officials. The further outcome of this work is not obvious and it remains clear from the official documents that the Commission’s priority in the reform is not the simplification of procedures. 

2.1.3. Human resources

Kinnock considered human resources as a key aspect of his reform, particularly as it involved the main shaper of a new organisational culture. In January 2000, he kick-started the human resources reform with an agreement with five of the six trade unions on a new framework for social dialogue which included “ a new forum, better delineated levels of concertation and clearer procedures” (Kassim, 2004a: 51). The less controversial measures like those on working conditions such as flexi-time, tele-working, the e-Commission but also the introduction of a new disciplinary system were discussed and proposals were made in October and November 2000. As discontent was mounting in the Commission over the personnel reforms, Kinnock decided to avoid adding any problem to forthcoming negotiations on the career structure and set out to get an agreement from the Council to extend the Method which was due to expire on 30 June 2001. Kinnock secured the Council’s approval for the Method to be extended until June 2003 so that the negotiations on the careers would not be polluted. 
On 28 February 2001, Kinnock unveiled his new staff policy. Kinnock and Prodi met with all the staff on that same day to explain this “controversial shake-up of staff pay and pensions” (Taylor, 2001) which implied changes to Staff Regulations
. The set of proposals aimed at removing artificial career barriers. Therefore decisions on individual promotions and rewards were to be made on the basis of a new balance between performance and seniority. 

Training requirements and opportunities were to be increased, and the role of managers in assessing and guiding their staff, and in dealing with underperformance, reinforced. A new training and mobility policy was to be put in place to assist all staff in managing their careers across a much greater span of jobs. Finally the Commission proposals would protect existing pension rights and guarantee the long term security of its pensions system. The introduction of a Pension Fund for staff recruited after 1 January 2005 was also proposed. Kinnock and Prodi were however booed out of the room when they presented this “new staff policy from recruitment to retirement” (European Commission, 2001f). 

In order to avoid a strike action planned for 19 March 2001, Kinnock agreed with the trade unions on 13 March a protocol which defined “a mechanism for the negotiation of all Commission proposals on staff policy” (European Commission, 2001g: 3). This led to the setting up of a High Level Negotiation Body chaired by Mr Ersboell, the former Secretary-General of the Council. Comprising representatives from Staff Unions and Administration, it was formed in March 2001 and met 18 times between March and June 2001 in order to discuss the most controversial issues of the consultation papers agreed by the Commission like recruitment, appraisal and promotion, middle management, professional incompetence, discipline, externalisation and non-permanent staff, remuneration, pensions and careers. 

The Ersboell group submitted its report to the Commission on 28 June 2001 (European Commission, 2001g). It proved to be a very fruitful forum for discussion and common ground was established on recruitment, selection, life-long training and disciplinary procedures. US, which was the largest trade union, decided to side with the administration and negotiate the reform. The four trade unions of l’Alliance always refused to debate but nonetheless signed the final version of the personnel policy reform package, “convaincus que c’était le seul moyen d’arrêter le détricotage du Statut”
. However there was no agreement over the career structure and the pensions until late summer 2001. Finally the Commission adopted its revised orientations on a new personnel policy on 30 October 2001 (European Commission, 2001h) which were worked into proposals to amend the Staff regulations.

From 30 October 2001, the implementation process was split since some reform measures required change to Staff Regulations and others could simply be introduced through implementing rules. The following amendments and new provisions entered into force between 2002 and 2004:  

· Decision to establish an interinstitutional recruitment office. The European Personnel Office Selection (EPSO) became operational in January 2003. 

· Guidelines for job descriptions designed to provide an adequate job profile, job environment and job requirements. Job descriptions for EU officials are drawn up since 2002.  

· Guidelines for the selection, appointment and appraisal of senior staff which include taking into account the nationality of the outgoing official, standardised and professionalised application and selection procedures, appointments based on merit and experience and mobility every five years, seven in certain circumstances. 

· A more comprehensive social infrastructure which includes maternity leave increased from 16 to 20 weeks on full salary, paternity leave increased to 10 days, 6 months parental leave, compassionate leave as well as a series of measures to reconcile career and family.
· Rules applicable to national experts on detachment to the Commission were changed to increase the maximum period of detachment from three to four years. Measures were also taken to multiply the job swaps between national and Commission officials.  

· Guidelines on mobility, which is only binding for ‘sensitive posts’ like those dealing with the award of contracts or subsidies. 

· A decision on staff training was adopted by the Commission on 7 May 2002. It set a target of 9 ½ days of training per official per year by 2005. The training budget also increased from €5.5 million in 2000 to €14.5 million in 2004. 

· A new appraisal system, Career Development Reviews (CDRs), was introduced at the start of 2003. 

· A new category of staff, contract agents, was created.

Following the work done in the Ersboell group and further consultation in the Comité interinstitutionnel du Statut, the proposal to amend Staff Regulations was adopted on 20 December 2001. The Council however took time to finally reach an agreement on 19 May 2003. The main points of contention were the pay scale particularly with the perspective of the enlargement and the pension system. On 1 May 2004, the new Staff Regulations, which maintained the acquis for current staff but significantly reduced pay and privileges for newcomers, came into force. For the first time, the Method was included in the Regulations – article 65 (1) – and applies from 1 January 2004 until 2012 with a review half way.

The new Staff Regulations endorse the move to a new career structure which is structured around two function groups – Administrators (AST) and Assistants (AD) – and sixteen grades instead of the four categories – A, B, C, D. The new system was introduced in a phased transition which included a series of new intermediate grades and measures in an infamous Annex 13, which was mentioned by all officials interviewed for its “ridiculous complexity”. Since 1 May 2006, all staff have been transferred to a single salary grid. There was a guarantee given that career profiles would be similar under the new system. Retirement age for officials below the age of 50 and new comers was raised from 60 to 63 but was maintained for staff over 50 at the time of the reform. The new system has also introduced a certification programme which makes it easier to move from AST to AD. 

2.1.4. Financial management

Financial issues, which were at the heart of mismanagement allegations, as well as calls for an overhaul of the Commission’s financial management and control environment, formed the focal point of the CIE’s work. Their report had particularly severely condemned the Commission financial system which aggregated financial control with auditing. As an official from the Internal Audit Service (H6) pointed out, 

You can’t hide behind the Financial Controller now. In the past 93% of transactions were visaed without checking. Only 7% checked. Among those 7%, there was a monetary unit sample. Up to a certain threshold, no checks were run, then a sampling was done and for the big amounts, there was systematic checking.  The problem was that the amount of money checked was big but the percentage of transactions checked was low. 

From April 2000, three structures were set up in order to separate those two functions:  an Audit Progress Committee, a Central Financial Service and an independent Internal Audit Service. 

The Central Financial Service was created in May 2000 within DG Budget in order to write the proposal for an overhaul of the Financial Regulation, which was adopted by the Commission on 26 July 2000. It was also established to provide coherence across the Commission in the definition and application of rules, procedures and standards of internal control, as well as advice on their application. It therefore put together a series of 24 internal control standards which were adopted by the Commission in December 2000 and have been reviewed every year since. These internal control standards are described by many officials as “common sense” and are usually viewed as “useful”
. All internal control standards were anticipated to be in place by 31 December 2001. However some were dependent on the implementation of other actions in the Reform White Paper which were delayed like in the field of human resources. The implementation happened gradually and over a long period of time, until January 2004 for some internal control standards. 

Finally the Internal Audit Service was created by a Commission’s decision of 11 April 2000
. The Internal Audit Service was not yet organisationally independent but it started recruiting, adopted a charter on its operations in October 2000 and started assessing the internal audit capacity of the services. The operation and organisation of the ex ante aspects of financial control were laid down by Commission decision of 12 July 2000. 

On 9 April 2001 the Council adopted Regulation No 762/2001 (OJ L 111, 20.04.2001, p. 1), amending the Financial Regulation as regards separating the internal audit function from the ex ante financial control function. This marked the decentralisation of the ex ante control of transactions to the authorising DGs and the end of DG Financial Control. Rules for authorising expenditure were made easier and decentralised. Controls under the responsibility of the Financial Controller were transferred to DGs, which gave the final responsibility to Directors-General in terms of management of financial interventions. In return for more responsibility, Directors-General were directly answerable for the operation of their departments. As a result, each Directorate-General included a specialised audit capability, reporting directly to the Director-General, to carry out reviews of the internal control system of the DG. 

The key element of reform in Chapter V – Audit, Financial Management and Control has been the reforming process of the Financial Regulation which started with a proposal adopted by the Commission in July 2000. The Council agreed to the Commission’s proposal for a new Financial Regulation in June 2002 and it came into force on 1 January 2003 (OJ L 248, 16/09/2002, p 1). The main idea is that there should be a separation between the person initiating the transaction and the person verifying it. The financial process starts with the operational officer who initiates the spending, estimates the costs, gets the project evaluated, selected and approved. He/she then passes on the file to the financial officer who prepares the legal and budgetary implications of the spending operation. Finally the authorising officer checks that all the correct procedures have been followed before giving his approval for the operation. The ex ante visa is decentralised into each DG which have the choice between four models to organise their internal financial circuit (see European Commission, 2000b).

As early as December 2000, the Commission designed a Charter of tasks and responsibilities of authorising officers by delegation which was essential in a decentralised system of financial responsibility where authorising officers had to account for their actions through the AARs. The Charter was adjusted throughout the years, following amendments and clarification of the methodology used to establish the AARs.

In order to strengthen the means of fraud prevention, the Commission established the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) which started its work on 1 June 1999. The Office was given responsibility for conducting administrative anti-fraud investigations by having conferred on it a special independent status. It specifically worked on an anti-fraud strategy, which led to a Green Paper in December 2001 establishing a European public prosecutor and the criminal-law protection of the Community’s financial interests (European Commission, 2001d). Finally, the Commission also had to comply with article 134 of the new Financial Regulation and put accrual accounting in place. On 1 January 2005, the Commission moved to accrual accounting which meets the international accounting standards for the public sector developed by the International Federation of Accountants (IFAC).
Despite the strong focus on the implementation of a radically reconfigured financial management system, the reform process was threatened in 2002 by allegations of “serious and glaring shortcomings” in the Commission’s accounting practices made by Marta Andreasen, the Commission’s chief accountant (King, 2002). It was compounded by the 2003 Eurostat scandal (King, 2003; Ricard and Rivais, 2003). These two events tarred the Commission’s reform process and efforts to “clear the stables” and make the institution fraudless. 

2.2.  Implementing NPM ideas

Analysing the implementation of the White Paper demonstrates that the implementation of NPM ideas took place, although unevenly. If NPM’s organisational aspect of the reform became effective after a few years (2.2.1.), many elements of its political dimension did not turn into reality (2.2.2.). Surprisingly, it is the democratic dimension of NPM which has been the most straightforwardly put into practice (2.2.3.). The other side effect of the implementation of the reform has been the development of unintended consequences which have contradicted the trend set by the Kinnock NPM-based reform. 

2.2.1. NPM’s organisational dimension 

2.2.1.1.  Disaggregation

Disaggregation has happened in a structural but also a normative respect. First structural disaggregation has led to some significant decentralisation of authority and responsibility within the institution (Flynn and Strehl, 1996). The reform was indeed strongly centred around the concept of decentralising financial decision-making and the responsibility which goes with it from a central DG, i.e. DG Financial Control, to individual DGs. Due to the critical assessment of the Commission’s financial management made by the CIE, the reform set about as a priority to increase each DG’s managerial autonomy when it came to its financial affairs. The measures envisaged in the White Paper were implemented and led to each DG choosing a financial circuit that best matched its type of financial management – direct or indirect – as well as its budget size. This decentralisation process has also meant that most DGs had to set up a financial resource unit as well as an internal audit capacity. Some DGs, like DG TREN, have therefore criticised the recreation of financial centralisation at DG level with the financial unit having the last word on payments (Levy, 2004). Another unanticipated consequence of financial decentralisation has been the further fragmentation of the organisation since not all DGs run on the same financial circuit. A HoU
 noted:  

L’autre problème de la réforme, c’est qu’on ne peut plus travailler ensemble. Les DGs n’ont plus les mêmes circuits financiers, les mêmes contrôles. Donc quand on décide de faire quelque chose ensemble, on se partage les tâches et on fait les choses selon ses propres méthodes.
 

Decentralisation can also be seen in the setting up of executive agencies which are part of the Commission’s programme of externalisation of executive tasks. These public bodies are designed to take charge of a programme and look after its delivery. They are separate legal entities which are accountable to the parent DG but still operate at arm’s length. 

The second very noticeable effect of disaggregation has been in its normative feature with the deinstitutionalisation of personnel and financial management. The new norms ruling financial and human resources management are efficiency and effectiveness
. As a consequence, officials are requested to identify output and impact indicators and use them in measuring and evaluating their work as planned in the AMP and reported in the AAR. This culture of measuring and controlling, which has developed in the Commission, is criticised by some HoUs who consider that it can be difficult to determine pertinent indicators. NPM reforms have also generated an explosion in auditing which is visible in the Commission with the creation of IACs as well as the IAS. 

Deinstitutionalisation in personnel policy has not however happened in the same depth. The new norm, merit, which was meant to challenge the old one, seniority, has not imposed itself visibly. Through the CDRs in particular, promotions were meant to be merit-based. Yet nearly all officials interviewed consider that the new system which is being implemented does not reward the highly performing civil servants but the average. This is due to a development of the reform measure which the Commission has bureaucratised in order to make it as fair as possible. The bureaucracy of the procedure but more importantly the averaging of points at 14,5 have totally undermined the procedure. The process of CDR involves the allocation of a maximum of 20 merit points and 10 priority points. On average, officials get 14,5 merit points and 2,5 priority points which makes a total of 17 per year. This system has induced a fight between DGs in order to maximise the number of promotions
. CDRs are more objective than any evaluation in the previous system but they have not created a new merit-based dynamism in the Commission. It is actually quite the opposite since in the old system, an official could be promoted after two years whereas in the new system he/she could only be promoted after three or four years because it takes that much time to accumulate the points
. An official also highlighted that one can be promoted and have no salary increase which does not correspond to the idea of merit-based promotions. Whereas the CDRs were envisaged as the crux of the new system if a large spread of points had been used in order to identify the most performing and the least performing, they have been implemented in a bureaucratic way which has defeated the end purpose.

2.2.1.2.  Blurring frontiers

The other key indicator of NPM’s organisational dimension is the blurring of frontiers between public and private sector which has been referred to as a marketizing government. In the case of the Commission, part of the externalisation policy relying on contracting out can be seen as an attempt to introduce some competition in the administration. However these contracts have been limited so far to non-core tasks such as security which has not in practice affected the distinctiveness of the European administration as a public sector body. The reality of the implementation of the White Paper has therefore not moved the organisation down-grid.

However the Commission has clearly borrowed from the private sector some managerial tools and techniques. The most important one has been the strategic planning and programming which matches resources and activities. Even though the implementation of the Kinnock reforms did not mean identifying negative priorities, ABM with its SPP cycle, APS, AMP and AAR has become a feature of officials’ everyday life. In practice, Commission staff have learnt to plan ahead, use indicators, monitor and report on their activities. But many officials tend to think in terms of procedures to follow and do not integrate this thinking in a coherent strategic process. They still rely on following procedures with no “question of process management. There is no culture to identify and think in terms of rules, how to implement them, what tools to use, how much staff is needed, what key performance indicators should be achieved and what to benchmark against”
.
Officials fill in the appropriate forms and follow all the new procedures but “more was required to further embed SPP in the administrative culture” (European Commission, 2004a: 6). An official explains this by saying that “the White Paper built the bones and muscles of the reform but not the nervous system which is still missing”
. Staff are far too focused on managing inputs properly to think about outputs, in the short or long-term
. Peterson (2004: 26) also got this feedback from officials who complained “they were justifying their existence rather than actually doing the job they were paid to do”. There is a strong feeling in the Commission that ABM might be useful but consumes “a lot of valuable policy-making time”
. There is compliance with the ABM-related procedures but little understanding of them. In his analysis of implementation of ABM by the Commission, which he correctly identifies as the cornerstone of the reform strategy, Levy (2004: 10) considers that “the Commission’s conception of ABM bears only scant resemblance to the systems practiced in private sector organisations. […] The focus is on the definition of objectives, not costing the activities”. It would be wrong to strictly compare ABM as applied in the private sector with its implementation in a supranational public service. There should be an understanding for the fact that the reform is a process which started with significance attached to the definition of policy objectives and priorities and will then move to a more purely cost-centric focus. 

2.2.2. NPM’s political dimension

2.2.2.1.  Change of role of the Commission

The Kinnock reforms have not meant a loss of legitimacy of the Commission’s action and its hollowing out. They were launched to reinforce the European administration’s legitimacy on the European Union’s institutional scene and demonstrate that it could be an efficient and effective policy-maker and therefore motor of European integration. Be it at macro level – the European institutional triangle – or meso level – the Commission’s services – the implementation of the White Paper and the amended human resources has demonstrated the capacity of the institution to reform itself which could not be presumed. The setting up of executive agencies has meant removing certain tasks away from DGs and therefore reducing the involvement of the Commission in direct programme delivery. Trade unions from l’Alliance, which is composed of FFPE, Renouveau et Démocratie, SFIE and TAO-AFI opposed to the Kinnock reforms, have branded these new public bodies “a selling out of the Commission”
.Yet it can not be said that they contribute to the privatisation of the Commission, despite what trade unionists might say. Many officials consider that, rather than a symptom of externalisation of programme delivery, they represent a policy of internalisation since these bodies are public and accountable to the Commission, unlike the infamous TAOs. 

At micro level, a new category of staff was created, the contractual agents. They are designed to help the Commission focus on its core tasks and therefore are recruited to work in agencies and offices carrying out non-core tasks, at a lower salary than Commission fonctionnaires. They enjoy the same rights than the Commission staff and are therefore integrated in the category of public servants. In comparison the auxiliary staff who used to work in the TAOs had private sector contracts which created more problems and division between public and private sector than the status of the new contract agents. The noteworthy element is that executive agencies have had no problem to recruit extremely qualified staff, despite a lower salary than Commission officials’. Jobs were publicly advertised. There was a screening of CVs, a pre-selection through interviewing and then a final selection panel. In the IEEA, 3000 applied, 300 were interviewed and 40 were employed. As explained by the director of the agency, “it was a very positive experience because we had no idea whether there was a market of people who wanted to work in agencies. We got the quantity but also the quality”
. Agents are recruited for their expertise but they also receive training in financial matters and Commission procedures.

The real challenge to the civil servants’ role has been the increased pressures for service. Despite not being a traditional public administration serving citizen-customers, the Commission makes policies and delivers programmes which affect citizens directly. Value-added and value for money are therefore mentioned many times in the White Paper and repeated as a guideline of action for the officials interviewed when they are involved in programme designing and policy-making. This has also meant growing demands for accountability of civil servants, which marks a considerable change in expectations from the European fonctionnaires. Even if the service-based culture has not pervaded the institution, an increased awareness to value and impact has arisen with the implementation of the NPM-based White Paper.

2.2.2.2.  Depoliticisation of governance

A crucial element of NPM has been the depoliticisation of governance which has consisted of a dual contradictory movement, empowerment of ‘at arm’s length bodies’ while politicising public administration. The Kinnock reforms have reinvigorated the politics/administration dichotomy with the creation of executive agencies. In 2007, two agencies – the Intelligent Energy Executive Agency and the Education, Audiovisual and Culture-Executive Agency – had been set up. A third on Public Health is under preparation and two others dedicated to transeuropean transport network and the implementation of the seventh research framework are in the pipeline (European Commission, 2005). They are dedicated to managing and delivering the DG’s programmes, which are regarded as non-core tasks. As a result the parent DGs regain time to spend on core tasks, mainly policy-making. The dichotomy between politics, via policy-making, and administration, with policy-managing, is clear. Even though this dichotomy is typical of traditional public administration, NPM has also struggled with the idea of two separate spheres of action for politicians and bureaucrats (Aucoin, 1990; Simon, 1957). 

Another feature of this depoliticisation of governance appeared in the concern expressed by an executive agency official who pointed out the autonomy executive agencies have and the possible conflicts it engenders with the parent DG. Legally, executive agencies were conceived as separate bodies from the DGs. For example, they have to produce a full set of accounts which are discharged separately from the parent DG’s by the EP. This guarantees the agency’s independence. In the same vein, the agency, which operates on its own budget, has got to have an accounting function and an accounting officer who makes the payments. This autonomy can also generate “a danger of overkill”
. Agents and officials from executive agencies are the people who are directly in touch with the DG’s stakeholders and deal with their issues related to programme management. There is a possibility that the executive agency get too independent. As a result, it would get to know better than the DG about the stakeholders’ needs and what should be proposed in a regulation or a legislative proposal
. Politicians who are in touch with their DG through its Director-General would end up marginalised since the DG officials have less grip on the reality of their stakeholders’ needs. The break in the feedback loop from execution to policy-making empowers agencies which are polarised on a specific objective to the detriment of wider interests. Even though the legal architecture which surrounds the development of executive agencies puts in place strict accountability mechanisms, the feedback between the policy-makers in the DG and the executants in the agency is left to the executive agency’s director’s discretion. 

In the case of the IEEA, the director has taken it upon himself to meet DG TREN’s Director-General weekly but there is no obligation. Another feature of the executive agency/parent DG’s relationship could also cause problems. In the case of the EAC executive agency, it is accountable to two DGs, DG Education and Culture and DG Information, Society and Medias. This executive agency was set up in January 2005 but because of its ultimate size, 296 persons, and the time it takes to rent and equip offices and then recruit staff, it will only be operational around June 2006. However there is already a concern that the beneficiaries of the executive agency get mixed messages from the two parent DGs and the executive agency. 

Finally, NPM reform also means a politicisation of the bureaucracy. Since the Commission is not comparable to a national government, its politicization has not been translated into political allegiance. But in the Commission’s case, literature has already pointed out how politicised the top hierarchy is, in particular in appointing Directors-General (Stevens and Stevens, 2001; Peterson and Sharp, 1998). Aside from the Kinnock reforms, the political pressure on civil servants from Commissioners has increased as a result of Prodi’s measures against Cabinets which he introduced as a preamble to further reform. As a HoU in DG TREN
 explained, 

Le rôle des Cabinets et des Commissaires est diminué depuis que Prodi a réduit la taille des Cabinets. Comme ils sont petits maintenant, les Commissaires sont très nerveux sur la manière dont les fonctionnaires travaillent. Barrot en est un exemple typique ; il bloque toute initiative législative donc il y a démotivation des fonctionnaires car le contrôle politique est fort.

More directly linked to the Kinnock reforms, political pressure has also mounted on Directors-General with the delegation of financial responsibility. A HoU considers that “le Collège s’est encore plus défaussé sur les services car ils ont organisé l’ordonnancement délégué aux Directeurs-Généraux”. This delegation is meant to be a sharing of responsibility:  the Commissioner remains politically responsible while the Director-General assumes the managerial responsibility of his/her DG’s finances but once again this politics/administration dichotomy has not proved to be watertight (Behn, 2001).

2.2.3. NPM’s democratic dimension

2.2.3.1.  Accountability and responsibility

Accountability has always been a very intricate area at the interface of public administration and politics, central for democracy (Moe and Gilmour, 1995). Before the emergence of managerial concerns in public administration, responsibility was more commonly used when discussing the relationship between bureaucrats and the public. Mulgan (2000: 558) explains the difference between accountability and responsibility: 

‘Accountability’ can then denote one set of responsibility/accountability issues, those concerned with the ‘external’ functions of scrutiny, such as calling to account, requiring justifications and imposing sanctions… while ‘responsibility’ is left to cover the ‘internal’ functions of personal culpability, morality and professional ethics.

The Kinnock reforms had the objective of developing a culture based on service. This organisational change encompassed new reflexes with regards to managerial responsibility as well as managerial accountability. The financial reform has very noticeably enhanced officials’ awareness to sound financial management as well as a deeply embedded sense of managerial responsibility. The terrible sentence of the Wise Men’s report, “It is becoming difficult to find anyone with the slightest sense of responsibility” (CIE, 1999a: 9.4.25) was perceived by all officials as an injustice. As Van Miert said in the aftermath of the publication of the CIE’s first report, “Officials have too much of a sense of responsibility”
. Similarly an official believes that the CIE’s report was very worthy but that 

one killer sentence was an irresponsible things to say. They behaved in a political fashion which was not their mandate. […] What they meant was, it’s difficult to find anyone in the Commission managerial classes who has a direct sense of financial responsibility. I’m translating for them but that’s what they meant. (H13)

This feeling is shared by most interviewed officials who believe that the system was deresponsibilising. It is largely acknowledged that the overhaul of the Financial Regulations which in particular decentralised financial responsibility to the Directors General and middle managers, changed officials’ attitude when committing European moneys. In this matter of financial responsibility, the pendulum might even have gone too far with the European Parliament criticising the Commission for not spending the money it is allocated
 which can be explained with the fear the new responsibility has instilled in many middle managers
. It is argued that financial procedures are too heavy and lengthy to allow for flexible spending of the money and that a balance needs to be struck.

The implementation of the Kinnock reforms shows that HoUs have become much more aware of the moneys committed as well as the outputs they have to produce and how they have to be accountable for them. Reporting has become a regular activity of middle managers who in particular have to contribute to the mid-term assessment of the AMP and the AAR. The most obvious change when studying managerial accountability has been the obligation for Directors-General to vouch for the validity of their accounts in the AAR, committing therefore their own personal moneys in case of irregularities that they have not mentioned. However the new system has been highly criticised. There is a general feeling coming from DGs that DG Budget is shying off its responsibility and refuses to play its horizontal role overseeing the Commission’s financial system. DG Budget clearly states that “it is responsible for the pipes but not for the water”
 so it only plays a consolidation role. In this regard, Jules Muis, who was appointed as first director of the new IAS created in July 2001, opposed the Director-General of DG Budget, Mingasson, quite starkly. Muis believed that financial control should have been abolished only over individual transactions but not overall. Therefore DG Budget signs off the accounts on the basis of the information provided by the DGs without controlling. There are two ideological camps in the Commission on that topic of financial control but it has to be said that the path chosen in the White Paper is coherent with total financial decentralisation and NPM’s aim to loosen central control. 

2.2.3.2.  Transparency and openness 

The more recent waves of NPM reforms have insisted on the importance of transparency and openness in changing government. Blomgren and Sahlin (2007) point to the quest for transparency as a tool to improve efficiency of measures or to deal with distrust in or outside the organisation. In the Commission’s case, it was above all seen as a way to improve the legitimacy of the institution’s actions externally and the legitimacy of the reform package internally. Inside the institution, the implementation of the White Paper has brought about many practical changes in terms of transparency in personnel management. As stated in the reform programme, all information on recruitment procedures and the organisation of competitions are now accessible on the internet. Job descriptions have become a requirement and are even expected. But transparency as a way of improving the efficiency of the Commission’s administrative measures and dealing with distrust could also have been fostered by the multiplication of audits be they performance or financial audits. Yet, HoUs comment that they do not always get the result of their IAC’s audit. This lack of follow-up tends to negate the positive impact that performance audits could have on the unit’s efficiency. Furthermore the constant scrutiny and evaluation of officials’ work have generated more distrust and demotivation than genuine transparency. In order to fight mismanagement and potential fraud, the reform has put in place tighter control mechanisms and procedures which many officials associate with a ‘culture of mistrust’ in the Commission, where it is automatically assumed that people will break the rules unless control happens systematically. A former British civil servant made an interesting comparison with the UK civil service “where the assumption is much more that people can normally be trusted on the day to day things”
. 
Transparency for efficiency has been further hindered with the lack of simplification of procedures criticized by an overwhelming majority of officials. Whether they consider the reform as an improvement or not, interviewed officials, who are mostly HoUs, are snowed under cumbersome new procedures which take up a lot of their time. The reform in that particular sense has hit middle management, i.e. HoUs, most forcefully and a report by twelve middle managers was produced on the negative impact of the procedures on their work
. 

The Commission heralded transparency and openness as two of the key tenets of good governance. In practice openness has been implemented with the Commission responding well to the significant demand of access to official documents. This step towards more openness with civil society proved to be successful since over 80% of public mail was answered within the standard deadline of 15 days in 2003, up from 70 % in 2002 (European Commission, 2004a).

*
*
*

At the start of 2006, the Secretary-General distributed a survey to collect the views of Directors General and Heads of Service on “priorities for de-bureaucratising”. 28 of the 40 contacted completed the survey. They identified concerns in all of the areas which the Kinnock reforms had tackled. The message was loud and clear:  the reform had over-hit the mark and significantly increased the level of red-tape in the institution. From the analysis of the substance of the White Paper and of its implementation, three conclusions can be drawn. First, Kinnock, his Cabinet and the Task Force clearly found their inspiration in the NPM ideas when designing the reform of the Commission which revolves around four key concepts:  decentralisation of responsibility, strategic management, reward of merit and transparency. 

Second, looking at implementation levels can be deceiving as to the degree of achievement of the reform. Beyond unintended consequences which do not match results expected from an NPM reform, there has been a lack of ownership of some reform measures by officials who have gone through the motions without buying into the normative importance of the process, the SPP cycle being a good example. Third, the promise given by the White Paper that the reform would make the Commission more efficient and effective by “[focusing] on core functions such as policy conception, political initiative and enforcing Community law” (European Commission, 2000a: 5) has not been kept. The time spent on following new procedures and controlling compliance has slowed the Commission down and demotivated further middle management. A Director remarked that “if Moses needed only two tables of law, surely the Commission can do with less than 24 Internal Control Standards”
. 

This chapter validates the second hypothesis made in this thesis about the centrality of NPM ideas in the White Paper despite Kinnock’s denial. Yet it also highlights that, even though change has happened, its dynamic might have been more heterogeneous than a macro level analysis would show. Having assessed the nature of institutional change and the implementation of the reform measures at Commission level, it is time to test the final hypothesis and move to the meso level in order to analyse how DGs have received and translated the Kinnock reforms and what institutional change the reforms have generated.
Chapter 7

Case study: DG Transport and Energy


Chapter 6 confirmed that the White Paper was based on NPM ideas and that it had been implemented Commission-wide. Using the dynamic HI framework and institutional change indicators developed in chapter 1, this chapter focuses on analysing, at organisational level, the variance in DG TREN’s institutional dimensions as a result of the implementation of the White Paper measures which were discussed in chapter 6. It sets the scene for a final comparative analysis of meso-level institutional change which will incorporate the variance in institutional gradations witnessed in DG REGIO in the concluding chapter. 

DG Transport and Energy (TREN) is a new and unusual DG, created in 2000. It combines two portfolios, Transport and Energy. As a result, it is managed by a single Director General but is accountable to two separate Commissioners. French Commissioner Barrot is in charge of transport policy while Latvian Commissioner Piebalgs deals with energy policy. DG TREN is also located in Brussels and Luxembourg, where the coordination of nuclear policy, nuclear safeguards and radiation protection inspections take place. It has four further characteristics which make it relevant as a case study of the impact of the Kinnock reforms on the European Commission. First, its tasks involve a significant share of policy work. Second, it is the first DG which has implemented the policy of externalisation with the creation of an executive agency, the Intelligent Energy Executive Agency (IEEA). Third, staff approach 1,100, including the new category of contractual agents. Finally, it has a relatively small budget compared with other DGs in the Commission – close to € 1,5 billion and operates entirely on the basis of direct financial management. The responsibility for managing European moneys is therefore not shared with member states. 

This chapter contends that a certain lack of ownership of the reform by staff has affected the type of change witnessed, making it more formal than practical. We first observe a significant change in organisational structures (1.), which demonstrate the high level of formal implementation of the reform. However an analysis of reformed processes and procedures (2.) reveals a lack of internalisation of the reform by officials. This is confirmed by the study of cultural change, which highlights staff’s disorientation about the Commission’s mission (3.). 
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List of abbreviations used in this chapter

AAR
: 
Annual Activity Report

ABB
: 
Activity Based Budgeting

ABM
: 
Activity Based Management

AMP
: 
Annual Management Plan

APS
: 
Annual Policy Strategy

BAT
: 
Bureau d’Assitance Technique

CWLP
: 
Commission Legislative Work Programme

CDR
: 
Career Development Review

EAC
: 
European Court of Auditors

IAC
: 
Internal Audit Capacities

IAS
: 
Internal Audit Service

IEEA
: 
Intelligent Energy Executive Agency

1. Organisational structures

DG TREN was reorganised in April 2006. It was restructured into nine vertical directorates and two horizontal ones, Directorate R, Resources and Directorate A, General Affairs. German Director-General Ruete, appointed in January 2006, is assisted by three Deputy Directors-General. The implementation of the White Paper led to two changes of DG TREN’s formal structures. First the externalisation policy meant that programme management would be delegated to executive agencies, public bodies accountable to their parent DG which replaced the much criticised BATs (2.1). Second, the abolition of DG Financial Control meant that financial responsibility was decentralised to DG level and that new structures were put in place at this level (2.2.).

1.1. Managerial re-structuring:  normalisation of an existing situation

One of the main reasons for allegations of mismanagement made against the Commission was the existence of BATs. The Commission used to sub-contract to these private bodies the implementation and supervision of EU programmes. They should have dealt solely with technical matters. However, due to the Commission’s increasing workload in programme management, they sometimes undertook tasks like public tendering or contract management which the Commission itself should have done. A parallel administration of semi-private personnel therefore developed which generated increased distrust within the Commission (Spence, 2006). Clearing out the irregularities engendered by the BATs while maintaining the Commission’s capacity to manage its programmes was at the heart of Kinnock’s reforming task. Measures relating to externalisation were put in place quite smoothly, if over a long period of time. From 2000, actions were adopted to phase out the BATs and create public law entities specialised in programme management in their stead. As part of the movement towards a refocus of the Commission’s resources on core tasks and functions, executive agencies were designed to take on non-core activities like programme management. The executive agency has got two immediate advantages:  “It has a single mission – running Community programmes – and is not distracted by legislation, regulation or policy work. It also employs contractual agents who cost less than fonctionnaires. This means that more HR are dedicated to the running of the programme”
. The Council regulation laying down the statute for executive agencies was adopted in 2002. It stipulated that solely the Commission had the right to create executive agencies, which are separate legal entities, accountable to their parent DG and established for a set time corresponding to the life span of the programme they run. They have to produce a full set of accounts which are discharged separately from the parent DG’s by the EP. This guarantees the agency’s independence and autonomy. In the same vein, the agency has got to have an accounting function and an accounting officer who makes the payments. 

Executive agencies operate on two different budgets, an administrative one which comes in the form of an annual subsidy and an operational one which is taken from the budgetary line allocated to the programme by the budgetary authority. The IEEA, which is accountable to DG TREN, was the first to be created by a Commission decision in December 2003 (OJCE, 2004). The IEEA has been fully running and autonomous since 1 January 2006
 and will operate until the end of 2008 when the programme it was set up to manage expires. The agency counts 46 staff, 16 temporary agents and 30 contractual agents. Five out of the 16 temporary agents are seconded officials with positions of responsibility, which is the IEEA Director’s case. The Director is the Autorité investie du pouvoir de nomination (AIPN), which puts him directly in charge of setting up recruitment procedures, hiring staff and signing employment contracts. 

Issues of accountability have been raised by critics. Yet the 2002 Council regulation on the statute for executive agencies state that executive agencies are managed by a Steering Committee and a Director appointed by the Commission. Two of the five members of the Steering Committee, who are all appointed by the Commission, are from the parent DG. The Steering Committee is required to meet four times a year (article 8, Council Regulation n. 58/2003), meetings at which the executive agency’s draft budget, annual work programme and AAR are approved. The AAR is then attached to the parent DG’s AAR. Accountability of the executive agency is also reinforced with a monthly reporting by the agency’s director to the parent DG and the steering committee as well as many informal contacts with the parent DG. The director of the IEEA, who used to work in DG TREN and therefore has a very good knowledge of TREN matters and the Commission structure, takes part in the weekly management meetings of the DG. As explained by the director of an executive agency, “I need to know what’s happening on the policy side as much as the parent DG needs the feedback from the programme”. This arrangement is however not included in any regulation and it comes down to the personality of each director to maintain this constant two-way link with the parent DG. Finally, from a financial stand, the IEEA presents a full set of accounts which have to be discharged separately from DG TREN’s by the EP. It guarantees the executive agency’s autonomy and independence but it also enhances its responsibility. 

More than accountability, the problem might lie in duplication. Executive agencies are heavy administrative structures which could be streamlined. Each of them has got to set up an accounting function for example. It is argued that it would be more rational to have DG Budget as the accounting officer. DG Budget however considers that executive agencies are separate legal entities and they cannot get involved. Another option would be for all the executive agencies to share an accounting officer. The noteworthy element is that executive agencies have had no problem to recruit extremely qualified staff, despite a lower salary than Commission officials’. Jobs were publicly advertised. There was a screening of CVs, a pre-selection through interviewing and then a final selection panel. In the IEEA, 3000 applied, 300 were interviewed and 40 were employed. As explained by an agency official, “it was a very positive experience because we had no idea whether there was a market of people who wanted to work in agencies. We got the quantity but also the quality”
. Agents are recruited for their expertise but they also receive training in financial matters and Commission procedures. 

Executive agencies will not save the Commission any money but they should guarantee a better use of resources, which has been a significant problem for the Commission in the past. They also give a better visibility to the programme. “We have two communication officers who work on presenting the programme to its best. The IEEA’s website is much better now that it is separate from the DG”
 argues an official from the executive agency. Even though the creation of the IEEA is recent, its working relation with DG TREN is effective. The goal of relieving the Commission from programme management so that it could focus on its mission has been attained in the case of the IEEA. Given its success, DG TREN is setting up another executive agency dedicated to trans-European network project management which means that the Unit B2 in DG TREN will disappear
. The change in formal organisational structures is visible in the organisation chart with the disappearance of certain units whose work is taken over by executive agency. However it represents a clarification and legalisation of an existing situation with the BATs, which had led to much abuse, rather than an innovative solution. The IEEA is well accepted by DG TREN officials, maybe because it is perceived as a procedure of internalisation rather than externalisation
. Jobs which were previously secured with private sector contracts in the BATs are now public jobs. 

The creation of the IEEA was DG TREN’s reaction to the 1999 crisis as well as recent ECA reports which argued “that programmes are not well monitored and recruitment procedures are too light”
. The reinvention of existing structures in a tighter and more transparent legal framework has modified the organisational chart but the financial re-structuring represents a significant departure from previous organisational patterns.

1.2. Financial re-structuring:  a significant change in approach

The CIE had stigmatised the ex ante financial system of control which the Commission was using. It meant that proposals for expenditure sent by DGs to DG Financial Control were checked for conformity and were given the visa if they complied with the appropriate rules and procedures. This visa which was compulsory before the operation was carried out de-responsibilised staff who hid behind the Financial Controller if any questions were asked. With the steady increase in transactions over the 1980s and 1990s, 93% of transactions were visaed without checking. In response to this situation, which largely fuelled the CIE’s conclusions that numerous examples of mismanagement existed in the Commission, the White Paper decided to separate the functions of audit and control. It abolished DG Financial Control and decentralised responsibility for financial control at DG level. 

One single unit with 125 staff dealt with financial and human resources matters until it was split in two in 2002. Once the reform was implemented, Unit R1, in charge of financial resources, evaluation and coordination of agencies, was created as well as financial cells in each Directorate, bringing the total of financial experts to 80 as opposed to 35 prior to 2002. The 53 officials working in R1 are divided into five teams: 

· One team looks at legal matters, such as contract matters and procedures.

· One team focuses on financial matters, like commitments according to financial rules.

· One team deals with budgetary matters and follows the different committees on energy and transport in the EP.

· One team has research activities related to energy and transport

· One team composed of six people examines how programmes are managed and recover funds if they are not used properly. 

From a completely centralised financial management prior to the Kinnock reforms, DG TREN has shifted to a system which is fully decentralised with counter-weight, called Model 3 in the White Paper (European Commission, 2000b:  63). This model of financial circuit has meant the creation of financial cells in each directorate which work on the financial aspects of projects while the desk officer handle the operational side. The file is then transferred to the financial unit for final approval. It ultimately comes back to the line manager, the Director, who is the authorising officer. In this new structure, everything is done at micro-level and no horizontal DG plays any controlling role over financial transactions anymore. DG Budget through its Central Financial Service, created by the reform, helps unit R1 with financial questions. It organises regular meetings of the Réseau d’Unités Financières (RUF) where there is an exchange of information on changes made to Financial Regulations. DG Budget clearly insists that “it is responsible for the pipes but not for the water”
.

Many DG TREN officials have criticised the unanticipated effects of the financial reform. They argue that the new financial circuit, Model 3, has recreated centralisation at lower level. There are two problems with the practical implementation of the new organisational structure: 

· First, it goes against the grain of the reform programme because it does not make operational directors aware of their responsibility. They are indeed responsible for commitments but are dependent on the decision of the central financial unit R1 when it comes to payment
. This has created a real bottleneck in DG TREN and it is felt that “the change the reform has brought on is management by accountants rather than management by objectives”
. The central financial unit has been criticised for rejecting projects without any explanation which isolates further financial cells. 

· Second, DG TREN has chosen to apply the same financial circuit model to all its Directorates. Some officials argued that Model 1, “fully decentralised without ‘counterweight’” should be used by Directorates with small budgets. One official even considered it should be the case throughout, asking:  “Is it adequate to have a technical responsibility separated from the financial responsibility for every activity in DG TREN? This is not like real life. The mother of a family is in charge of organising family life and the finances as well; they are not separated”
. Financial decentralisation has put the weight of responsibility on Directors General’s shoulders who are not always prepared to take the risk of going to prison for financial errors. Officials in DG TREN have widely denounced this ‘game’ whereby the Director General decentralises financial responsibility further to Directors, making them sub-delegated authorising officers but not giving them adequate human resources. Financial cells which are designed to help Directors are usually staffed with former grades C who are isolated, each dealing with specific projects. According to a Head of Unit, “each Directorate should have a financial unit rather than a financial cell. It would have more visibility and would carry more power”
.

Financial officials point out that the crucial problem in the reformed financial system is that “Directors don’t take responsibility for the budget. Financial cells are meant to responsibilise Directors. But there is a total lack of commitment from Directors”
. Indeed as part of the reform, Kinnock required that Directors General but also Directors for Resources sign a declaration of assurance stating that to the best of their knowledge the use of resources was accurate. This requirement from Directors for Resources was not stated in the White Paper but was added as the reform developed. Kinnock recalls that this new measure created discontent with Directors General. When he met them, he explained to them how satisfied he was to see that the reform was working. Before shocked Directors-General, he said that “two years ago when I made it compulsory for Directors-General to sign the declaration of assurance, you were all against it. Now that I want to share the responsibility with Directors for Resources, all of you protest that I’m taking power away from you”
. 

The Kinnock reforms decentralised all aspects of financial responsibility to DG level. The control function was given to financial units while internal audit capacities (IAC) were created in each DG to carry out part of the audit function that was previously concentrated in the hands of DG Financial Control. In return for more responsibility, Directors-General were directly answerable for the operation of their departments. As a result, each Directorate-General has a specialised IAC, reporting directly and solely to the Director-General, which carries out reviews of the internal control system of the DG. DG TREN’s IAC is a small unit with 7 officials. It performs risk analyses of DG TREN’s activities relying on the objectives for these activities and the procedures used. The IAC selects the most risky activities and drafts a work programme of audit of those activities. A final document summarising the IAC’s audits is attached to DG TREN’s AAR. Finally, the IAC monitors the reserves made in the previous year’s AAR and advises the Director-General on the reserves to include in the next AAR. DG TREN’s IAC performs 7 to 8 audits per year, mostly operational and financial audits which require to check DG TREN’s compliance with rules and procedures but also recommend best practice in the field. DG TREN operates within a system of single audit where the IAS, the ECA and DG TREN’s IAC cooperate. 

This new system of auditing does not stop at DG level since the IAC is supervised by the IAS and DG TREN’s programmes are audited between 30 and 40 times a year by the ECA
, in particular trans-European networks
. The relationship between DG TREN and the IAS or the ECA is very close. Once the IAS has drafted its work programme for the year, it sends it to the IAS. The IAC passes on its audit reports to the IAS and once a year the audit network meets to discuss auditing methods and techniques for example. Every three years then, there is a quality review of the IAC. 

DG TREN’s financial organisational structure was significantly changed with the creation of one dedicated financial unit, a series of financial cells and an IAC. Like for all DGs in the Commission, the functions and power of the new structures were also increased due to the decentralisation of financial responsibility. This change in formal structures also indicates a different organisational approach of financial management which matches completely the reform detailed in the White Paper and moves away from the French traditional model of financial comptroller. The main criticism made to the financial reform by operational as well as financial officials is that procedures have become more and more layered and control is far too heavy
.  

2. Processes and procedures

Kinnock’s aim was to change mentalities and make the Commission “a world-class administration”. The White Paper therefore designed new processes which involve staff in new ways of doing business. This aspect of the reform necessarily affected the everyday life of staff and generated tensions which are visible in an implementation gap whereby processes formally exist but are under-used in practice (3.1.). Similarly, procedures were implemented to flesh out and complement processes. However procedures got absorbed by the Commission and made more complex than intended. The discrepancy between formal and practical implementation of procedures leads to the conclusion of a missed opportunity to streamline the system (3.2.).

2.1. Processes:  the under-estimated backbone of the reform

The Kinnock reforms aimed to change the Commission’s focus from inputs to outputs. It therefore laid out new processes which helped the Commission with its strategic planning and put the emphasis on a necessary link between resources and results. The overarching new process took an entire chapter of the White Paper and is referred to as Activity-Based Management (ABM), which “is the covering notion for the new programming, budgeting, management and reporting methods adopted by the Commission. It encompasses prioritisation and resource allocation at the level of the College and general principles for management at the level of departments” (European Commission, 2000b:  13). In a context of increase in the number of programmes, because of the enlargement to 10 new member states in 2004, the Commission could not carry on taking on new tasks without thinking about its non-expandable resources. The ABM process is designed to give the Commission visibility in terms of activities and available financial and human resources as well as the objectives to achieve. Prioritising is at the heart of the process. 

DG TREN has one unit A1 dedicated to the horizontal function of planning and programming. The significance given to this exercise, which is compulsory for all DGs, depends on the Director-General’s interest. When Mr Lamoureux was head of DG TREN, the ABM cycle was not considered very highly because of a lack of interest in management matters
 and a general distrust for a reform he regarded as too Anglo-Saxon
. However the personality of the new Director-General, Mr Ruete, who was recruited earlier in his career by Mr Kinnock, has helped putting the ABM cycle at the heart of the DG’s work. DG TREN starts in November 2006 preparing for the 2008 Annual Policy Strategy (APS) cycle. Unit A1 puts out a request to all Directorates for their contributions which include the roadmap, i.e. their initiatives for 2008. Staff in unit A1 select the most mature initiatives which will be included in the final document. Unit A1 therefore engages in a ‘reconciliation procedure’ of all the units’ submissions under the chairmanship of the Director General. At this point, a memo is sent to the Director-General and then to the Secretary-General. In February 2007, the Strategic Planning and Programming (SPP) function in the Secretariat-General prepares the draft APS with DG BUDG and other DGs. This is the first stone of the Commission’s Legislative Work Programme (CLWP), for which DG TREN’s Directorates prepare between February and September 2007. The CLWP is a rather succinct document which includes around 100 actions for the whole of the Commission. Directorates-General must then elaborate a detailed work programme for themselves. During this time, the Directorates discuss their objectives, activities and resources requirements. In July 2007, the Secretariat-General officially sends a directive of preparation for the CLWP. The deadline for contributions by DG TREN’s Directorates is set for the start of September 2007. The contributions are then discussed with the Energy and Transport Cabinets, the Secretariat-General and the Directorates. The final contributions are sent to the Secretariat-General at the end of September 2007. The CLWP is finalised and then adopted early January 2008 by the College, which commits DG TREN to achieve the objectives stated in the document. 


Diagram 7.1. Preparation for the 2008 SPP in DG TREN
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In parallel, unit A1 has also got to support Directorates in preparing for the Annual Management Plan (AMP). In September 2006, the Directorates are contacted and asked to send in their contributions and list of priorities for the 2007 AMP. Since the AMP is part of the APS process, the Directorates’ contributions follow from the CLWP but are more detailed. The Director-General, through Unit A1, sends instructions regarding the content of the AMP. The framework and structure of the document is already decided before the Directorates are asked for their input
. Unit A1, whose mission was described in an internal document in 2004 as “la préparation de la Direction Générale à la nouvelle méthode budgétaire dans le cadre du cycle ABM/SPP”
, suggests to Directorates to have meetings in order to discuss objectives and indicators at unit level. Most DG TREN Directorates have followed the suggestion but without inviting any representative from Unit A1 which makes horizontal visibility more difficult for staff in charge of the ABM cycle. Contributions are sent to Unit A1 around the end of October 2006 which select the most mature priorities and adequate indicators. The Director-General is then informed. DG TREN’s work programme is saved electronically in the agenda planning, which is one aspect of the IT instrument called Integrated Resource Management System developed to support ABM. The EP and the Council of Ministers receive a monthly communication on the indicative programme since there are additions or amendments throughout the year. Similarly, the CLWP is revised mid-term. In 2006, for example, the Spring European Council made specific requests regarding energy which were adopted in August.

DG TREN’s AMP is divided into five sections: 

· Mission statement

· General objectives

· DG’s resources (financial and human)

· Evaluation plan

· Activity-Based Budgeting (ABB) Activities.

The AMP starts by stating its mission which is short and straightforward. In a second section, DG TREN’s general objectives are listed. They are taken from the 2001 White Paper on a European Policy for Transport and the 2000 Green Paper on the Safety of Energy Supply. They are also framed by the Commission five-year strategic objectives which focus on the EU’s economic growth and prosperity. The clear mention of reference documents in the AMP guarantees the coherence of the various processes which come under the ABM. DG TREN details its financial and human resources needs, giving the allocation of personnel per ABB activity. In a fourth section DG TREN mentions its plan for strategic evaluations of some of its activities. In a final section, the core element of the AMP is detailed, namely the ABB activities. In the 2006 AMP, eight ABB activities were mentioned. Each was then divided into four to six objectives. Each objective is explained and output indicators as well as impact indicators are attached in order to help ex ante, mid-term and ex post evaluations of projects. The units which are responsible for the objectives’ outputs and impacts are mentioned next to them. Each unit in DG TREN also adds an A4 page of specific priorities and resources allocations which are attached to the AMP
.   

The 2008 ABM cycle is closed with the Directors-General’s AAR which the Secretariat-General aggregates with other DG’s AAR. The Synthesis Report of the AARs is finalised in January 2009. In the AAR, the Director-General gives a political and budgetary assessment of the past year. He evaluates the DG TREN’s activity and gives a written Declaration of Assurance, which can be qualified with comments of reservation and concern that the resources at his disposal were used economically, efficiently and adequately. Beyond the financial aspect, the reservations in the AAR have also developed into political concerns. In the 2005 AAR, a political reservation was made regarding nuclear policy which was not accepted by the Secretary-General and therefore not mentioned in the Synthesis Report
. 
Processes are more difficult to change in practice because they require staff’s commitment and vision. ABM represents a significant shift in approach of the way for the Commission to plan and monitor its work, with a focus on outputs rather than inputs. However staff go through the motion of the ABM cycle because they have to, but with no faith in its benefits. The example of output and impact indicators is striking. Despite an evaluation charter put on the DG’s website in 2003, which gave “dissemination of results of evaluations” as a mission, there is no feedback given to units. Moreover indicators pose another problem about their usage. Because of a poor use of resources highlighted by output indicators, the Council decided to cut off funds for a TREN project
. In a very Francophone DG, headed by a French Director General until January 2006, and staffed largely by Southern Europeans, indicators were seen as an Anglo-Saxon tool and strongly distrusted. One official also regrets that no real discussion takes place during the drafting of the AMP, which is part of a process of strategic planning but is regarded as a burden by many officials:  “It is seen as a management tool rather than a reference document with added value”
. 

Most officials consider that it is a formal exercise with no financial or human resources impact, even when it clearly demonstrates gaps or deficiencies. Despite some effort made by unit A1 to engage in consensus-building, the quality of deliberations over priorities in each unit seems to be poor. There is a lack of deep consensus over the APS and ABM processes which leads to a lack of ownership by staff. In an operational unit, a head of unit notes that “ABM représente une vraie différence par rapport à avant. Cela force à planifier. C’est un exercice en interne qui est utile mais qui n’a pas d’impact en termes de ressources. Ça aide à être crédible auprès des collègues” 
. There is general agreement in DG TREN to say that the ABM cycle has forced the Commission into regular and coherent planning which existed before in some parts of the institution but on a more ad hoc basis. Yet the process of decision on priorities is ultimately a top-down one which means that the entire cycle’s potential is still under-developed. 

The planning, monitoring and evaluation processes, which define the ABM cycle, lack integration and remain very formal. The main criticism made to the process is the multiplicity of contributions required from the Directorates. Therefore, the new Commissioner Kallas in charge of administrative matters has launched a process of simplification. This targets the ABM process but also the multiple new procedures which have added layers to an already very bureaucratic institution.

2.2. Procedures:  a missed opportunity for simplification

The White Paper led to the implementation of a series of new procedures complementing every aspect of the structural and processual reform. They were designed to improve the quality of outputs and the overall philosophy of monitoring and evaluation of the policy process. DG TREN had to adjust to new procedures regarding ABM, personnel and financial management. 

One of the key procedures which came as a result of the reform is the Impact Assessment (IA) which has to be performed since 2002 before every policy proposal is made. It involves researching the impact that the new proposal will have on the economic and social environment. DG TREN was given guidelines on how to perform IAs, whose results are attached in the annexes of every Commission proposal. Until 2007, the IA can be carried out at the same time as the policy proposal is drafted. However from 2007, the IA has to be done a year prior to the policy being proposed which some DG TREN officials consider unrealistic in a fast-moving economic and political environment
. IAs have also been criticised. It is argued that they make the policy process heavier and that policy proposals are already informed by a very good knowledge of what was happening on the ground. Moreover, Commissioners who want a specific policy proposal to be put forward will influence the IA’s result so that it reflects their opinion
. 

The ABM process has also induced heavy monitoring procedures which have added to the workload of the Heads of Units (HoUs). During the year of implementation of the AMP, the HoUs in DG TREN who have a budget to spend have to perform two types of monitoring: 

· Spending of the budget. Every month, the HoU has got to monitor that the budget allocated to the unit’s projects is being spent adequately and on time.

· Compliance with deadlines. Every time a request is made to the unit, which can be a question from the EP or the Member States, it is entered in the computer database ADONIS. Every week, the HoU checks before the meeting of the unit that requests are answered before the deadline. 

Some HoU have decided to perform all the administrative work, which represents 60% of their time since the reform. They therefore decentralise the conceptual work and give a lot of autonomy to their staff. Other HoUs in DG TREN prefer to distribute all types of tasks and play a coaching role. No matter how they organise the work inside the unit, all HoUs complain about the significant increase in their workload, mostly in terms of monitoring and reporting. 

The greater burden put on the HoUs is not only due to the ABM cycle. Diverse procedures were introduced to modernise human resources management as a result of the decentralisation of human resources management from DG ADMIN to other DGs. Since the reform DG TREN has to enter data regarding the advertising of vacant posts or the preparation for recruitment in SYSPER II. SYSPER II is a common database to all the Commission which needs to be updated by all DGs and can be accessed by all as well. In terms of personnel management, the central procedure introduced by the Kinnock reforms was the Career Development Reviews (CDRs), which is probably the most criticised element of the Kinnock reforms. The CDRs are at the centre of a system which links promotion with merit. They involve a yearly discussion between each HoU and his or her staff, administrators and assistants. The HoU launches the CDR procedure via computer. The civil servant has 10 days to evaluate him/herself. Then the superior discusses the self-evaluation and gives a mark out of 20 based on three criteria:  efficiency, ability and aspects of conduct. This mark goes to the Director who has to validate it. The mark given by the HoU is translated into merit points. The Director-General has then a certain number of priority points to allocate to the staff he/she considers the most performing, a maximum of 10 per official. However DG TREN is only allocated 2,5 priority points for each of its 924 fonctionnaires which means that the Director-General has a total of 2,310 to give out. The points are accumulated in a knapsack by the civil servant who gets promoted when the number of points is sufficient. The knapsack allows the official to keep his/her points in case of mobility which was not the case before the reform.

Most officials admit that the principle of the CDRs is good. It is however a typical example of a procedure which the Commission has made more bureaucratic and heavy than it was intended. As a consequence, the CDR, which is at the heart of the new merit-based promotion system, penalises the most performing. A DG TREN civil servant expressly pointed out that “Human resources in DG TREN depends on DG ADMIN which depends on DG BUDG which depends on Member States. It means that DG ADMIN sets maximum average points per grade. Then they fix a limit you cannot exceed”
. In total the fonctionnaires can accumulate merit points and priority points
.

The CDR system has been perverted in two ways: 

· The averaging of merit points. In order to equalise marks given by generous or tough markers in different units throughout the Commission, DG ADMIN has informed the administrative services that the total of marks given should average 14. Since the quality of officials is very high, HoU find it difficult to give a mark below 11, which means that they cannot either give high marks in order to comply with the average mark. The small spread of points used by HoU “privilégie les moyens et les faibles”
 and penalises the most performing.

· The discretionary allocation of priority points. The system was intended to be more objective than the previous one. However there is no transparency on how the Director-General distributes the priority points. The Human Resources Unit R2 suggests that officials on the brink of promotion should be given the priority points. It results that the allocation of priority points does not always reflect a specifically good performance of the official during the year but rather a necessity for human resources to get people promoted. 
With the intention of rationalising the system, the Commission has made it rigid and complex which has had four consequences: 

· The small spread of points used by HoU “privilégie les moyens et les faibles”
 and penalises the most performing.

· Despite a promise of fast promotion because of its new link with merit, promotions are slower. In the old system, an official could be promoted after two years whereas with the CDR system and its small spread of points, he/she can only be promoted after three or four years because it takes that much time to accumulate the points
.

· The allocation of marks, which did not exist in the old system, has generated real frictions within and between units. 

· The slower promotions as well as the systematic use of priority points for staff who are about to be promoted regardless of their performance during the year has created demotivation at work as well as a genuine difficulty to keep the best who more and more leave the Commission to work in the private sector or in other institutions (e.g. the European Parliament) where promotion prospects are deemed better.

Whereas the CDRs were envisaged as the crux of the new system if a large spread of points had been used in order to identify the most performing and the least performing, they have been implemented in a bureaucratic way which has defeated the end purpose and crucially limited effective change.

Finally, the Kinnock reforms also generated new procedures in the financial domain, with a specific focus on monitoring which the CIE had pinpointed. In order to strengthen financial monitoring, the Commission has adopted 24 internal control standards with which DG TREN has to comply. DG TREN has signed a contract in 2006 with Price Cooper Waterhouse to facilitate training seminars on the internal control standards. All officials, including assistants, will have to follow this seminar between 2006 and 2011
. The internal control standards are rather common sense and do not provoke any negative reaction from operational staff. “Les règles du jeu ont été formalisées”
 comments one HoU who expressed doubt over the quality of monitoring the internal control standards ensure. 

The implementation gap which affects the reality of change in DG TREN is not only a result of the way new processes and procedures are used. It also comes from an unusual cultural environment, which is constantly influenced by recruits from new member states but is also inherited from a specific historical construction. 

3. Norms and culture

The Kinnock reforms wanted to change the culture in the Commission. It therefore reshaped the institution’s formal culture, i.e. norms, hoping that the informal culture, beliefs and values would follow. DG TREN officials have adopted the new normative features with some significant criticism (3.1.). However the cognitive-cultural framework in DG TREN is in transition. Since internal interpretative processes are influenced by external cultural environments, the Director-General’s personality and working methods are crucial to understanding officials’ beliefs and values. Director-General Ruete having started in January 2006, DG TREN’s cognitive cultural framework is still being shaped at micro-level (3.2.). 

3.1. Norms:  the first step towards cultural change

Five norms have been at the centre of the Kinnock reforms. Heralded in the White Paper as “the tenets of good governance”, independence, responsibility, accountability, efficiency and transparency were meant to be the guiding behavioral principles for each fonctionnaire. Interviews with DG TREN officials revealed that only two out of the five norms had changed their daily way of doing business. Independence of the Commission and its officials is a treaty requirement which is at the heart of the Commission’s identity and role in the institutional framework. The White Paper reaffirmed it as a normative feature of officials’ way of doing business in order to emphasise that they should not be influenced by national interests. All DG TREN officials deny that they might react to pressures exercised by national administrations. In the wider context of consolidating the Commission’s role in the institutional triangle, it seemed appropriate to reaffirm officials’ independence but it is a norm that has existed and has been followed since 1958. It is true that the higher hierarchical levels of the Commission are very politicised at times of appointments but there is no evidence that, once in post, any Director general takes instructions from his/her member state. DG TREN officials integrated this norm of independence long before the Kinnock reforms. 

The second norm of responsibility, which was heralded by the reform, is often mentioned by officials. DG TREN fonctionnaires, like most Commission officials, consider that the view expressed by the Wise Men on a lack of “the slightest sense of responsibility” among civil servants was offensive and totally exaggerated. Kinnock himself was shocked. He believes that “this comment might have been included for press appeal since Commissioners who were at the centre of the CIE’s investigations were showed the report the day before it came out and affirmed that this sentence on irresponsibility in the Commission was not there”
. Nonetheless, Kinnock, who had been Commissioner for Transport and had ensured to erase any managerial weakness at Director level, strongly reinforced the importance of individual responsibility and accountability in the White Paper so that these norms be applied Commission-wide. The result is that DG TREN officials are acutely aware of their responsibility be it in financial or human resources matters. 

In the new structure of financial decentralisation, the Director General is the delegated authorising officer and the Director is the sub-delegated authorising officer. They are the only persons in the DG who are entitled to sign contracts and therefore make commitments. Payments however are made by the HoU. The reform expressly intended to create a culture of responsibility, making people who sign for commitments or payments the ones responsible in case of problem. Another example of the strong emphasis put on individual responsibility is the case of the AAR. It has to be signed by DG TREN’s Director General as well as the Director for Resources. As a result, the European Parliament has criticised DG TREN together with other DGs for not spending resources. DG TREN financial officials admit that people are too prudent and scared. HoUs in particular were given this extra responsibility without any increase in salary and yet their responsibility can be committed if there is proof of an intentional or considerable mistake
. 

In HR management, HoUs bear most of the responsibility since they fix objectives for their staff, administrators and assistants, but they also assess them in through the CDRs. The consequences in case of mistake are not as drastic as in financial matters which makes the issue of responsibility in HR less sensitive. However most of DG TREN’s HoUs argue that they have a responsibility to hold on to their staff, in particular the exceptional ones, who are more and more tempted to leave the Commission and go into the private sector. They therefore consider that the new procedure of human resources management has made them responsible of their staff without giving them the tools to insufflate motivation. Despite them, the point system has generated tension in their units. HoUs know exactly what their responsibility is and the potential consequences attached to them. It can be said that the norm is embedded in the officials’ life but it has not been integrated yet. Responsibility in financial files still engenders fear which leads to over-caution. 

The third normative feature of the reform is accountability which goes hand in hand with responsibility. It is interesting to notice that DG TREN HoUs are not much preoccupied by their reporting duties. A HoU comments that it is because 

there is no systematic reporting duties. For the programme I’m running, for example, I consider there is not enough reporting. I didn’t manage to set up a database of projects. This area of monitoring is neglected. We can’t provide reports to the inside or to the outside on what is being done. This is a general tendency in the Commission. There are no funds dedicated to database or reporting. And the ECA report has confirmed that
. 

The declaration of assurance included in the AAR, which is signed by the Director-General and counter-signed by the Director for Resources, is the main example of formal accountability. The notion of accountability is however not ingrained in the officials’ attitude. It does not mean they refuse to be accountable but they share a general belief that the reform has increased the level of control in an institution where there was already a culture of blame. The result is that rather than being accountable, which involves bottom-up participation, officials feel they are checked through a top-down mechanism of control. It is totally different for top officials in the IEEA who are very much aware of their obligation of accountability. They do not object to the principle but complain about the reporting it involves and how heavy the system can be. The IEEA’s Director is accountable through monthly reports to the parent DG, DG TREN, but also to the steering committee. Officials in DG TREN and the IEEA perceive accountability as an imperative with an at arm’s length public body like the executive agency rather than within the Commission.

The fourth norm which the White Paper set is a requirement of efficiency from the European public administration. The White Paper primarily links efficiency with simplification of procedures, therefore considering that the existing ‘way of doing things’ is fundamentally efficient, served by very talented people, but burdened by over-bureaucratic procedures. Without any exception, all DG TREN officials interviewed emphasised “la lourdeur des procédures”, which was even increased with the reform. In this sense the reform has failed to simplify the decision-making process. It explains why Kinnock’s successor has set it as his priority. Most importantly, a significant number of officials dispute the search for efficiency which has led to setting what they consider as narrow and partial performance indicators. To illustrate this opinion, a HoU describes how a Director in the Secretariat-General together with a working group decided that the number of internal processes that were launched during the year would be a good indicator of a DG’s needs in human resources. They consider that the over-rationalisation of their work processes is counter-productive and that the lack of efficiency in the Commission is due to complex and lengthy procedures, external political pressures and lack of human resources.

One final aspect of the normative shift wanted by the reform is an emphasis on transparency. DG TREN officials comply with the new rule of transparent access by external people to all internal documents which are not confidential. There is a deadline of 15 days for DG TREN to answer questions and requests from European institutions, citizens and stakeholders. However many officials still have a guarded attitude towards transparency which means that “the legal framework has changed but there is no cultural change”
.  

The normative shift has been a slow process. Officials formally comply with the norms but they have not internalised these norms and integrated them to their symbolic system of beliefs. Independence, responsibility, accountability, efficiency and transparency are the first steps towards a new institutional culture for the Commission which depends on officials’ beliefs, values and symbols.

3.2. Culture:  the main hurdle to institutional change in the Commission

At a micro-level, DG TREN’s cognitive-cultural environment is being reshaped. Up until Januray 2006, Lamoureux was the French Director-General of DG Transport which became DG TREN in 2000. A look at the DG’s organigramme leads to the conclusion that there was an over-representation of officials from Southern European member states. It is also interesting to notice that DG TREN is a very francophone administrative service since Lamoureux insisted on using French as the working language. At the end of Lamoureux's term there was not single British, Irish or Swedish HoU
. Kinnock himself acknowledges that there was some friction with Lamoureux, who was the first to organise resistance to some reform measures, like the obligation for Directors of Resources to counter-sign the annual activity report. A German civil servant who did not agree with Lamoureux’s methods gives a very vivid description of the atmosphere in the DG: 

Mr Lamoureux was like Louis XIV. He knew it all. He was dictatorial, had his own réseau. This obviously comes from the French culture which puts the emphasis on hierarchy and power. […] Lamoureux did extreme micro-management, circumventing people to get to the person he wanted. He preferred to deal directly with a B grade colleague of the same nationality rather than approach his/her hierarchy if it was not French. He worked on the basis of terror. He kept people on Friday evenings at the DG after 19h just for useless things. He screamed through the corridors “Je ne suis entouré que de cons”, while he did not observe the Commission-wide interdiction to  not smoke in his office.

This extreme view is shared by the majority of people who got to work with Lamoureux, including French nationals. This working method based on a network of selected people is reminiscent of the Delors years during which rules were circumvented in order to reach the set objectives. As a result, the people who belonged to Lamoureux’s network regret the new management style imposed by the German Director-General Ruete, which gives them little freedom
: 

Lamoureux s’appuyait sur des cerveaux. La structure de la DG était cosmétique pour lui. C’était bien pour les gens qu’il appréciait. Il s’intéressait aux gens et pas du tout aux fonctions. Le nouveau Directeur-Général a une confiance absolue dans l’intelligence de la structure. Il est arrivé avec son armée, son réseau. Il a fait trois nominations de fait depuis qu’il est arrivé, trois personnes de son réseau. […] Le Directeur Général réunit tous les Directeurs une fois par semaine. Les Directeurs disent leur truc mais il n’y a aucun débat. La règle est que chacun a sa compétence : « Ne te mêle pas de mes dossiers ». Lamoureux avait une idée précise, dictait le texte qui était fine tuned par les chefs d’unité. Maintenant le chef d’unité a un mission statement fait par la Direction, qui fixe son champ d’activité.

The accusation of having a network is therefore made just as much against Lamoureux as it is against Ruete. However, interviews clearly demonstrate that Ruete is not considered by his staff as arbitrary and focuses on rules and procedures to reach decisions. Even though there is still an over-representation of officials from Latin countries, it is clear that the fracture line is not between Northern and Southern European civil servants but more on the question of management style between those who belonged to Lamoureux’s réseau and those who did not. This cultural environment of DG TREN is important to understand because it frames the nature of social reality for officials as well as their belief and value structure. 

Even though the Commission is a multi-cultural and multi-linguistic institution, where officials from different member states approach problems in different ways depending on their national culture, this cultural diversity should not be over-emphasised. Officials themselves are the first to deny the importance of the colleagues’ countries of origin as an explanatory factor of disagreement on how to do the work. They focus more on a gap in generation or on how recently the official’s home country joined the EU in order to explain tension. With regards to aspects of the reform more specifically, the Commission has put in place a training programme which requires that every official commits 9 days per year to diverse types of training. This means of socialising the officials in the financial processes and procedures is even compulsory and is aimed at getting everyone to internalise the same financial norms no matter their nationality. 

The Kinnock reforms were intended to give more flexibility to the managers and improve overall efficiency in the Commission. Yet the increased number of procedures and the lack of integrated processes combined with a changed systemic environment where the EP and the Council spend more time scrutinizing the Commission’s work has generated an intense culture of control. All officials in DG TREN who were interviewed insisted on this new aspect of the Commission’s working environment. For example, accountability mechanisms in financial matters are still very formal and induce fear
.  Officials argued that even though control mechanisms were in place before the Kinnock reforms, they have been strengthened and multiplied to the point that the notion of control and the feeling of being constantly controlled have become part of the officials’ common understanding of how their institution works. It has to be noted that the feeling of being controlled does not only come from outside the Commission but also from Commissioners. One DG TREN official pointed out
: 

Prodi a réduit la taille des Cabinets. Comme ils sont petits maintenant, les Commissaires sont très nerveux sur la manière dont les fonctionnaires travaillent. Barrot en est un exemple typique ; il bloque toute initiative législative donc les fonctionnaires sont démotivés car il y a un fort contrôle politique.
 

It can be argued that nothing much had been done on transport and energy matters when Prodi became President of the Commission, which explains the intense legislative activity with a Green Paper, a White Paper and the start of various international negotiations on these issues. This level of activity was not going to be sustained over years but other officials have highlighted the unusual level of political control coming from Commissioners. Control in the Commission takes different forms. It can be political, applied by Commissioners; it can be financial, implemented by the Financial Unit; it can be administrative, exercised by the Planning and Coordination Unit in the context of ABM. Control has seep into the officials’ cultural-cognitive conception of the Commission. 

*
*
*

DG TREN implemented all aspects of the Kinnock reforms and in this respect, institutional change in its structural, operational or cultural dimensions can not be denied. Yet empirical observation clearly emphasise the lack of ownership of several aspects of the reforms. Officials go through the motions when it comes to drafting the AMP or the AAR without envisaging them as useful tools in their daily work. The same approach applies to the CDRs or financial training. This can be explained by two main factors:  the DG’s policy-making tasks and leadership. First, officials consider that their main function is policy-making and not policy managing. Even though it has become more and more accepted that management should go hand in hand with policy conception, the former is still regarded as much less noble a task compared with the latter. As a result, some DG TREN officials seem to be reticent to the new practice of setting objectives, monitoring and evaluating. They also consider that it does not add any value to their work. Beyond the nature of DG TREN’s tasks, this attitude might even be better explained by leadership and human agency. When the reforms came into force, a French Director-General who was openly against a series of significant measures of the White Paper was in charge of DG TREN. Lamoureux organised some resistance within the DG and went head to head with Kinnock in a meeting the Commissioner had with Directors-General. Even though officially, Lamoureux softened towards the reform, it seems that reticence towards the ABM process in particular ran deep. 

As a result, DG TREN has undergone some significant structural changes, particularly in the financial domain. But it can be argued that it did not have a choice in the context of Commission-wide reforms enforced from the top. However in every operational and cultural aspect which requires some adhesion and ownership from staff, change has been more formal than practical affecting its depth. If change does not seep into the DG, there is a risk that it remains cosmetic and does not change the officials’ mentalities on managerial issues.

Chapter 8

Case study:  DG Regional Policy


This chapter completes our empirical study of institutional change at organisational level in the Commission. It looks at variance in institutional dimensions as a result of the implementation of the Commission-wide Kinnock reforms, using indicators developed in chapter 1. Its results will be compared with that found in chapter 7 on DG TREN and analysed in the concluding chapter in the context of the role of local organisational context, implementation capacities, power struggles and leadership over the translation process of the White Paper at meso level.

The Treaty of Rome was silent on the setting up of a Community regional policy. A few tools like the European Social Fund and the FEOGA-O were created in order to reduce disparities across the Community in terms of workers’ geographic and professional mobility for the former fund and rural infrastructures for the latter. However their impact was rather marginal and without any macro-economic results (Fries, 1995). In 1975, the European Regional Development Fund was set up but was granted only 250 million ECU. Significant change came with the Single European Act in 1985, whose title V was dedicated to “Economic and Social Cohesion”. The Delors Package I was adopted in February 1988 which doubled the money allocated to structural funds, reaching 63 billion ECU in 1993. However new member state Spain requested a more noticeable increase of financial assistance towards poorer regions of the Community. Soon Ireland, Greece and Portugal joined the lobbying and it led to the creation of the Cohesion Fund by the Maastricht Treaty. The Delors Package II agreed in December 1992 allocated 15.5 billion ECU to the Cohesion Fund and 141 billion to the structural funds for the 1994-1999 period. Since the Maastricht Treaty, the European Union has further developed its regional policy
, particularly with the 2004 and 2007 enlargements to 12 central and eastern European countries whose standard of living is significantly below the EU’s. As a result, in the period 2007-2013, cohesion policy will benefit from 35.7% of the total EU budget or 347 billion euros. The development of DG Regional Policy (REGIO) since 1985 is emblematic of the Commission’s. A rapid increase in its workload and financial allocation over a short period of time generated concerns of mismanagement and misappropriation of funds, which the Kinnock financial reform tried answering.   

DG REGIO’s Director-General was replaced in January 2007. Working under Polish Commissioner Hübner, German official Dirk Ahner took the post and restructured the DG’s units. Three intrinsic features make DG REGIO an interesting case study in a comparative perspective with DG TREN. First, it focuses mainly on policy managing and has little role in policy conception. Second, it is responsible for a sizeable part of the EU budget but its management is shared with the member states
. This makes the issue of responsibility for fraud or mismanagement quite problematic, which explains why it has been at the centre of the CIE’s report and is still at the core of the discussions between the ECA and the Commission. Finally, due to this shared financial management and the significant delegation to member states, it is a smaller DG than DG TREN, with staff reaching 722 in 2007 including contractual agents
. 

Looking at the institutional impact of the Kinnock reforms on DG REGIO, this chapter contends that given the nature of the Directorate-General’s tasks, the reform, specifically in its financial aspect, has significantly changed the way of doing business as well as the image of the DG. Organisational structures were modified to comply with the reform requirements and enhance the DG’s sanctity in terms of financial management (1). However, practical implementation of processes and procedures which were a direct or indirect result of the reform turned out to be more noticeable and homogeneous thanks to the IT means chosen to implement them (2). This has had a consequence on the cultural environment of officials who insist on the emergence of a dual culture of responsibility and control (3).


[image: image7.wmf] 



List of abbreviations used in this chapter

AAR
: 
Annual Activity Report

ABB
: 
Activity Based Budgeting

ABM
: 
Activity Based Management

AMP
: 
Annual Management Plan

APS
: 
Annual Policy Strategy

CWLP
: 
Commission Legislative Work Programme

CDR
: 
Career Development Review

EAC
: 
European Court of Auditors

IAC
: 
Internal Audit Capacities

IAS
: 
Internal Audit Service

PDB
: 
Preliminary Draft Budget

WFS
: 
Workflow System

1. Organisational structures

DG REGIO is structured into three coordination directorates, five operational ones and one external auditor directorate. The four coordination directorates include Directorate A which is in charge of financial and human resources, information technology as well as all activities pertinent to the ABM exercise and is directly accountable to the Director General. The financial side of the Kinnock reforms resulted in an overhaul of the DG’s organisational structure. Following the CIE’s report (1999b, 3.24.1.), strengthening of financial control and audit was enshrined at the heart of Kinnock’s reform. Decentralisation of control was therefore implemented and has demonstrated its pertinence in instilling all officials with a deep sense of financial responsibility (1.1.). In parallel were created two separate auditing structures, the IAC, which came as a direct result of the White Paper and the imperative of segregation between control and audit, and Directorate I on external auditing, which emerged indirectly from the implementation of the reform (1.2.).   

1.1. Financial re-structuring:  a smooth transition towards enhanced responsibility

As mentioned in previous chapters, the CIE criticised the ex ante financial visa which made DG Financial Control responsible for financial transactions and divested officials of any financial responsibility. The White Paper therefore set up financial decentralisation and each DG was asked to choose among four types of financial circuits the one that was best adapted to the nature of their financial transactions. DG REGIO chose Model 3 which is a fully decentralised financial system with counter-weight. As a result, DG REGIO was restructured and Directorate A set up. Unit A3, which counts 43 officials including 12 contractual agents, is in charge of budgetary and financial management. REGIO A3 is ordered around a HoU and a Deputy HoU. The financial structure is also strengthened by a special adviser to the Resource Director who follows the implementation of the 24 internal control standards and coordinates risk analysis across the DG. This organisational arrangement highlights the specificity of DG REGIO’s tasks and the importance which is given to the control standards in the daily work of the DG. Together with the Director, the Head of the Financial Unit as well as ad hoc specified officials, the adviser is also a designated authorising officer which allows him to sign off financial payments. The adviser is responsible for the follow-up to reports and recommendations made by the IAS or the IAC. Finally, he also presides the ad hoc group which deals with financial correction in case the verification in the Member State revealed irregularities. 

Model 3, which DG REGIO chose, is nicknamed the ‘Four Eyes’ because it involves four people controlling the transaction: 

· The Desk officer in the operational unit ("initiating officer") checks the coherence between the payment claim, the progress report and the provisions of the decision with the help of a check list. The Head of the operational unit ("verifying officer") has a second look at the financial soundness of the project. He/she endorses the desk officer's recommendation through a checklist.

· The financial desk officer in the financial unit (A3) ("financial initiating officer") checks the financial accuracy of the transaction with the help of a check list and initiates the financial transaction (in ABAC/Sincom).

· The verifying officer in the financial unit (A3) ("financial verifying officer") has a second look to the file and validates the financial transaction (in ABAC/Sincom).

· Finally, the authorising officer, i.e. the Director, as "subdelegate Authorising officer" makes a final check with the help of a check list and authorises the payment (in ABAC/Sincom). He is seconded by a financial assistant who makes an ex-ante verification.

Each actor in the payment procedure validates his step by an electronic paraph in the workflow system (WFS). For more efficiency, DG REGIO has added one more step:  before the payment procedure is launched by the Desk officer, there is a first technical verification by the financial unit (A3).

All officials interviewed, whether working in a horizontal or a geographic unit, commented on the advantages brought by the new financial structure, among which the way it made officials much more responsible
. This is summarised by a former key actor in DG REGIO’s human resources
:  

Le plus gros changement engendré par la réforme est une énorme responsabilisation. Maintenant il faut dire soi-même pourquoi on n’est pas d’accord au lieu de se retrancher derrière son auditeur financier. Les procédures sont rigoureuses et avec des contrepoids. Chacun a sa partie à vérifier. Je suis responsable de ce que je signe sur ma propre bourse.

All interviewees mentioned this heightened sense of responsibility at all levels within DG REGIO. DG REGIO officials clearly considered that the financial structure puts the final responsibility with operational people
. They did think though that the Commissioners had abdicated their responsibility by delegating it to the Director-General who in turn made Directors the ordonnateur sub-délégué
. But there was clearly no discontent with the undertaking of responsibility at all levels in the DG. 

Even though, most of DG REGIO interviewees considered that the CIE’s remark on the total lack of a sense of responsibility within the Commission was highly political and unfounded
, they still agreed that the financial reform has made the system “très solide”
:  “Il y a une sensibilisation de tous les intervenants avec des délais stricts. La DG publie tous les mois les engagements et paiements qui sont en retard dans la DG, et précisément dans quelles unités”
.

This financial re-organisation has not generated any bottleneck in the functioning of the DG. As a desk officer comments, “you can always go there [to the Financial unit] and ask for your dossier to be scrutinised quickly because it’s urgent”
. The structure put in place seems to suit all parties and good communication on financial files and financial requirements appears to be the rule within DG REGIO where operational units can seek explanation from the financial unit on the reasons why their project was rejected
. This is confirmed by a survey carried out by the Financial Unit among geographic Directorates which revealed that they have a good opinion of it
. This organisational financial structure was reinforced in 2005 with an efficient IT tool, the Work Flow System (WFS) which computerises internal procedures and payments following a checklist. 

Although DG REGIO middle managers seem to consider the decentralised financial system as an improvement on the old system, one interesting point was made in order to highlight what the reform has meant in terms of resource mobilisation at a Commission level: 

L’ancien contrôle financier avait au plus 300 personnes. Aujourd’hui la DG BUDG compte environ 1600 personnes qui font des contrôles ex ante. Il y en a 150 à l’IAS, environ 5 personnes par 30 services qui travaillent dans des IAC et encore 3 par 30 qui travaillent sur la coordination du contrôle interne. Cela fait en tout plus de 2000 personnes qui sont sur le contrôle financier !

More than a criticism of Model 3, this remark stigmatises the upsurge of auditing and financial control within the Commission, which came as a direct consequence of the circumstances in which the Commission had to resign. The accusations of fraud and mismanagement which were partially confirmed by the CEI forced the Commission and specifically DG REGIO, due to the size of the budget it had to manage, to go beyond what was necessary to prove its financial management sanctity.

 1.2. The auditing structure:  improving the Commission’s legitimacy


The other aspect of the financial reform, parallel to financial decentralisation, was the segregation of the control and audit functions. Therefore Internal Audit Capacities directly accountable to the Director-General were set up to carry out internal audits to the DG and assist the Director-General with the declaration of assurance he/she has to sign in the AAR. As the 2006 AAR (p 15) points out, 

[t]he risks in financial management and control arise in two broad ways [for DG REGIO]:  risks present in the implementation of European Regional Policy by the Member States and beneficiary countries and the risks in the Directorate General itself.

DG REGIO has an internal audit structure which is called the Internal Audit and Advice Unit (IAA) and which performs around 20 audits per year. At the start of the year, the IAA performs a risk analysis of DG REGIO’s activities and defines a work programme accordingly. This work programme is then discussed with the Director-General in the context of the AAR. The audits are diverse. They can be audits of compliance, on the internal control standards for example, risk assessments, like the one on human resources which was carried out in 2007 or operational audits, such as the one in 2006 which appraised the effectiveness of six internal control standards. The IAA’s remit also includes consulting work, as its title which includes “Advice” indicates. This advising duty involves a wider reflection on the DG’s tasks and their efficiency. In 2006 for example, the IAC launched a study on the role and responsibility of desk officers in order to identify how their influence on the field could be increased. The IAA’s work is well perceived by officials even if they deplore a lack of follow-up on the results which risk assessment exercises produce. IAA sometimes makes some proposals, like the submission by units of ‘management opinions’. In this case, the implementation of the recommendation, if accepted and agreed by the Director General, is sent to unit A1 which asks operational directors for such opinions, based on fiches prepared by each of their Heads of Unit. Once all documents are available, a reconciliation procedure begins under the chairmanship of the Director General in the framework of the "AAR editorial board".

Beyond the input the IAA might have in advising units on their human or financial management, its crucial function remains to consolidate the AAR’s process in order for the Director-General to sign the declaration of assurance with the reasonable guarantee of the legality and regularity of transactions. In order to reach this level of assurance, the IAA requests detailed fiches on each programme; operational Directors also do fiches on each country; around forty meetings are organised in which the fiches are discussed and the reservations concluded. It takes the IAA from November to end of March to complete this work
. 


The IAA is also involved in the AMP process. For example in 2006, it took a bottom-up approach in undertaking a DG-wide risk assessment which required each HoU to provide a risk assessment at his/her level. The IAA analyses the answers and reports on the main risks which need to be addressed in the 2007 AMP. The two risks identified relate to the implementation of the new IT system SFC 2007 which computerises all formal relationships with the Member States (including the payment requests for the new programming period) and the development of appropriate indicators for the evaluation strategy of the future Cohesion Policy Review. The two risks being identified, DG REGIO’s AAR 2006 states that   “[a]ppropriate actions were defined in the AMP 2007 in order to manage these risks at an acceptable level” (p 21). This acceptable level of risk is fixed at 2% which is considered by officials
 too low given the multiplicity of organisations and systems involved in delivering hundreds of thousands of diverse operations (AAR, 2006). 

This continuous endeavour to reduce the level of risk in financial management also pushed the DG to strengthen its external control mechanisms. In 2004, DG REGIO acknowledged the increased number of staff working on audits and decided to split the the Directorate into two:  a Resources Directorate and a self-standing Audit Directorate with 80 auditors dedicated to auditing projects, management systems put in place by Member States as well as financial ex post project evaluations. The significance of this organisational re-structuring should not be under-estimated. Even though it is by no means the implementation result of a measure in the White Paper, it remains “partly the consequence of the Kinnock reform, which turned the Commission into a more performing organisation. It created a new atmosphere”
. This new environment focused on performance, value for money and effectiveness means that “les auditeurs sont très puissants. Ils sont les nouvelles stars de la politique régionale”
. This recent organisational emphasis on external auditing can be explained by two factors. 

First and foremost, article 274 of the Treaty states that “the Commission shall implement the budget …on its own responsibility ... having regard to the principles of sound financial management.” Even though project management is shared with Member States who therefore manage 99% of the DG’s budget, the EP reaffirmed the Treaty’s words when it decided to postpone the 1997 budgetary discharge which started the series of events ending with the Commission’s resignation (PE 230650, p 7, point 0):  “La Commission est la responsable ultime au niveau communautaire de l’action des administrations nationales co-responsables de l’exécution des politiques nationales gérées en partenariat.” Afters years of ECA reports highlighting the Commission’s lack of rigorous approach to checking the legality and regularity of expenditure, DG REGIO therefore knew that it needed a drastic change and commitment to more and better control of project management systems in the Member States. As the CIE indicates (1999b:  3.17.2.), there had been regulations after regulations restating in other terms the same requirements as the previous one. Regulations 4253/88, 2064/97 and 1260/99 all put the Member States in first line when combating fraud, requesting that “they ensure that management and control systems are in place, vouch for the expenditure declarations presented to the Commission (this time prepared by someone independent of project management) and recover sums lost through irregularity.” The CIE considered that Regulation 1260/99 clarified responsibilities but it insisted that it would depend on its implementation whether it led to better control or not (1999b, 3.17.3). DG REGIO therefore decided to make this Regulation’s implementation different through reorganising itself and allocating the adequate resources to carry out the best possible control. Making DG REGIO irreproachable was also crucial if the Commission was to recover some authority on the EU institutional scene. Even though many successive ECA reports well before 2000 criticised DG REGIO’s management control and therefore refused to deliver a positive DAS, it is the resignation of the College of Commissioners and the attached allegations of fraud and mismanagement which durably and deeply tarnished the institution’s legitimacy.

The second element which explains the emergence of a separate Audit Directorate is the new process set up by the White Paper, namely the AAR. Since the Director-General has got to sign a declaration of assurance which makes him/her personally financially responsible in case of irregularities which could “harm the interests of the institution” (European Commission, 2006:  47), the creation of a separate Directorate properly staffed which was dedicated to the audit of the management and control system in the Member States was essential. The IAA ultimately gives its own assurance to the Director-General based on the audit reports it receives from the Audit Directorate. This is the result of the ‘single audit’ approach taken by DG REGIO which involves integration of the control activities of the Commission and the Member States. Thanks to an audit tracking tool, SYSAUDIT, adopted in 2005, DG REGIO follows up on the implementation by Member States of recommendations to correct systems weaknesses which it made in its audit reports (AAR, 2006). 

DG REGIO’s financial organisational structure was overhauled. Financial decentralisation which was at the heart of the White Paper meant that DG REGIO had to reinforce the financial unit and create an internal audit capacity. Due to the nature of the DG’s tasks and the reasons which brought the Commission down, the DG went beyond the letter of the reform and strengthened its financial structure with an Audit Directorate. Overall, the change in formal structures made the DG more coherent towards its own officials and more legitimate towards the outside. DG REGIO’s officials however insisted on the processes and procedures’ “lourdeur”.

2. Processes and procedures

DG REGIO had to implement the same processes and procedures as DG TREN, as they were stated in the White Paper. DG REGIO officials did not complain too much about the rigidity of the processes and looked at both sides of the coin. They commented on the increasing bureaucratisation of their every day work, yet they also acknowledged that DG REGIO and the Commission in general needed to have irreproachable processes and procedures in order to regain their legitimacy. The financial and ABM processes are therefore well considered, given the DG’s work which placed it at the heart of the financial disrepute exposed by the CIE (2.1). In parallel, procedures like the Work Flow System and indicators have come to strengthen the credibility and legitimacy built by the processes. Yet some processes like the CDRs and mobility create a lot of tension and difficulties in a DG whose staff requirements are specific due to linguistics constraints on geographical desks (2.2.).

2.1.
Processes:  further essential pieces of the Commission’s legitimacy puzzle

The main process which the White Paper introduced was the ABM and SPP cycle. It focused the DGs on strategic planning and programming of their work and resources. As detailed in previous chapters, the ABM process includes many different steps which extend over two years. DG REGIO’s unit A1 deals with strategic planning which includes the CLWP, the AMP and the AAR. It works on interpreting the rules and regulations which are sent by the Commission’s horizontal services such as the Secretariat-General or DG BUDG. It compiles them and gathers them into clusters which it then explains to the DG’s directorates. 

Unit A1 entertains good relations with operational directorates over the AAR and the AMP which is another facet of the APS. The ABM cycle being a Commission-wide exercise, its time-frame is identical for DG TREN and DG REGIO. In December 2006, DG REGIO received an SPP circular requesting it to submit by February 2007 a document stating its policy priorities and strategic activities as well as the matching human and financial resources per policy area. Since the reform started to be implemented, rules have changed and been adjusted very often so there is a significant explanatory work which is done by the unit to keep all directorates up-to-date. The unit sieves through the numerous rules that emanate from the Secretariat-General SPP and operates “un travail de digestion de ces règles afin de présenter les choses en mettant l’accent sur ce qui est important pour la DG REGIO”
. From February to September 2007, the Directorates work on their operational programming which will form the 2008 CLWP. It will also feed the DG’s 2008 AMP which is completed in December 2007. 

In parallel, unit A1 started the AAR process in December 2006 when it sent out the instructions to the Directorates and ended it with the finalised AAR report published on 30 March 2007. In this document, the DG assessed its achievements in terms of policy results; it reflected on the strengths and weaknesses of the management and internal control systems in place; it finally made a series of reservations before the Director-General and the Resource Director signed the declaration of assurance. In order to put together this document, there is one representative per directorate who deals with the SPP cycle and the indicators which need to be informed and who is Unit A1’s relay. Unit A1 compiled numerous documents for the 2006 AAR. It looked at the 2006 policy achievements, the management tool used in monitoring the actions, the report done by the ordonnateurs sub-délégués, the countries’ audit fiches, ad hoc contributions from the human resources or the finance units and the reports from other DGs to which some of the work is sub-delegated, like DG ENTR, DG RELEX or DG EUROSTAT. As diagram 8.1. indicates, the units and directorates have to deal with several inter-connected but still separate cycles with the AAR, the AMP and the CLWP which generate a processual burden. 



Diagram 8.1. Preparation for the 2008 SPP cycle in DG REGIO
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The former English Director-General of DG REGIO as much as the current German one have not opposed the strategy-oriented development instigated by the reform and officials’ reaction is rather positive. DG REGIO even carries out a mid-term assessment of the AMP and of the AAR. Officials working on operational desks consider that the reporting process is very heavy and not necessarily accurate because there is a lack of information on the impact and output of the policy coming back from the Member States, despite the creation of monitoring committees for each operational programmes
. Yet, people from horizontal units regard the mid-term assessments as “un outil utile pour nous et un outil de communication avec l’extérieur. Cela permet de voir sur quoi on est en retard”
.  It has to be noted that there is also an intense effort of coordination in the DG in order to coordinate the implementation of the objectives stated in the AMP. Directors meet every week to keep informed of the implementation process and take the necessary decisions. Moreover the Commissioner meets with the Director General on a weekly basis. Finally, the Director General is kept informed by bimonthly financial reports, bimonthly activity reporting, discussions with the Audit Directorate, weekly meetings with the IAA and with the Resource Director on human resources issues (AMP, 2007).

Thus many consider the AAR and the AMP as helpful exercises. Commenting on the overall process, an official sincerely remarked
: 

L’exercice ABM est fait au niveau de toute l’institution ce qui va dans une démarche de planification et de programmation structurée. La définition des priorités et la programmation par rapport aux objectifs politiques sont faites par toute l’institution donc cela devrait donner beaucoup plus de cohérence à l’action de la Commission par rapport aux objectifs qui lui sont fixés. Si on dépasse le caractère austère et délicat de l’exercice AAR, cela amène à réfléchir sur les faiblesses des systèmes de gestion et de contrôle. Globalement, on module de plus en plus le jugement sur la gestion des Etats Membres alors qu’avant on était beaucoup moins regardant. C’est une base d’analyse. Mais l’exercice est fait de façon cosmétique.

Two main elements reduce the programming potential of the SPP cycle. First it tends to be considered as a formal exercise rather than a programmatic and strategic tool. This lack of commitment to the exercise is revealing, according to one official, of the way the reform was conceived:  in a hurry without any consideration for what the DGs had to say. “La réforme a été imposée plus qu’appropriée”
 which has led to an absence of ownership by the fonctionnaires. The second criticism is specific to DG REGIO’s tasks and functions. The ABM/SPP cycle includes the drafting up of the Preliminary Draft Budget (PDB) of the Commission. This is intended to strengthen the links between policy priorities and the allocation of resources. However DG REGIO’s tasks are planned over a seven-year cycle. The DG has just finished the 2000-2006 period and it is preparing for the 2007-2013 period. This pluri-annual cycle of activity does not fit well with an annual programming. In the AAR, the DG gives account for the way it spent its financial resources in the past year. In fact, payments are integrated in a pluri-annual cycle of audits which generates financial corrections over the entire period when audits reveal misappropriation of European funds
. The AAR’s yearly basis makes it an artificial exercise for DG REGIO: 

Il y a un problème de structuration annuelle du budget et de la programmation. Finalement les discussions budgétaires au sein de la DG REGIO se résument à des discussions de personnel car tout a déjà été décidé pour 7 ans
. 

 An official also noted that there is a problem of synchronisation between the ABM cycle, the budgetary cycle and the AMP cycle
. The College debates in February 2007 the draft APS and the preparation for the PDB starts. Early 2007, each DG has to give an estimate of its 2008 activities, on which the request for resources for 2008 is made to the budgetary authority. However the DG’s AMP which gives a specific account of the priorities and matching resources for 2008 is done at the end of 2007. It results that there is often a mismatch between actual needs and resources allocated. This does not result from the reform as such but more from the length of the budgetary process which involves other institutions than the Commission and therefore requires more time to complete.

The pluri-annual programming which rules DG REGIO’s work makes the annual cycles of strategic planning and programming introduced by the reform look like an odd fit. The exercise seems to remain rather formal. The main difference lies in officials’ insistence on how the AMP and AAR have deeply raised everybody’s sentiment of responsibility and accountability in the DG. Even if the ABM cycle is criticised, its merit is always acknowledged in terms of enhancement of the DG’s and therefore the Commission’s legitimacy towards other institutions. A similar picture emerges from the interviews over the procedures put in place to complement processes, even though their cumbersomeness remains the main feature.

2.2. Procedures:  bureaucratised legitimacy

The White Paper developed procedures which were intended to strengthen the credibility of processes. The implementation of the Kinnock reforms by DG REGIO led to procedures aimed to ensure objectivity and accurate measurement of performance, be it in the human resources domain with the CDRs or the policy managing area with indicators and electronic checklists which would harmonise decision making at DG level. Since the 2000 White Paper, as an indirect consequence of its emphasis on getting value for money from within the Commission, the evaluation procedure of programmes whose management is shared with Member States has been toughened up. The 2007-2013 period in particular gives responsibility to the Member State for carrying out evaluations if anything goes wrong during the programme. Before the projects start, DG REGIO requires that the Member State show it their manual of financial control systems. As part of the ex ante evaluation, the Member State has got to do an independent audit of its management system. There is then a mid-term review half way through the programme. Finally, at the end of the programme, the Commission carries out an ex post evaluation
. 

The Kinnock reforms did not only insist on evaluation but also on monitoring. The implementation of the key actions to be carried out and the progress achieved on the relevant targets and indicators appropriate to each action are monitored through the mid-term assessment of the AMP. This focus on measuring impacts and outcomes of policies and monitoring their implementation is particularly present in the mind of DG REGIO’s officials who know it is the best way to argue the added-value of regional policy towards the EP, the Council and the ECA. As a HoU puts it, “l’insistance sur les indicateurs et les targets est une conséquence de la réforme. La politique régionale n’était pas vendue avant”
. Since the reform, the AMP is structured in terms of impact, output and result indicators. Even though most officials will highlight the importance of indicators in presenting and defending the regional policy outside of the Commission, they also highlight their weaknesses. One official therefore explained that 

Toutes les méthodes d’évaluation relèvent du micro-économique. Il y a environ 10,000 projets par an, tous dans des domaines très variés. On prétend suivre les outputs, impacts et résultats mais ils ne sont pas additionnables. C’est comme additionner des poires et des pommes.
 

Interestingly, the same official also points out that the HERMIN macro-sectoral modelling framework which is used at the national and the macro-regional level does not manage to understand all the complexity of specific circumstances. This can create a dichotomy between the results and the reality of the situation. The best example being the regional policy carried out in Italy. It did achieve its objective, which was to build new roads in southern Italy. All the indicators were met. However these roads were used to travel up North instead of developing activity and wealth in the South. 

In order to help with the monitoring but also harmonise policy-managing throughout the DG, an electronic tool of checklists was introduced. The programme’s

life progresses as long as the elements in the checklist are ticked and the enhanced sense of responsibility generated by the reform makes the ticking an important operation for the desk officers and the HoUs. Operational staff resisted strongly against its introduction because they complained that the checklists were too rigid and did not necessarily fit the situation of their specific project
. A Director
 joked that 

Avant c’était par écrit et quand la checklist arrivait et que je n’étais pas tout à fait content de la question sur la checklist, je la modifiais puis j’y répondais. Tout le monde faisait de la même façon mais je dois avouer que ce n’était pas très rigoureux.

Payments can be rejected via the WFS and it automatically generates a letter to the Member States informing them of the situation and the course to take. “The fact that Brian Gray, the current accountant of the Commission, was financial Director in DG REGIO in 1999-2000 explains why the DG has the most organised IT system of the House”
 remarks an official. Even though some officials still criticise the WFS for its mechanical aspect and the lack of qualitative appreciation of the situation
, a majority have accepted it and even acknowledged that it has been beneficial in the coherence it has brought to the work. The DG furthermore monitors the effective functioning of systems in each Member States through an electronic tool, the SFC 2007, which is shared with the Member States and helps with “le processus de paiement et de négociation”
.
The other significant procedures which DG REGIO had to implement dealt with human resources management. The most controversial one was the CDRs. Many HoUs in DG REGIO have a very critical view of the CDRs. They acknowledge that they have a couple of positive aspects in that they require that an official meets at least once a year his or her HoU. The self-assessment and discussion which ensues are also lauded. However DG REGIO HoUs have a similar analysis of the drift in implementation of the CDRs. The mechanism of the CDRs is the same as described in the case-study of DG TREN since it is a Commission-wide procedure with the allocation of merit points and priority points and the link between evaluation and promotion. Exactly like in DG TREN, DG REGIO officials criticise how time-consuming and complex the CDRs are. They also consider that the new evaluation and promotion system, which is only in operation in the Commission among all the European institutions, has had five consequences: 

· A small spread of points which penalises the most performing and rewards the average.

· Slower promotions for high performing officials. There is an internal rule to DG REGIO which prevents anyone from getting a mark above 14 the year after his/her promotion, no matter what his/her performance was
.  There is a Commission-wide competition between DGs over which one promotes more than the others. Therefore regardless of their performance, officials who are on the brink of being promoted will get the necessary points so that the DG can show the highest rate of promotions possible. 
· A biased human resources management system. This is explained by the intrinsic contradiction of the CDR system which tries to reconcile a necessary collective procedure at Commission level of allocation of points with an individual procedure of evaluation of an individual. A HoU therefore concluded
 :  

Le nombre de points est déterminé par rapport au nombre de promotions et tout cela est fixé par la perspective budgétaire au Conseil. Mais le problème est que la procédure est un processus individuel. L’entretien avec l’agent est très bien mais dans un système où la répartition des notes est décidée collectivement, au niveau central, l’entretien devient formel. Les distorsions qu'engendrent la procédure de CDR dans sa version actuelle entre d'une part les attentes personnelles de l'agent qui fait l'objet d'une évaluation individuelle, et d'autre part le nécessaire arbitrage au niveau collectif de la répartition des points en vue de l'attribution de promotions devant entrer dans un cadre cohérent et équitable pour l'ensemble des services et des DG, est un constat qui nécessite une amélioration du système de CDR.

· The allocation of marks, which did not exist in the old system, has generated real frictions within units and made officials more individualistic and competitive. 

· An increasing demotivation of staff which, in a few cases, has participated in their decision of leaving the Commission for careers with better promotion prospects. In some instances, the superior of a HoU interferes with the attribution of the mark and commentary assessing an administrator’s performance. This is to guarantee the coherence between the mark and the commentary and leave no grounds to a successful appeal to the Comité Paritaire d’Evaluation. However, it tends to demotivate the HoU as much as the administrator. 

The CDR procedure is very heavy and the IT tool which underpins it is not user friendly. As a result, “le CDR est devenu une messe mais comme pour certains bons catholiques, on oublie parfois pourquoi on y va”
.

There is a gap between formal and practical implementation of the Kinnock processes and procedures in DG REGIO which is witnessed in a clear lack of ownership of the reform measures by some officials who do not use the ABM process or the CDR procedure as internal management tools. They also complain that they are snowed under heavy and lengthy procedures. Yet there is an understanding that the ABM processes and procedures put in place by the reform are crucial to the DG’s legitimacy as external management evidence in a context of increased scrutiny by the EP, the ECA and the Member States. This construction of an internal/external dichotomy is also visible in the norms and culture the DG developed following the Kinnock reforms.

3. Norms and culture

On a normative level, DG REGIO tried to carve out its own identity through a specific training programme and an ad hoc implementation of mobility. These efforts did not help to bridge the cultural divide which existed prior to the reform between geographic and horizontal units and which was exacerbated to some extent by the mobility programme (3.1.). The reform has however developed throughout the DG a dual culture of responsibility and control linked to the officials’ perceived partaking in the Commission being granted a positive DAS (3.2.). 

3.1.  Norms:  an attempt to carve out a specific DG identity 

The Kinnock reforms led to the emergence of new norms in the DG. In order to enhance their chances of getting promotion, and more specifically into managerial positions, officials are encouraged to change jobs every five years. This is obligatory for sensitive posts, which represent about a third of the DG, and voluntary in other cases, even though when your superior advises you to move, “c’est le genre de conseil que le parrain donne… il ne vaut mieux pas refuser!”
. The previous Director-General Graham Meadows experienced a lot of resistance from Directors when promoting mobility. When restructuring the DG, he constrained 30 people to move but he wanted to turn mobility into a norm which officials would integrate into their career development. Due to Meadows’s departure, there was a pause in the implementation of the mobility programme. The new Director-General Ahner has taken up where Meadows left it but with caution since 2007 is a pivotal year when seven-year national programmes are negotiated and adopted. HoUs are reluctant to see their desk officers leave. Given the official’s lengthened career as a result of the reform, unit A2 is trying to promote mobility as a way of enriching one’s CV. However many officials are trying to oppose this normative system for several reasons. First, even though the fonctionnaire on the move carries his/her points in his knapsack, he/she will be penalised in the CDR because he/she will have to work more to learn the job whereas he/she did not have to produce so many efforts in the previous job which he/she knew very well. Since the mark in the CDR is the basis for merit points and priority points which finally leads to promotion, mobility is frowned upon. 

Second, a few officials
 consider that the mobility is counter-active because there is a lack of forward planning which would preserve institutional knowledge and competence through the training of the incomers by the outgoers. It is argued that it generates “une perte de mémoire de l’institution”
. Others contend that mobility encourages fonctionnaires to do several different types of jobs over a 35 year career which enriches the human capital of the institution
. One point has to be made though on the topic of mobility. There is a strong divide on the issue between HoUs involved in horizontal work, who are in favour of the process in their overwhelming majority, and those heading a geographic unit, who are more reticent. Due to the nature of DG REGIO’s work, about 250 desk officers and HoUs out of 722 officials are on a sensitive post. It implies a high turnover every five years for units whose work is planned over a seven year period and involves specific language skills. As a result, “les personnes responsables d’un pays ont envie de rester là. Les chefs d’unité veulent retenir leurs bons éléments comme la prunelle de leurs yeux. C’est vrai qu’il est difficile de lâcher quelqu’un quand on est en pleine négociation des programmes […]”
. Therefore several exceptions to the principle of mobility have been granted in DG REGIO, which leads some HoUs in horizontal Directorates to point out a lack of normative consistency. Furthermore, mobility seems to happen in majority within the DG. Yet there are several officials pushing for its extended implementation which would mean inter-DG and not only intra-DG mobility.  

Another aspect of the normative system put in place is a means of socialising into the processes and practices of the reform and the wider developments of regional policy through a tailor-made training programme. In order to make the transition to the reform easier, DG REGIO put in place training courses which were complimented by every interviewee. The Kinnock reforms insisted that the development of the human resources management include 9 ½ days of training. DG REGIO’s human resources unit A2 counts 5 people who work on putting together pertinent training packages for DG REGIO’s officials. There is a training programme which DG ADMIN offers to all the DGs and then DG REGIO provides seminars which are tailor-made for its own officials as one explains:  “La formation au management est faite à la Commission. Il y a un système de coach et de tutorat. Le coaching peut être interne ou externe. C’est très bien fait”
. A HoU even admitted that she considered it an unnecessary luxury when it was introduced and that she had changed her mind after following herself managerial and linguistic training
. Thanks to the work of the human resources unit on the quality and the relevance of the offer in training programmes to DG officials, DG REGIO’s HoUs feel well-equipped to do their work in a changing environment. The work of unit A2 in this regard has also carved out a specific identity for DG REGIO, bringing some cohesion to the DG and support to officials. 

DG REGIO provides a specific and different context to the training and mobility norms. In DG REGIO, which includes operational tasks defined in seven-year cycles and horizontal tasks which remain pretty constant over the years, the mobility norm reveals the complexity of implementing a one-size-fit all reform in such a multitasking organisation as the Commission. But each DG is also autonomous enough to implement the way it wants at the speed it wants the various measures within the broader reform framework. A good example of this autonomy of DGs is their website. It is really interesting to note that not only do they not follow a similar template but their content, on the issue of reform procedures for example, can be quite distinct. DG REGIO’s AMP is one of the first documents you come across on DG REGIO’s website. 

This autonomy means that in the case of DG REGIO, specific efforts are made, particularly in the area of human resources, to create a distinctive normative environment within the constraint of rules set by the reform. Training is one example. Another which was mentioned by quite a few HoUs in DG REGIO is the flexi-time system which was being set up. From 1 April 2007, flexi-time has become available to anyone in DG REGIO who fills in a time-sheet which the HoU’s secretary then encodes in TIM (the IT tool used to manage flexi-time). Even though the official working week in the Commission is of 37 hours, many work closer to 60 or even 70 hours. Flexi-time allows officials to declare their real working hours and recover a maximum of 2 days during the following month. 

This social environment within the DG gives the impression to the outsider of a rather cohesive working environment. Key elements of the official’s life such as training and flexi-time have been internalised and accepted. This formal aspect of the cultural dimension is corroborated by the change which has happened at a more informal level with the noticeable formation of common beliefs underpinning the achievement of the desired objective:  the positive DAS.

3.2.  Culture:  a noticeable and deep change

When asked about the reform, all DG REGIO officials I interviewed insisted on the significance of the financial measures. Due to the circumstances in which the Commission had to resign and the political scrutiny exercised by the EP and the Member States, Kinnock focused his attention on putting in place the appropriate structures, processes and procedures which would guarantee that the Commission’s handling of European moneys was irreproachable, even though the Commission only manages 10% of the European budget itself. The message sent by Kinnock was heard loud and clear by DG REGIO officials who do not hesitate to talk about a change in culture with “une vraie responsabilisation en matière de gestion financière”
. Concepts of financial responsibility and value for money are now embedded in their every day work and defining their reference frameworks.

As an indirect consequence of the reform, new financial management principles were included in the Council regulation No 1260/1999 laying down general provisions on the Structural Funds such as the N+2 rule. It is designed “to prevent an excessive build up of unused commitments for an operational programme, which can complicate closure and interfere with successor programmes, by providing an incentive to ‘spend the money’ in line with targets” (OJEU, C 124/4, 5/6/2007). A HoU observed, “pendant des années, on n’a jamais clôturé les programmes des années 90. Les engagements étaient faits mais pas les paiements”
. This difference between commitment and payment appropriations is called the RAL, the French acronym for Reste À Liquider. It is used to assess the level of progress in programme implementation in member states. The RAL keeps on increasing as long as expenses increase which reveal that the authority in charge of the programme is carrying it through. As diagram 8.2. shows, expenditure in a programme starts slowly and climaxes mid-way or even closer to the end of a programme. Although a programme period runs over seven years, from 2000 to 2006 for example, the real life of projects is longer because of the ex post evaluations which are carried out after the end of the programming period and the N+2 rule which allows member states to claim for payments two years after a commitment by the Commission
. This N+2 rule has therefore shortened the RAL’s life cycle which demonstrates better programme and financial management by DG REGIO.

Diagram 8.2.  Evolution of payments over a programming period
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This culture of financial responsibility which infuses all units in DG REGIO can also be noticed in the constant discussions over the positive DAS
. The ECA’s DAS looks at the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions and at the reliability of the Community accounts. It is one of the items examined by the Parliament and Council in drawing up the discharge decision. In 2005, for the twelfth successive financial year, the ECA issued a DAS which was qualified for payments relating to all parts of the general budget of the European Union except administrative expenditure. The qualified DAS reflects the complexity faced by the Commission in implementing the EU budget, and the challenge it faces in providing satisfactory audit evidence to the Court, particularly regarding member states’ management of European monies. As mentioned earlier, member states deal with over 80% of the European budget. Yet the Treaty of the European Union states that the Commission is ultimately financially responsible for the member states’ actions. As a result, the ECA has refused to issue a positive DAS, highlighting year after year “the continuing weaknesses in Member States’ management and control systems and the Commission's supervisory role” (European Commission, 2007:  27). 

Following the ECA opinion No 2/2004 on an effective and efficient integrated internal control framework (OJEU, C 107/1, 30/4/2004), the Commission adopted a “Roadmap to an Integrated Internal Control Framework” in June 2005. This new framework is aiming to establish responsibility for budget supervision and internal audit at Member State level. The aim is to encourage the institutions and member states to work more closely together to achieve an internal control framework from beginning to end so as to provide the European Court of Auditors with sufficient and reasonable assurance for it to be able to grant a positive DAS on the regularity and reliability of the underlying transactions, principally of payments. HoUs in DG REGIO were all very sensitive to the Commission’s goal of a positive DAS, in which the DG has a significant role to play. Yet there is a belief shared by most HoUs that the positive DAS is not attainable because the ECA is a political institution which maintains its influence through the DAS. An official therefore commented: 

Cela fait 15 ans que la DAS est l’objectif et on a toujours les mêmes commentaires de la Cour. Ce n’est pas un problème de méthodologie mais le fait que la Cour ne clarifie pas ce qu’elle veut pour donner une DAS positive. La Cour n’ose pas critiquer les Etats Membres. A l’heure actuelle, le risque de faire une erreur [pour les opérations relevant de la seule Commission] est très petit.
 

As a consequence, the Commission and the ECA have been at loggerheads over the positive DAS. In its 2006 AAR, DG REGIO clearly states its fundamental disagreement with the Court over the effectiveness of the supervisory controls carried out by the Commission (European Commission, 2007:  27): 

It considers that the Court fails to give sufficient weight to the multi-annual aspect of the control arrangements for the Structural Funds that enables them to correct or compensate the material deficiencies over the entire programming period, and that its conclusions are too generalised given the small size of the sample and the lack of homogeneity between Funds, Member States and systems. 

The flip side of this financial responsibility is a feeling which all HoUs seem to share that there is a pervasive culture of control developing as a result of the multiple processes and procedures generated by the reform. One HoU in particular wondered whether there had been a genuine change in culture or whether the officials’ enhanced awareness on financial matters is due to “la peur du gendarme”
. Many complain about how time-consuming the new processes and procedures are compared with the added-value of the exercise. The insistence on indicators and targets which are monitored and evaluated has allowed the DG to display and defend its policy because “la politique régionale n’était pas vendue auparavant”
. Yet the constant internal auditing, auditing by the IAS and the control exercised by the ECA, mainly for the achievement of a positive DAS, create a pressurized environment which officials regret, particularly since they consider that the ECA will never deliver them a positive DAS. They believe that the reform pendulum has gone too far and some balance between control and risk has got to be introduced. However one HoU pointed out that taking risks would require the political body, i.e. the College, endorsing some responsibility as well. Yet the reform has allowed them to be less responsible: “le Collège s’est encore plus défaussé sur les services car ils ont organisé l’ordonnancement délégué aux Directeurs-Généraux”
. This dual movement of further responsibility of fonctionnaires as well as increased control of their actions has constructed a novel cultural environment which is criticised yet accepted by DG REGIO officials because of the external legitimacy it brings to their work. 
*
*
*

DG REGIO’s implementation and acceptance of the reform has been very contrasted. The structural change has happened with new financial structures being put in place at DG level to replace the Commission-wide horizontal service of Financial Control. Similarly operational and cultural change has been witnessed due to a certain level of integration of the reform measures by staff. Despite being critical of the ‘lourdeur’ of the new procedures and processes and the culture of control which they have generated, officials have overall accepted that these downsides were a necessary trade-off in order to regain their credibility as a DG and show the outside world that they were legitimate in efficient programme managing. The power struggle in which the DG has been engaged with the ECA over the positive DAS has shaped the staff’s acceptance of the reform and therefore their practical implementation of the measures which they believe can bring them the institutional legitimacy they need to face the EP and the ECA. The second aspect which really structured the positive environment in which the reform was received is the DG’s leadership. Since the reform was launched, two Directors-General have been in charge and both have been ideologically sympathetic to the reform measures which has considerably facilitated their effective implementation. 

Having studied the Kinnock reforms at macro-level and then through two case studies, at meso-level, it is time to draw conclusions about the nature, scope and dynamic of institutional change which the Commission has undergone since 2000. 

Chapter 9 

Conclusions:  Understanding heterogeneous institutional change in the Commission


Institutional change has been at the heart of the Commission’s reform process since 2000. Rather than analyse whether the Kinnock reforms generated institutional change or not, this research built on the works of Kassim (2004a, 2004b, 2008), Levy (2002, 2003, 2004), Peterson (2004) and Cini (2004), which specifically discuss the Kinnock reforms and unanimously demonstrate the occurrence of change. Even though these authors might not agree on the depth of change or its ‘success’ and how to define it, they all concur that the Kinnock reforms achieved what no other reform programme of the Commission ever did:  change and impact. This dissertation therefore sought to re-situate the debate in a historical and evolutionary administrative perspective which no other researcher had done until now and go beyond the observation and measurement of change in order to understand its nature, scope and dynamic as well as the consequences for the Commission as a political institution. It gives an in-depth multi-dimensional answer to the central question: what explains institutional change in the Commission since 2000? 

In answering this question, this work adds three significant perspectives to the existing literature. Firstly, it sets the administrative reform in an evolutionary perspective which gives a better and more rounded understanding of opportunities and constraints for the Kinnock reforms. It identifies political opportunities in the administrative construction of the Commission from its creation to 1999 and highlights how path dependent the Kinnock reforms really are. It specifically de-constructs the Commission’s resignation as a political opportunity and traces its effects on institutional change. Second, it analyses the macro-level impact of NPM ideas on the reform content, which has been largely disregarded by the current literature in analysing the type of reform the Commission went through and its wider implications regarding the institution’s political status and legitimacy. Finally, it reaches conclusions on the effects of the translation process on the dynamic of institutional change which the Commission went through, comparing the case study results from the meso-level in order to delve in the entrails of the organisation and assess the reform in action. 

This dissertation now summarises the results produced at the macro and meso-level in order to answer the two sub-research questions set out in chapter 1 about the effects of political opportunity structures and NPM ideas on institutional change in the Commission after 2000. Results largely confirm the three hypotheses made. 

Looking at attempts to reform the Commission over fifty years as well as its institutional construction highlights how many ideas, which are at the heart of the Kinnock reforms, had already been examined and detailed in reports since the 1950s. However these ideas were never implemented. The macro-analysis of institutional change between 1950 and 1999 and the failure of reform efforts underlines the crucial significance of the Commission’s resignation as a political opportunity which combined the necessary problem, policy and political factors to trigger change and departure from path dependent reform strategies. Therefore section one will highlight the path dependency of ideas which informed the reform content but it will also demonstrate the significance of political opportunity in triggering revolutionary change when it came to the reform process (1.). Building on the dynamic administrative reflection which had taken place in previous years, the Commission took the chance of the College resignation to design and implement a reform profoundly based on NPM ideas, which went beyond traditional organisational aspects and reached into the political and democratic dimensions of the Commission in order to re-establish its institutional legitimacy (2). These conclusions from the macro-level analysis were further enriched and deepened when combined with changes observed in the DGs in order to assess the full scope of institutional change. The change process in the Commission left a mark but the translation at DG level reveals important variation. If local organisational contexts, implementation capacities and power struggles play a role in the dynamic of institutional change in DG TREN and DG REGIO, ultimately it is leadership and human agency in those DGs which condition the internalisation and therefore ownership of the reform by staff (3.).

1. From path dependency to political opportunity: explaining revolutionary change

HI acknowledges the importance of path dependency in policy-making and institutional change and puts it at the centre of its analytical framework. Looking at the Kinnock reforms, it is clear that the White Paper was influenced by many previous reports and recommendations which vindicate the path dependency of the Kinnock reforms with regard to its content (1.1.). Yet, the departure from previous patterns comes in the actual reform process which represents a revolutionary change in approach to administrative reform, triggered by political opportunity and carried forward by strong leadership (1.2.). 

1.1.  An evolutionary reform in its content

The study of the Kinnock reforms highlights the extent to which their content was path dependent and based on recycled ideas which had been included in the many reports on administrative re-structuring and re-organisation produced since the Commission’s creation. A historical institutionalist approach of the reforms helps nuance the traditional view that the Commission is an administration with a mission which has never considered managerial matters as relevant or significant for its future. A historical perspective emphasises how within the first twelve months of its existence, the European administration had already commissioned a consultancy firm specialised in organisational design, to review the organisation of the Commission’s administrative services with the idea of rationalising them. In a memo to van Karnebeek dated from 27 November 1958, Noël explained that 

[l]a Commission a convenu qu’il serait utile, à l’image de ce qui a été fait dans diverses organisations internationales et même dans certaines administrations nationales, de demander à une entreprise spécialisée en organisation scientifique du travail, d’effectuer l’étude sur l’organisation et le fonctionnement de la DG de l’Administration afin de soumettre au Directeur Général de l’Administration et à la Commission elle-même des conclusions sur les modifications éventuelles qui pourraient être suggérées (BAC/51/86/496).

Subsequent to this first step towards administrative rationalisation, many more reports followed examining and recommending options to improve the internal functioning of the Commission. Five key elements can be outlined which Kinnock put at the heart of his reforms: strategic planning and programming, mobility, linear career, decentralisation, ethics.

First, the report of the Table Ronde des Huit in 1970, like Ortoli’s report in 1961, pointed out that, when it came to work practices, there was a significant lack of strategic planning within the Commission. Given the ever-expanding scope of competence of the Commission but its limited financial and human resources, its lack of “programmes d’activités” (BAC 164/89/309, p 11) appeared a real deficiency. The programming system would have allowed the Commission to provide some genuine political drive, which was expected from the Commission. In 1979, the Spierenburg report re-affirmed the necessity for work-programming and stressed the importance of “management qualities” (1979: 24). The review group insisted that each DG should draft a work programme to which staff could relate more easily than with the Commission’s annual legislative work programme. In the spirit of better programming, the Commission introduced in 1970, following the signing of the treaty on the financial structure of the European Communities, the use of Planning, Programming Budgeting System (PBBS) in its budgetary choices. The White Paper’s second chapter recycles these ideas on programming and sets up the ABM cycle and the ABB mechanism which are at the heart of the new Annual Policy Strategy cycle and aim to improve the Commission’s strategic programming and budgeting through objectives, indicators, monitoring, reporting and evaluation. 

Second, on the issue of staff management, the Spierenburg report encouraged staff mobility which it considered as “a right and a duty” (1979: 31). It deemed that the number of European fonctionnaires in the Commission was adequate to perform the set tasks but that they were badly distributed. Mobility would help remedy the poor allocation of staff. The Williamson report (European Commission, 1998: 55) was less forceful about the necessity for internal mobility but it nonetheless recommended to “créer un environnement favourable à la mobilité”. Kinnock made mobility an obligation for anyone in a sensitive post after a maximum of five years, with some possible derogation until seven years. This measure has been key and implemented across the Commission, despite some serious tensions. Third, in 1982, Morel (1985), the former director of DG IX, which dealt with personnel issues, had already publicly suggested that a linear career be introduced. In 1990, an inter-institutional group had further studied in detail the advantages and disadvantages of the linear career (European Commission, 1998: 33). Kinnock’s original suggestion was also for a totally linear career structure which would erase the categories and allow anyone to move up from grade to grade. In the end, after negotiations in the Ersboell group, it is a semi-linear career structure which has been implemented with two function groups, assistants and administrators, and a single pay scale with 16 grades.
Fourth and more recently, SEM 2000 decentralised some financial decision-making at DG level. Therefore it created resources units whose Director became a pivotal element in the financial structure. Santer based SEM 2000 on a key principle, that of separation between policy conception and financial management in order to create better awareness of staff on financial matters and achieve strict financial control. As SEM 2000 was implemented and evaluated, reports advised the generalization of the evaluation culture as well as training of staff and making them more responsible. All those ideas have been re-used by Kinnock and further developed, financial decentralisation being strengthened and financial responsibility enhanced. 

Fifth, it must not be forgotten that it is the Santer Commission which devised the Code of Conduct for Commissioners and the Code of Conduct governing relations between Commissioners and Departments. Ethics had not been very prominent in previous administrative reports but Santer identified it as a crucial issue and put together the two Codes of Conduct which were adopted by the Prodi Commission due to the untimely resignation of the Santer Commission. Once again the continuity of the Kinnock reforms with decisions made previously is striking. 
The historical institutionalist approach helps to nuance the usual picture painted of the Commission as a static institution. Many authors have described the incapacity of the institution to reform itself since 1958 (Stevens and Stevens, 2001; Kassim, 2004a, 2008; Cram, 1999; Nugent, 2001). Even though this assessment is true, ending the analysis with this observation gives a biased representation of administrative reform activity in the Commission as well as an exaggerated impression of novelty of the Kinnock reforms. Placing the Kinnock reforms in their historical perspective reveals two elements. First, the Commission has always engaged in a dynamic reflection over ways of reforming its structures, processes and procedures. It has tended to stay in-house but it has also commissioned outside consultants to think of innovative organisational solutions. Second, the Kinnock reforms are not as novel in their content as they were presented to be. Their substance can be framed in an evolutionary context with the Commission’s institutional development shaping policy options. Many measures included in the White Paper had been discussed, suggested and even recommended in previous years. It can be argued that the core administrative reform agenda which Kinnock eventually implemented had been constructed little by little since the 1970s. Yet this accumulation of reports on how to reform the Commission did not translate into change since they were never implemented. Therefore the revolution came from the Commission-wide implementation of the reform package, which broke established institutional patterns.

1.2.  A revolutionary reform in its process

Despite a dynamic and constant reflection on how to reform the Commission over the last 50 years, it is the implementation of the Kinnock reforms which marked a revolutionary change in the institution’s history. One of the key problems that the Commission has encountered in the past about reforming itself was due to the inter-dependent politico-administrative environment it lives in. In particular, it cannot amend its own Staff or Financial Regulations because they apply to all the EU institutions
 (Stevens and Stevens, 2001). Like all regulations adopted by the Council, amendments to them involve a lengthy process. This dependency of the Commission on external institutions about decision-making on its own workings is not sufficient though to explain why previous reform programmes were not implemented or only marginally. SEM 2000 can be cited as an exception in terms of implementation of some financial decentralisation and the creation of resources units but its scope still remained very limited. Overall, it can not be stressed enough that the implementation of the Kinnock reforms represents a significant departure from the Commission’s administrative past. 

When it comes to wide-ranging administrative reforms, the academic literature is dominated by accounts of failed reforms and unanticipated consequences (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Christensen and Laegreid, 2001; Bauer and Knill, 2007; Lipsky, 1971; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973). In contrast, it can be argued that the Kinnock reforms followed a successful process going from the definition of a problem, the setting of agenda, the decision making and finally the implementation. In this regard, success can be seen as the happening of each of these phases, and particularly the near to full implementation of the 98 measures contained in the White Paper. It does not however entail that the implementation of the reform has meant the achievement of the White Paper goals. Critics of HI argue that it is not a theory of change but rather a theory of the status quo (Peters, 2001) which insists on the stickiness and inertia of institutions and the way they constrain and refrain changes from happening. 

Nevertheless HI conceptualises change in the context of stable institutions using the notion of ‘critical junctures’, moments of crisis opening a window of political opportunity for clear departure from established institutional patterns. Pierson insists on the importance of patterns of timing and sequence. He considers (2000:15) that “[u]nder conditions conducive to path dependence, the same event (e.g. an exogenous shock such as depression or war) may have a different effect depending on when in a sequence of events it occurs”. In this regard, the use of Kingdon’s streams, which explain agenda-setting, has proved particularly instructive. Kingdon’s model stresses the importance of ideas, individuals and institutions and “… allows for the influence of both human intentions and impersonal forces” (Barzelay, 2001: 59). This dissertation has therefore developed a more defined concept of political opportunity which brings together human agency, institutional context and the ideational realm.
As discussed in chapter 5, the Commission’s resignation represented such a political opportunity, which saw the confluence of a problem, policy and political stream that in turn generated the necessary conditions for the reform programme to be put on the agenda. The identification of poor management in the Commission as a problem, which had been done in reports such as the Table ronde des huit, Ortoli’s or Spierenburg’s intersected with organised political forces which had at their disposal decades of reports with proposals as to how to reform the European administration. Unlike in 1979, to take only the example of the Spierenburg report, 1999 saw the crucial coming together of political processes and the European institution. This is key to understanding how exogenous pressure for change created institutional dynamism (Thelen and Steinmo, 1992) which led to the Commission taking over the reform process and largely making it an internal experience. Once the reform item made it successfully onto the agenda, the Commission took control of the strategy. This dissertation fully confirms Kassim’s conclusions (2008) on Kinnock’s “effective reform leadership” which included a clear blueprint with tight deadlines, the ownership of the reform by the College, an open and transparent communication strategy with staff and the confronting of staff unions. 

The use of HI in conjunction with Kingdon’s model as a theoretical framework to analyse administrative reform in the Commission has revealed a pattern of punctuated evolution (Campbell, 2004) which involves long periods of incremental, circumscribed change interrupted by critical moments shaking the institutional status quo (March and Olsen, 1989). The Merger in 1965 was the first critical juncture and the Commission’s resignation in 1999 was the second. Both reforms made it through from agenda-setting to implementation. However they can not be compared since the latter was exogenously triggered in a specific political context which played a significant role in the unfolding of the reform process. The Kinnock reforms are a revolution in the Commission’s history as well as public administration since their their implementation was exhaustive and complete. 

The Kinnock reforms turned out to be evolutionary in content but revolutionary in process. Looking more closely at the content of the reforms, what type of NPM have the Kinnock reforms developed and what does it mean for the future of the European administration? 

2. The content of the reform: the Commission’s interpretation of NPM ideas

Following the indicators outlined in chapter 1, this dissertation has demonstrated that NPM ideas have consistently influenced the designing of the Kinnock reforms. It is first essential to draw conclusions on the type of NPM reform that was implemented in the Commission (2.1.). A second section will analyse whether the main goal set out in the White Paper for the Kinnock NPM reforms, i.e. freeing officials from full-time executive functions in order to focus on core functions such as policy conception, was achieved. This is at the heart of the debate on the Commission as an administration de mission/gestion (2.2.). 

2.1.  More than a neo-Weberian reform, less than a NPM reform

As discussed in chapter 6, the Kinnock reforms are decidedly inspired by NPM ideas. But there is a noticeable gap between the rhetoric of the White Paper which was very NPM oriented and its outcome, once the reforms were implemented. The main reason for this gap is not, as could be assumed, that the reforms were watered down during negotiations or that the reformers pulled back. It is largely due to the bureaucratisation of the procedures by the organisation during the implementation phase (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). The CDRs illustrate a merit-based, performance-oriented system which was turned into a rigid, narrow procedure which ends up rewarding the average officials because of the instructions given by DG ADMIN and the low spread of points allowed to HoUs. NPM ideas were therefore diluted in the implementation of the White Paper. Yet it should not distract the researcher from the fact that many NPM measures subsisted. 

 The reforms have been particularly strong on the organisational and democratic dimensions of the concept. The political side of NPM, despite being flagged in the White Paper, found next to no materialisation once the reform programme was implemented. The indicators used to evaluate the extent to which the reforms are inspired by NPM ideas show that the Commission disaggregated with the decentralisation of financial decision-making and responsibility as well as the creation of at arm’s length bodies, namely executive agencies to which programme management was delegated (Hughes, 1998:  62). The reforms therefore arranged the de-bundling of the organisation which effectively happened. Yet it can be argued that the way the reform was implemented bureaucratised the original managerial and flexible intentions laid out in the White Paper. The un-bundling might have happened but the meso-level analysis highlighted how, for example in DG TREN, decentralisation of financial control re-created centralisation at DG level, with the financial unit becoming a bottleneck. Yet the same financial decentralised Four Eyes system did not seem to be criticised for its centralisation of powers in DG REGIO, mostly thanks to an interactive relationship between the financial unit and the other units. 

The Kinnock reforms also led to a deinstitutionalisation of human and financial management which has moved towards new norms such as performance, quality outputs and individual responsibility. Due to intense negotiations in the Ersboell group and the bureaucratised implementation of the personnel policy reform, NPM has been diluted when it comes to human resources. Performance and merit which were meant to be at the heart of the promotion system got severely constrained by the mechanism put in place to implement the CDRs. Still, Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004: 236) consider that 

[t]he new emphasis on the individual responsibility of directors-general, coupled with new promotion and grading procedures and annual activity plans could begin to shift the management culture, but at the time of writing this is little more than a hope and a prayer.

Yet the case studies of DG TREN and DG REGIO demonstrate the deep awareness of officials of their responsibility and more specifically their financial responsibility which is not limited to the Directors-General. Each HoU has integrated the concepts of value for money, effectiveness and outputs. Annual Management Plans and Annual Activity Reports are indeed a constant reminder of what the targets are and whether they are achieved in a timely and legal fashion. It can be argued that the cultural shift towards strategic planning and individual responsibility and accountability has happened even if DG TREN has had a more formal approach to strategic programming compared with DG REGIO. 

The blurring of frontiers between public and private sector as a result of the reforms has not quite happen yet even though all the tools for it are included in the White Paper. It spells out an externalisation policy which includes outsourcing of “non-core activities as well as, possibly, specific tasks related to core activities” (European Commission, 2000b: 19). The door is therefore loosely left open for contracting out to private sector entities which could engage in core tasks. In the implementation of the White Paper so far, contracting out has been very limited, mainly to security functions. In the same way, the ABM cycle which imported strategic planning and programming from the private sector into the Commission (Hughes, 1998) has not been used to its full potential. Its implementation has led to more or less internalisation and therefore effectiveness depending whether the DG was a policy-making or programme-managing service. The contrast is very visible in DG TREN compared with DG REGIO. The ABM cycle has been more effectively used and accepted by officials in DG REGIO because they consider that their programme-managing function requires them to constantly demonstrate to the outside world that they are managing effectively and efficiently European monies. On the other hand, DG TREN which deals mainly with policy-making has not invested in the ABM cycle and tends to go through the motions rather than use it as a management tool. 

Beyond the organisational dimension of NPM, its democratic dimension has been the other pillar of the Kinnock reforms. They put a considerable emphasis on accountability and responsibility of officials on the one side and transparency and openness on the other, all in the spirit of ultimately improving the relationship of the bureaucracy with the citizens. Be it at macro or meso-level, no matter what the function of the DG, all officials interviewed, and not solely the Directors-General who are personally responsible on their own monies when signing off the AAR, mentioned at long length their duty of accountability and responsibility for their actions. It does not mean that there was no sense of responsibility before the reforms were implemented – unlike what the CIE stated – but the internal culture has clearly integrated it with accountability since 2000. New mechanisms such as the financial procedures and structures have fostered this awareness and contributed to a change in mentalities. Transparency seems to be more problematic in an administration which has a culture of mistrust. 2005 still saw the introduction of accrual accounting which brings in more transparency in the use of public funds (Kettl, 2000). Openness which was mainly symbolised by the access to official documents and the obligation to answer those requests within 15 days has been implemented. In this vein of openness, the Commission has developed its website, putting more reports for public access. The heterogeneous character of the institution is however reflected in the lack of coherence in documents accessible between different DG’s website. For example, DG TREN’s website does not allow access to its AMP whereas DG REGIO’s is on the front page.

This dissertation therefore validates the Commission’s acceptation of a reform programme which is strongly grounded in NPM and was moulded to its institutional requirements and implementation constraints. As a result it also shows that some aspects of the NPM package were not implemented. The overwhelming majority of EU member states had engaged in some sort of managerial reform of their public administration by the time the Commission designed and implemented a similar reform. Many authors (Osborne and Gaebler, 1993; Thompson, 1997; Hughes, 2003; OECD, 1995; Ingraham and Romzeck, 1994; Kamarck, 2000) claim that NPM is a worldwide phenomenon, an international administrative trend which countries can not resist. Kettl (2000: 1) more specifically talks about a ‘global public management revolution’ and argues:  “[t]he movement has been striking because of the number of nations that have taken up the reform agenda in such a short time and because of how similar their basic strategies have been”. In this sense it can be said that the Commission finally gave into a worldwide trend. 

Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) discuss that the Kinnock reforms have switched the Commission from the maintaining of the status quo strategy to that of modernisation. They call this reform model the Neo-Weberian State (NWS) because it mixes Weberian elements with more managerial ones. In this regard, they join Levy in his conclusion that the Commission retains some very strong bureaucratic characteristics such as distinctiveness of its public status, an emphasis on procedures and centralisation. This has led Levy (2002: 7; 2006) to conclude that despite the Kinnock reforms being peppered with many NPM-type measures, “it is still the case that traditional legal-bureaucratic remedies outnumber NPM ones by 5 to 1” (Levy, 2002:  7; 2006). 

Applied to the Commission, it can be argued that three Weberian elements are reaffirmed:  

· The role of the institution as the main provider of solutions, keeping executive agencies or other externalised options to non-core functions.

· The role of administrative law with the amendment of Staff and Financial Regulations and the development of numerous new financial, strategic and human resources related procedures.

· The distinctiveness of the public service with the absence of quasi-markets, privatisation and internal competition.

These elements are however mixed with: 

· A shift towards an external orientation towards meeting citizens’ needs.

· A focus on results rather than procedures in the management of resources, particularly with the Strategic Planning and Programming cycle.

· The professionalisation of the bureaucrat as a manager, oriented to meeting the needs of his/her citizen/user.

Pollitt and Bouckaert’s model fits the Commission’s case to some extent. Yet this thesis concludes that the reforms went beyond neo-Weberianism without going as far as full-scale NPM. Pollitt and Bouckaert’s model reflects the fact that the Commission retained the core attributes of a public administration. But it minimises the shift towards NPM through not including:

· The un-bundling of the organisation through disaggregation of the financial centralised system. 

· The decentralisation of financial responsibility at DG level. 

· Some private sector techniques such as accrual accounting.

· The creation of executive agencies in order to manage programmes.

· The potential for contracting out of some specific core tasks to private contractors.

· The cultural shift towards personal responsibility of the official rather than the sole responsibility of the politician, i.e. the Commissioner.

Full-scale NPM would have required more competition, considerable contracting out, the proper implementation of the merit-based personnel assessment policy, contractual appointments as well as performance-related pay. Yet the organisational and cultural shift which was operated by the Commission can not be dismissed as a new form of traditional public administration matted with a few NPM references (Hood, 1994). 

This conclusion therefore leads to evaluating whether the NPM reforms achieved what they set out to do: build a world class administration which would reconcile administration de mission with administration de gestion.

2.2.  NPM: the path to an administration de mission 

It is striking, when reflecting on the Kinnock administrative reforms, to note the conceptual connectivity between NPM and administration de mission. An administration de mission is set to fulfil a specific task in a given time framework. It is partisan, non hierarchical and delegates implementation rather than manages it itself. In comparison, NPM is non hierarchical, requesting flat administrative structures. It is non bureaucratic, fighting against red tape and encouraging risk taking initiatives. It promotes delegation of implementation in a context of decentralised structures and it is centred on a mission defined by objectives which are regularly redefined. NPM seems therefore the ideal managerial tool to bring the administration de mission back to the fore. As explained in the introduction of this thesis, the Commission was never a pure version of an administration de mission, despite Monnet’s dreams. Throughout its history, it has tried to juggle both roles of mission and gestion, one taking precedence over the other depending on the systemic and political environment. 

When the Prodi Commission was appointed, the political context was not favourable to the creativity and room for manoeuvre that would need to be given to the European bureaucracy if it was to be advanced as an administration de mission. Therefore, the focus was put on effectiveness, efficiency and “optimal structures and systems for the deployment of its resources” (European Commission, 2000b: 6) in order to allow the Commission to work on its core functions and “fulfil its institutional role as the motor of European integration” (European Commission, 2000b: 5). The aim of the White Paper was to make the Commission a better administration de gestion in order for it to have the time and resources to fulfil its mission. 

Despite the reforms being NPM-based, there is one main reason why they did not achieve this freeing of ideas and resources which would have given officials more flexibility to manage and think of policy conception: the “lourdeur” of the processes and procedures introduced by the White Paper associated with the development of a culture of control. Both case studies revealed the same recurrent criticism of this reform, no matter whether it had been internalised by officials or not. Despite the different contexts of DG REGIO and DG TREN, it is interesting to note that both DGs highlight how cumbersome the processes and procedures have become and how control has tightened. It has to be mentioned that the interviewees were in their overwhelming majority HoUs, middle managers, who have been hit most severely by the reform in terms of administrative workload. They are the ones who have to organise the CDRs yearly, whereas the former personnel appraisal system happened every two years. They are in charge of implementing the Activity-Based Budgeting. They also coordinate the identification of priorities for the AMP as well as the output and impact indicators. Overall, a HoU estimated that he spent 60% of his time doing administrative work
 (Bauer, 2006). 

If DG TREN officials complained a lot about the bureaucratisation of procedures and the rigidity of processes, DG REGIO officials, on the other hand, looked at both sides of the coin. They made the same comments as their counterparts in DG TREN, yet they also acknowledged that DG REGIO and the Commission in general needed to have irreproachable processes and procedures in order to regain their legitimacy. The financial and ABM processes are therefore better considered than in DG TREN, given the DG’s work which placed it at the heart of the financial disrepute exposed by the CIE. In parallel, procedures like the Work Flow System and indicators have come to strengthen the credibility and legitimacy built by the processes.

The co-lateral consequence of cumbersome procedures has been the development of a culture of control and auditing which has made officials even more risk-averse rather than risk-taking. The last step in the control of the best use of public resources was taken with the explosion of auditing. Peters (2001:41) considers that “[a]uditors have now been transformed from their green-eyeshade image to being integral parts of the reform and accountability process in many contemporary governments”. An official in DG REGIO called the auditors the new stars of the regional policy. Each DG now has an internal audit capacity and an independent Internal Audit Service was also created. The events which led to the Commission’s resignation explain why it needed to upgrade dramatically its “standards of effectiveness and integrity in the handling of public money” (European Commission, 2000b: 6). But officials agree that the financial reform has overhit the mark and has resulted in a lack of spending of programme money due to fear of mistakes in following financial procedures. This audit explosion is typical of NPM reforms and has affected the NPM marketisers such as the UK (Hood, 1986; see Day and Klein, 1987).

According to the interviewees, the Kinnock reforms have made financial management much more efficient to the extent that the risk of fraud is next to nil, such is control. Only future research will tell if the reforms have transformed the Commission into a control-obsessed administration too slow to remain active in the policy-making domain. At present, it is essential to take the macro-level conclusions on NPM down to the meso-level and analyse why institutional change has been differentiated across the Commission and what it means for the institution. 

3. Differentiated institutional change: the challenge of reform in a multi-organisation

Even though the Commission’s resignation was the catalyst for the reforms to be revolutionary in their process and represent a major departure from previous macro-level institutional patterns, an analysis of implementation at meso-level and its impact in terms of institutional change reveals a more contrasted picture (3.1.). The use of intervening variables in order to understand the translation process, which the reforms underwent in Directorates-General, has been crucial and highlighted the overall significance of human agency in the homegeneity of change (3.2.). 

3.1.  The limits of historical institutionalism in explaining patterns of change

In a 2008 article Kassim tries to theorise the Kinnock reforms, which he regards as “an impressive achievement”. He argues (2008: forthcoming) that “the Commission case is important because it defies the expectations of the main theories”, which he lists as the Weberian orthodoxy, the classic principal-agent model, HI and sociological institutionalism. He identifies four aspects of the Kinnock reforms which he argues cannot be explained by any of the main theories of administrative reform, and therefore HI: the origin of the reform agenda, the civil servants’ motivations, the multiple nature of organisations and effective leadership. Taking the analysis from macro to meso-level, this dissertation has revealed how differentiated institutional change has been in DG REGIO and DG TREN.  In contrast with Kassim’s assessment, this research insists that HI gives many more necessary tools to explain the Kinnock reforms and their implementation, in all their nuances, than he acknowledges. 

Firstly, Kassim considers that the reform agenda was shaped inside the European bureaucracy, which HI does not accept. This thesis takes the viewpoint that pressure for change was clearly exogenous and that the overall structure of the reform package was imposed by the CIE’s second report. It is true that, from the moment the Prodi Commission was appointed, an institutional dynamism developed which allowed internal actors for change to take over and clearly go beyond what the CIE or the EP had requested. Yet it is misleading to ignore the external input, from the CIE in particular, in the Kinnock reforms.

Secondly, Kassim contends that HI sees bureaucrats as inherently in favour of the status quo and therefore interpreting reform “through pre-existing norms and values, thus diminishing its impact” (2008: forthcoming). According to him, the reform in the Commission involved “genuine change” which does not equate with the historical institutionalist analytical lens. Yet, as discussed in chapters 6, 7 and 8, two significant aspects of the reform have been interpreted through the Commission’s institutionalised value framework: ABM and CDRs. Regarding ABM, research has shown that Commission fonctionnaires have not internalised the objective-setting practice which is required of them in the AMP. An overwhelming majority of HoUs intervieweed stated that they went through the motions of identifying objectives and indicators but they also admitted that they considered the whole exercise rather cosmetic and formal with little managerial added-value. Staff are still processing the ABM cycle through bureaucratic values which contest explicit standards and measures of performance. The same conclusion is even more relevant for the CDRs. This is the typical example of a NPM reform, focusing on merit, performance and evaluation, which ended up intensely bureaucratized by DG ADMIN, the averaging of marks and the system of points which were put in place over time. This new personnel assessment mechanism was clearly re-interpreted through a very bureaucratic lens, a dominant norm in the Commission.

Yet research has also drawn attention to two crucial limits of HI. Firstly, it does not apprehend the internal diversity of an institution and of its staff who might not all value the same norms. HI studies institutions as homogenous entities which does not match the case of the Commission, this multi-cultural, multi-national and multi-lingual organisation. Indeed, the Commission is not only composed of horizontal and vertical services but its vertical services are either policy-making or programme managing. Second, the EU counted 15 member states when the Kinnock reforms were launched in 2000 and was facing the largest enlargement of its history, which brought the number of member states to 25 on 1 May 2004 and then to 27 on 1 January 2007. ‘The House’ has always been a cauldron of nationalities and cultures. Despite a certain degree of socialization into a ‘European spirit’ (Shore, 2000), there is no evidence of a European administrative culture whereas national cultures are still very alive among officials’ everyday interactions. Hooghe (2001) demonstrated that the Commission has difficulty shaping its officials’ preferences, which end up being extremely varied depending on a series of personal internalised values.  

The second limit of HI is that it does not give enough of a role to human agency in institutional change. Yet, effective leadership by Kinnock was crucial in the implementation of the reforms and similarly, leadership proved to be central in explaining the depth of change in DG TREN compared with DG REGIO. Authors of new institutionalism like Di Maggio and Powell (1991a) have paid more attention to ways in which actors and institutions contribute to institutional change. The definition of institution chosen for this thesis includes a cultural dimension which is based on people’s beliefs and values. These beliefs and values can be shaped by the institution as well as key stakeholders such as leaders. As the case studies showed, the role of leadership proved to be significant in shaping officials’ views on the validity of the reform measures and their subsequent internalisation. The introduction of an informal cultural dimension in the definition of institution therefore allows us to integrate the role of   human agency as a factor of institutional change since norms and values require the medium and interpretation of people to be passed on. 
However, the boundaries of HI were pushed back with a dual level approach which required the use of intervening variables in analysing the translation of the Kinnock reforms from Commission to DG level. These intervening variables have permitted the introduction of leadership as a key factor of institutional change at DG level. 

3.2.  The significance of translation: the role of intervening variables

Kassim (2008) considers that the Kinnock reforms succeeded in introducing genuine change, resulting in the design and creation of new systems, procedures and processes that affect all areas of the organisation’s activity. Taking a macro-level stance, he states that the Commission, in its organisational and institutional structure, has undergone deep change. The image of the Commission which has emerged in the literature (Cram, 1994, 1999; Caremier, 1997; Nugent, 2000, 2001) is that of a heterogeneous organisation with conflicting interests and cultures. Many national administrations are also heterogeneous in some ways. However, this aspect is magnified in the case of the Commission due to the institution’s functions and the diversity of nationalities, languages and cultures. In this regard Kassim’s macro-analysis of the reform implementation takes a global view of the institution which gives him the opportunity to assert that the reform represents a rare instance of the successful implementation of administrative change. Yet this wide lens used to assess the ‘success’ of the implementation of administrative change artificially erases the complex and multiple organisational nature of the Commission and hides the reality of change in practice.

This dissertation has taken the analysis to the meso-level in order to assess the dynamic of change across the Commission. It has involved looking at implementation of the reforms at DG level and the translation of policy into practice. In testing the hypothesis that the translation of the White Paper into practice at organisational level has produced differentiated institutional change, four intervening variables need to be taken into account to explain why and to what degree change was different in DG TREN compared with DG REGIO:

· The DG’s organisational context.  

· The DG’s implementation capacities.

· The power struggles in which the DG is involved.

· The leadership support demonstrated by the Director-General. 

Comparing DG TREN and DG REGIO’s organisational function brings to light their very distinct position in the European institution. DG TREN is concerned with policy-making and has very few dealings with policy managing whereas DG REGIO’s tasks are mostly about managing European Union programmes and getting them implemented by Member States. This functional opposition is reinforced by the DGs’ financial management structure. DG TREN works with a small budget, close to €1,5 billion in 2007, but operates entirely on the basis of direct financial management. On the other hand, DG REGIO’s 2007-2013 benefits from a €347 billion budget, yet its management is shared with Member States. Whereas DG TREN has got to account for the ways it spends EU moneys itself, DG REGIO is ultimately financially responsible for Member States’ actions since they manage 99% of the DG’s funds. This puts the two DGs in very different positions regarding the translation of the Kinnock reforms. 

The second intervening factor in the translation of the Kinnock reforms into practice is intimately linked to the organisational context and relates to the DG’s implementation capacities. Since DG TREN is a policy-making DG which works on the basis of direct financial management, it has to rely on its own internal structures, processes and procedures to implement the reforms. In contrast, DG REGIO is dependent of the Member States when it comes to collecting data and signing off on the AAR. Due to the size of its budget and its shared financial management, DG REGIO had already developed practices on planning and programming, evaluation through indicators and monitoring before 2000. The Kinnock reforms forced them further in this direction, even leading to the indirect consequence of tougher supervisory procedures with Member States. DG TREN’s function and financial management structure meant that constant evaluation and monitoring of their activity was not at the forefront of the DG’s preoccupations. Compared with DG TREN, DG REGIO’s organisational context was more receptive to the ideas and measures included in the Kinnock reforms since some of them mirrored existing local practices. Yet implementation capacities put this DG in a more shaky position.

The third element that affects the translation process is the power struggles in which the DGs are involved. Due to the circumstances in which the Commission resigned in 1999 and the CIE’s (1999) subsequent damning conclusions on the issue of the institution’s responsibility in shared management instances, DG REGIO has been engaged in an intense political opposition with the ECA which has raised political mobilisation across the service. In 2005, for the 12th successive financial year, the ECA issued a DAS which was qualified for payments relating to all parts of the general budget of the European Union except administrative expenditure. The qualified DAS reflects the complexity met by the Commission in implementing the EU budget, and the challenge DGs like DG REGIO face in providing satisfactory audit evidence to the Court, particularly regarding member states’ management of European monies. As a result, the ECA has refused to issue a positive DAS, highlighting year after year “the continuing weaknesses in Member States’ management and control systems and the Commission's supervisory role” (European Commission, 2007: 27). As a consequence, the Commission and the ECA have been at loggerheads over the positive DAS. In its 2006 AAR, DG REGIO clearly states its fundamental disagreement with the Court over the effectiveness of the supervisory controls carried out by the Commission (European Commission, 2007: 27)

Since the Commission has linked obtaining a positive DAS to an increase in its legitimacy in the institutional triangle, DG REGIO HoUs are acutely aware of the importance of the practical translation of the Kinnock reforms in order to present an irreproachable front to the outside world and the ECA specifically. DG TREN however does not seem to be entangled in similar disputes with outside European institutions which means that its translation of the reform programme was not influenced by any specific political mobilization.

Finally, looking at the type of leadership, which shaped the DGs’ management style and cultural environment, gives the best understanding of the different dynamics at work and explain how human agency affected staff’s internalisation of change. The lack of leadership support from the French Director-General Lamoureux, in post from 1999 to 2006, considerably slowed the substantive implementation of the reform. Kinnock himself acknowledges that there was some friction with Lamoureux who was the first Director-General to organise resistance to some reform measures he deemed Anglo-Saxon. A look at the DG’s organigramme leads to the conclusion that there was an over-representation of officials from Southern European member states. It is also interesting to notice that DG TREN is a very francophone administrative service since Lamoureux insisted on using French as the working language. At the end of Lamoureux's term there was not a single British, Irish or Swedish HoU
. 

As a result, when Lamoureux was head of DG TREN, the ABM cycle was not considered very highly because of a lack of interest in management matters
. The new German Director-General Ruete is more supportive of the reform process but his impact has not been felt yet. DG REGIO also experienced a recent change in leadership with German official Ahner replacing Englishman Meadows as Director-General in January 2007. Yet the context is exactly the opposite to that of DG TREN since both officials have been ideologically sympathetic and committed to the reform and have supported and facilitated its translation into the DG’s existing working practices. This has resulted into a substantive practical implementation of reform measures in DG REGIO as well as a genuine ownership of the reform by HoUs.

The four elements framing and constraining translation of the Kinnock reforms explain why DG REGIO has undergone a more effective translation of the Kinnock reforms in practice, with officials internalising reform measures and their rationale rather than formally implementing them. DG REGIO’s organisational environment, power struggle with the ECA over a positive DAS and its supportive leadership all favoured substantive and internalised change. In contrast, the reform does not seem to fit DG TREN’s everyday business as well and has created extra work for HoUs who do not accept it as well as in DG REGIO since they consider it more superfluous. 

*
*
*

Institutional change in the Commission as a result of the Kinnock reforms can not be denied. Empirical results have confirmed the three hypotheses made at the start of this dissertation. They have highlighted the significance of the Commission’s resignation as a political opportunity which broke the path dependency of reform attempts in the Commission. It clearly explains why singificant institutional change happened at that time and in that way.   This dissertation has gone beyond the statement of organisational change at macro-level and looked in-depth at the organisation at a meso-level. This has revealed that despite being a Commission-wide reform programme, the translation of the White Paper has generated significant varying degrees of change in DG REGIO compared with DG TREN. Internalisation of the reforms by staff have mainly been dependent on the type of leadership within the DG. At a macro-level, leadership can be used as an explanation for the far-reaching implementation of the White Paper. Yet when the same argument is used at a meso-level, it sheds light on the variance in ownership of the reform by staff and the resulting uneven practical change. 

Bauer (2006: 27) argues that following the Kinnock reforms, “the Commission will probably become more inside looking, and the responsible individuals will have less time for policy content than in the past”. It is true that analysis of the Kinnock reforms demonstrate how cumbersome and time-consuming a lot of the new procedures are and the increased workload that HoUs more specifically are facing. Yet this research would argue that the local implementation of the reforms has revealed some room for manoeuvre when it comes to putting in place structures or training programmes suited to the DG’s needs.

If the reforms inspired fear among staff at first, who felt the weight of financial responsibility and accountability, a second phase has now started with the use of the reforms as a legitimacy-reclaiming tool towards the outside. It could be argued that the reforms, through stricter impact assessments, indicator-based monitoring, strategic programming, will improve the quality of policy outputs. The risk of a Commission stifled by procedures and centralised management has always been brandished since 1960s (Schön-Quinlivan, 2006). The introduction of the White Paper clearly states goals which aim to improve the administration de mission and reconcile it with an administration de gestion which the Commission has de facto become over the years. The question is whether the NPM reforms managed, as promised, to instigate institutional change which gives more flexibility to managers, makes the hierarchical structure flatter and allows administrators to dedicate more time to policy-making while delegating programme-managing to at arm’s length bodies. The creation of executive agencies has attempted to separate policy-managing and policy-making with the idea of freeing up time and resources to perform the former. However, this thesis gives first hand evidence of an increasingly bureaucratised administration obsessed with procedures and control. Only future research will indeed tell if the reforms have transformed the Commission into an administration de contrôle too slow to invest the policy-making domain, therefore leaving this political space to the Council and the European Parliament, or whether this is an adjusting phase which the Commission will overcome to strike the right balance between stricter control and greater flow of ideas.
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Diagram 3.2. Key dates in the Commission’s administrative and leadership history, 1965-1973
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� The translation of all quotes from French into English throughout this thesis is the author’s sole responsibility. “a root and branch reform of the European Commission”. 


� This thesis chooses to refer to the White Paper and the ensuing negotiations and implementation measures as ‘the Kinnock reforms’. A deputy Head of Unit commented that:  “the "Kinnock reform" designates only one aspect of the reform, the one which deals with administrative matters (Staff Regulations, mobility, training…). The reforms include the SPP cycle, the creation of the IAS, the abolition of DG Financial Control,… which are the result of the work of the entire Commission and the Commissioners (first of all Prodi, with the help of Schreyer and Kinnock). Therefore I would rather limit the term "Kinnock" to administrative aspects of the reform and not to the others”. Interview P13 done on 21 March 2007. 


� This exclusive right of legislative initiation becomes shared with member states in some cases of justice and home affairs as provided in article 67. 


� “The administration de mission fits a problem, a location; it is localised; it is specialised; it has to be disbanded the day the problem is solved […] The administration de gestion is formal, does not evolve much, is rather internally-focused. […] The administration de mission is light, it delegates, it is realistic, reactive. […] The administration de gestion arbitrates; the administration de mission is an actor. The former is Cartesian, the latter is pragmatic; the former’s functions are neutral, the latter’s functions have some obvious political aspects.”


� “…the design ‘administration de mission’ envisaged for the early Commission did not fit a pure model”.


� NPM may take different forms “in terms of more participation, more or less partnership, more or less rationality”[…].


� The High Authority stayed in existence until 1965 when the Merger Treaty was signed. It came into force in 1967 and marked the birth of the Commission of the European Communities. This study’s main focus being the development of the European Commission, the second chapter will only analyse the early years of the High Authority in order to set the creation of the European Commission in 1958 against a contextual background which will provide understanding for the organisational choices made. 


� Interview with Lord Kinnock, 22 November 2006. 


� Official work documents are declassified and legally accessible to the public after 30 years.


� 1 July 1967 is the date the Merger Treaty came into force but it took another two years for the Commission to settle after such a significant reorganisation. 


� “the political Lotharingie would not be possible… However, an economic organisation would be possible… You can always marry ores which do not have any patriotic feelings”.


� “In reality, I had made no plans for a long-lasting and large settling, because I was hoping – and still am – to set up soon the European institutions in a district with its own sovereignty. I was determined to make the High Authority an organisation as light as possible.”


� Fransen (2001: 111) quotes Monnet’s inaugural speech in Luxembourg on 10 August 1952 and highlights that “[m]ore than two-thirds of his speech at the ceremonies concerned the political implications of the Community”.


� “…nothing is possible without men, nothing is durable without institutions.”


� Article 9.5 provided that “Les members de la Haute Autorité exercent leurs functions en pleine indépendance, dans l’intérêt général de la Communauté. Dans l’accomplissement de leurs devoirs, ils ne sollicitent ni n’acceptent d’instructions d’aucun gouvernement ni d’aucun d’organisme. Ils s’abstiennent de tout acte incompatible avec le caractère supranational de leurs fonctions”. Furthermore article 9.6 insists on the Member States’ commitment to protect the supranational character of the High Authority: “Chaque Etat Membre s’engage à respecter ce caractère supranational et à ne pas chercher à influencer les members de la Haute Autorité dans l’exécution de leur tâche”.


� Members of the High Authority are appointed for six years and renewed by thirds every two years. 


� He was later appointed in 1979 chairman of a committee designed to assess the internal working of the Commission, whose report remains a landmark in the administrative history of the European Commission.  


� Following the administrative reorganisation of late 1953, early 1954, the Administrative Committee was turned into a working group under the presidency of Finet:  le Groupe de travail pour les Questions Administratives.


� “report annually on the regularity of the accounts and the various institutions’ financial management”. 


� “the inquisitorial character of the control carried out by the Comptroller, which allowed institutions  to fill some lacunas in their regulations, was considered as a guarantee by them”. 


� “after lengthy discussions and research, we wanted to set up an organisation which could adjust to the work we had to carry out and the problems we had to solve”.


� “Sur la base de ces tâches fonctionnelles, on pourrait établir un schéma complet afin d’avoir, dès le départ, une vue d’ensemble des services dont le Haute Autorité devra disposer lorsqu’elle aura à assumer toutes les tâches prévues. Ceci ne veut nullement dire qu’il faille, au départ, remplir le cadre ainsi conçu” (CEAB 12/55/2, p 107).


� 1. Division économique, 2. Division production, 3. Division investissement, 4. Division marché, 5. Division pour les questions socials, 6. Service transport, 7. Statistique, 8. Service juridique, 9. Service financier, 10. Secrétariat, 11. Service intérieur, 12. Service des interprètes et des traducteurs


� “during approximately the first 18 months of its activity, the proposals drafted by services were directly transmitted to the High Authority for its meetings”.  


� “the High Authority condiers that, after a four-year experience, time has come to rethink in depth the issue of its organising”. 


� Unlike in the High Authority, the College is renewed together after four years. 


� Rey from Belgium, Marjolin and  Lemaignen from France, Malvestiti and Petrilli from Italy, Rasquin from Luxembourg, Mansholt from the Netherlands and Hallstein and von der Groeben from Germany.


� “the ones which touched upon the organising of its work and of its future administration”. 


� 1. Relations extérieures; 2. Questions économiques et financières; 3. Marché intérieur; 4. Concurrence; 5. Affaires socials; 6. Agriculture; 7. Transports; 8. Pays et territories d’outre mer; 9. Administration.


� M. Noël was appointed  Secretary- General in 1958 and kept this post until he retired in 1987.


� Service juridique commun, Office des statistiques des Communautés europénnes, Service commun de presse et d’information.


� The composition of the groups heading each sector is given in Annex A of the First General Report (1958). A list of Directorates-General with their internal divisions follows in Annex B. 


� This will be the case until the Prodi Commission was appointed in 2000. Prodi decided then to streamline the organization and make it more readable. The numbers used to designate DGs are dropped and replaced by titles summarizing their area of expertise.


� As Lemaignen recalls (1964: 30), “[l]e moins que l’on puisse dire est que les moyens mis à notre disposition étaient médiocres”.


� “… not having decided on the headquarters of the Community institutions not only generates considerable problems and wastage of energy but it has also become detrimental to the work”.


� “the extreme political gravity of the proposals made… with regard the opportunity of delegating Commission powers to a central body which would be in charge of codifying uniform administrative rules, controlling their implementation as well as setting up and controlling their coordination and planning necessary to the carrying out of the works and controlling and deciding on staffing levels”. 


� On 20 July 1959, van Karnebeek sent a note to the members of the Commission saying:  “J’insiste particulièrement sur l’intérêt de la proposition tendant à faire de la Division ‘Etudes et Méthodes’ une unité indépendante ‘Organisation et Méthodes’” (BAC 51/86/496). 


� Unless otherwise stated, staff figures which are quoted in this study include established civil servants from the five grades, be they temporary or permanent. Staff as researchers or in agencies of the Community are not included. 


� “recruitment would happen as tasks were arising. I system I recommend allows to fit ‘the right man in the right place’ without too many risks of being stuck, at some stage, with dead weight in the administration’s cogs”.


� Monnet (1976: 450) wanted to avoid what he witnessed in the League of Nations, a typical international inter-governmental structure:  “J’avais généralement constaté que le penchant à créer une administration dotée de toutes les fonctions nationales qui existaient déjà ailleurs était irrésistible et que, s’y ajoutant le souci d’équilibrer les effectifs de chaque pays, on aboutissait à une inflation du personnel et à des clivages nuisibles à la circulation des idées”.


� “with regard the necessary balance to be maintained when it comes to appointments, certain rules, which will be neither rigid nor put down in writing, will have to be complied with”. 


� See Conrad (1989: 100-103)


� The Administrative Commission (CEAB 12/659, p2) even took the decision in April 1954 to abolish the grading categories used for civil servants. This is confirmed by the Directorate-General Personnel and Administration in June 1955 which issued a note to new President Mayer explaining the situation (CEAB 12/82/3, p 272):  “Jusqu’à présent les agents au service de la Haute Autorité ont été classés sans considération de grades, uniquement selon le niveau de traitement de base, inscrit dans leur contrat, et lui-même défini en fonction de leurs titres, expérience antérieure, âge, emploi et responsabilités exercées”. 


� The need for administrative restructuring was already apparent in August 1953 (CEAB 2/717/1) but no discussion was started until November 1953 (CEAB 2/718).


� Groupe de Travail du Marché; Groupe de Travail des Investissements, du Financement et de la Production; Groupe de Travail chargé des Problèmes du Travail; Groupe de Travail pour les relations extérieures; Groupe de Travail pour les objectifs généraux, politique à long terme, évolution de la conjoncture ; Groupe de travail pour les questions administratives (Commission Administrative).


� See Jean Monnet, Mémorandum du Président pour les membres de la Haute Autorité, 24/11/1953, CEAB 12/82, p 120-122.


� Paragraph 7 of the Convention states :  “En attendant que la Commission prévue à l’article 78 du Traité ait fixé l’effectif des agents et établi leur statut, le personnel nécessaire est recruté sur contrat”.


� Conrad (1989: 98) reports in particular one conversation he had with a high civil servant who recalled Monnet’s welcoming speech when he first arrived in Luxembourg:  “Si vous faites bien votre travail tant mieux, si vous ne le faites pas bien on vous foutera à la porte”. Conrad however adds that no one was ever laid off and that the internal procedure required a trial period from the employee during which “l’engagement de l’agent peut être résilié à tout moment” (CEAB 14/1, p 23)


� “admits that it is necessary to maintain some reasonable but not absolute stability when it comes to jobs. The intrinsic nature of the Community institutions requires to leave them utterly free to choose their colleagues in order to respond to the ongoing adjusting required by the situation”. 


� They were adopted by the Commission of the Four Presidents since they apply to all staff working in the ECSC. See Quatrième Rapport Général, avril 1956, point 11, p 23. 


� See Quatrième Rapport Général, avril 1956, point 11, p 24. “The system envisaged focuses on establishing a framework for statutory civil servants, who could have a career in the Community institutions and to whom job stability is guaranteed”.


� “Monnet envisaged a statute for the institution, Mayer got a statute for staff adopted”. 


� “was an intelligent man, clever, flexible but who hated administration”. 


� “this division of work must respect the necessity to keep some reasonable balance of nationalities. It would be some European hypocrisy not to see or say it”. 


� “if the Directorates General become more and more autonomous and wish to turn themselves into European ministries, before there is any need for it. It belongs to the College of Commissioners to keep total control of the organising of its services while adjusting its work in order to cope with it”. 


� “exempted from the technical preparatory work in order for them to dedicate themselves to keeping up their political relations in the Community’s interest”.


� “most work groups quickly became fictitious, whereas they worked effectively in the High Authority until the merger of the executives”. 


� “each Commissioner has his/her portfolio, which includes one or several Directorates General; in order to manage this portfolio, there is a very wide-ranging delegation of authority”. 


� See Conrad (1989; 1992).


� Article 27 in Staff Regulations provides that “[l]e recrutement doit viser à assurer à l’institution le concours des fonctionnaires possédant les plus hautes qualités de compétence, de rendement et d’intégrité recrutés sur une base géographiques aussi large que possible parmi les ressortissants des Etats Membres de la Communauté. 


Les fonctionnaires sont choisis sans distinction de race, de croyance, de sexe. 


Aucun emploi ne doit être réservé aux ressortissants d’un Etat Membre déterminé. 


� “some inertia inherent to multilingual organizations, where differences in training pose real issues when it comes to blending; the substance of the Commission’s powers which relate more to initiating rather than deciding or managing; the nature of the institution because collegial responsibility down to the most minute details extends excessively the Commission’s direct competence; finally what can be called the rotation of problems, a fractured mobilisation of administration which happens from time to time, without any managing tasks taking over from conception or negociation ones”. 


� “since any social and economic topic is of interest for the Common Market, the material is vast and there is a risk of over-strtching efforst with very low final return”. 


� Article 9.5 provided that “Les members de la Haute Autorité exercent leurs functions en pleine indépendance, dans l’intérêt général de la Communauté. Dans l’accomplissement de leurs devoirs, ils ne sollicitent ni n’acceptent d’instructions d’aucun gouvernement ni d’aucun d’organisme. Ils s’abstiennent de tout acte incompatible avec le caractère supranational de leurs fonctions”. Furthermore article 9.6 insists on the Member States’ commitment to protect the supranational character of the High Authority:  “Chaque Etat Membre s’engage à respecter ce caractère supranational et à ne pas chercher à influencer les members de la Haute Autorité dans l’exécution de leur tâche”.


� See Monnet, 1976:  352: “[La Haute Autorité] est qualifiée de supranationale dans la quatrième version, mais ce mot ne me plaisait pas et ne m’a jamais plu. L’important était la fonction qu’il impliquait et qui se trouvait bien mieux exprimée dans la version suivante par cette phrase :  “Les décisions de la Haute Autorité sont exécutoires en France et en Allemagne, et dans les autres pays adhérents””.


� “Overall, I have a feeling that the supra-national is dying”. 


� “… a skin-deep reaction, largely from the political and administrative staff, against any form of supra-nationality. .. The rejection of the EDC was, by extension, that of all supra-national institutions”. 


� “… our Commission, which is among the EEC’s institutions whose supra-national character is most clearly branded”. 


� “which implied that he considered himself a little bit like a head of state”. 


� “a head-quarter, not a supply office”.


� “for that matter, one person surrounded by a small group of energetic people, who are outside of the administration and are responsible for completing this work within three months, must be given all powers”. 


� “I had noticed generally that there was some irresistible tendency to create an administration which would have all the national functions which already existed elsewhere. By adding the concern for keeping a balance between officials from each country, staff levels were getting inflationary and divisions arose which were damageable to the circulation of ideas. The only experience which I would have liked to get inspiration from was that of the secretariat-general of the Society of the Nations as it was operating before I left. But can we only take the light engine out of a heavy machine?” 


� “Only a few hundred European civil servants would be necessary to get thousands of national experts to work and get the enterprises’ and states’ powerful machineries to serve the missions of the treaty”. 


� F. Bloch Lainé used to call Monnet “un homme de l’oral” (quoted in Mioche, 1987: 92). See also R. Poidevin and D. Spierenburg (1992: 72).


� See Note pour M. le Président de Vinck (CEAB 12/55/2, p 107), 19/09/1952 :  “C’est à la Haute Autorité qu’il incombe de prendre les décisions et elle seule est responsable devant tous les intéressés et devant l’opinion publique. Il y a lieu de maintenir une nette distinction entre le pouvoir de décision et le pouvoir d’exécution”.


� See Condorelli-Braun, N. (1972), Wigny, P. (1957).


� Conrad (1989: 40) explains that Monnet used to have regular meetings with Etzel the day before the High Authority’s sessions. Vice-President Coppé did not appreciate these meetings which he regarded as Franco-German collusion and started his own meetings. When Monnet found out about Coppé’s meetings, he required him to put an end to them. To which Coppé replied “D’accord, si vous mettez fin aux vôtres”. Monnet agreed. 


� “he will be ready at any time to resign if his colleagues agreed that his way of working was not adequate”. 


� “a clinical meeting with a President who calls out the order of the day would not have generated this integration of spirits”. 


� Poidevin and Spierenburg (1993 : 73) explain that Monnet “ … ne veut pas se laisser enfermer dans une organisation rigide ; à ce carcan, il préfère les réunions informelles, des commissions ad hoc, une méthode qui ne va pas sans agacer quelque peu une partie de son entourage habituée à plus de rigueur”


� Uri (1991: 79) reports that “[l]’inspiration fondamentale, c’était le dessein constant de Monnet: unir les hommes” (uniting men was the Monnet’s fundamental inspiration and constant goal). 


� “the legend of a new type of men was about to be born in the Luxembourg institutions like in a laboratory”. 


� The Auswärtiges Amt is the equivalent of the Foreign Affairs Ministry.


� “it was a very hierarchical structure, where each level had its responsibility, where matters were going up and down…”.


� “… a small, nearly dark room, which a table just about big enough for the nine Commissioners filled entirely”.


� Lemaignen (1964:  30-37) gives more details on the estate issues of the European Commission in 1958.


� “the obvious desire from Paris … that the unified European Commission abandon any temptation to play a significant political role”. 


� “puts the onus on the Commission to create a single administration and to carry out the rationalisation of its services”.


� A President was going to be appointed for the 1967-1970 period and then the mandate would be of two years, renewable.


� A report written in 1972 by a Working Party headed by Vedel (Working Party, 1972: 25; see also Gazzo, 1972) argued that “… practice has served only to increase this preponderance to such a point that the Council […] has become the sole effective centre of power in the system”.


� In 2000, the payroll also showed a zero per cent increase.


� These figures differ from the ones stated in the Rapport Final sur les Opérations de Rationalisation, which counted a total of 5,138 permanent jobs in the three old administrations. This was reduced to 4,882. (BAC 17/1986/266, p 4)


� These administrative units were:  Secrétariat Général, Service juridique, Groupe du Porte-Parole, Office Statistique, Direction du contrôle de sécurité, Bureau de sécurité, Agence d’approvisionnement d’Euratom. 


� “it was not a matter of adding up three administrations but rather creating a new administration of the single Commission”. 


� The draft budget approved by the Council in January 1968 showed a reduction by 86 officials in category A, by 40 officials in category B and 84 officials in categories C and D (Coombes, 1970: 267).


� “the modifications which resulted from the measures encouraging people to leave and the appointing to lower grades, as well as the expenses they incurred, went largely beyond what was requiredthe merger of services and the axing of posts”. 


� As pointed out above (see page 30 to 32 of this thesis), some staff voluntarily resigned or were transferred to other institutions.


� The three reports refer to the 1970 report of the Table Ronde des Huit, the ‘programme-cadre’ devised by the Groupe Paritaire des Dix and the 1972 Poullet report.


� “the cleaning up of staff policy”. 


� “Thus it can be noticed that the strengthening of DG VIII, to the detriment of DG I, comes at a time when the latter is being headed by a British Commissioner, whereas DG VIII remains under the responsibility of a French Commissioner. […] Moreover, the strengthening of DG VIII was a problem because France, which had the presidency of the Commission, could not, given the balance between portfolios, keep DG II “Economic and financial affairs” as well, which is another great French tradition. As a result France momentarily abandoned DG II for the RFA. This was only acceptable to France because DG VIII was strengthened. It also had the advantage of taking away from British influence, Britain being in charge of DG I, the essential elements of development policy which are very dear to France”. 


� The Table ronde des Huit was composed of four members appointed by the Commission – MM. Lambert, Janz, Mercereau, Schloesser – and four personnel representatives – MM. Ferraton (S.G.P.O.E.), Holtz (F.F.P.E.), Scheuer (SFIE), Silletti (SGPOI).


� The Groupe des Dix was composed of five members appointed by the Commission – MM. Lambert, Janz, Mercereau, Schloesser, Strasser – and five personnel representatives – MM. Ferraton (S.G.P.O.E.), Holtz (F.F.P.E.), Mandler (Comité central du personnel), Scheuer (SFIE), Silletti (SGPOI).


� “it is nonetheless important to bring short-term solutions to [two problems] if the natural tendency of any administration towards bureaucratisation is to be stopped: it concerns the strengthening, on the one hand, of the organising and internal critiquing function and on the other hand, that of the participating mechanisms and democratisation”. 


� “… the division between rulers and ruled, which translates in the behaviours and strategies of the group”. 


� “… the Commission, as a system, favoured an adaptive strategy (which translates into a certain scattering of activities and an unbalanced growth) to the relative detriment of a more ‘constructed’ strategy, based on anticipating the objectives to be reached and implementing in a coherent way the necessary means to their fulfilment”. 


� From a structural viewpoint, the report recommended the streamlining of DGs in a two-phased approach. From the 29 DGs which existed in 1979, the review group suggested the organisation should regroup around 12 DGs by 1981 corresponding to eight portfolios, streamlining it even further by 1986, bringing the number of DGs to 10 in sink with 10 portfolios.  Suggestion was made to organisationally improve coordination within the fragmented Commission through strenghtening the Presidency who would be sole responsible for directing coordination. This Presidency would include the President of the Commission as well as a Vice-President, with no other portfolio but coordination.


� “subjected to tough choices and it will have to be sure that it can indeed allocate in an optimal way its resources among the various policies, so that there is maximum return on Community expenditure”. 


� Staff Organisations/Trade Unions is the official Commission translation of Organisations Syndicales et Professionnelles (OSP) which was coined in 1970 when staff representative organisations were officially recognised. 


� Rey (Belgian) served a three-year term as agreed by the Head of State and Government from 1967 to 1970. 


� “… the implementation of the proposed reforms, especially in the perspective of a relaxing of the organigramme, an improvement of the material working conditions, a fairer recruitment and career policy, the setting up of positive or negative sanctions of work and merit, a robust and continuous training, the setting up of an action programme and, overall, the elimination of stumbling blocks, will certainly clean up the current malaise”. 


� The Independent Review Body was appointed by the Commission and comprised Ambassador Spierenburg as its Chairperson and Buschmann, Delouvrier, Petrilli and Taverne as its members.


� “the majority of measures taken to remedy this situation regards the ‘management’ of services rather than civil service policy per se: re-structuring services, better programming of tasks, setting up of central structures of coordination…”. 


� Ross (1995: 5) uses the concept of political opportunity structure in order to map the “fluctuation of avenues available to agents of change”. Sydney Tarrow’s work, Democracy and Disorder, Protest and Politics in Italy (Oxford:  Clarendon Press, 1989) constitutes the main reference on the use of this analytical tool. According to Tarrow, political opportunity structure is organised around four key dimensions:  openness/closure of formal institutions, stability/instability of political alignments, availability of alliance partners and intra-elite consensus or conflict. 


� Between 1981 and 1984, Delors, who was Finance Minister in the French socialist government, had gone against the orthodoxy of his party and implemented a programme of austerity in order to curb the negative effects of previous policies of reflation which had weakened the franc. His success as a Finance Minister based on pragmatism rather than ideology brought him the support of very different Heads of Government such as Margaret Thatcher and Helmut Kohl, when it came to vote for the new Commission President.


� The Spierenburg report stressed that “[à] chaque renouvellement de la Commission, le contenu des portefeuilles a fait l’objet de négociations difficiles qui ont abouti à de nouvelles répartitions de portefeuilles dont l’importance est devenue for inégale. Ces variations ont conduit pour les services à une discontinuité de rattachement préjudiciable à la bonne marche des affaires. […] Le nombre de ces portefeuilles ne peut toutefois pas être élargi indéfiniment sans risque de porter atteinte à la cohérence”  (1979 : 33). 


� This new unit was accountable to the Presidency of the Commission and was not independent.


� “By setting up a clear separation between the two paths (the conception-policy management path and the budgetary and financial management path) and by creating better balance between the two, the aim is that the requirements of implementing operational actions do not overtake the obligations to respect financial regulation and the principle of sound financial management”. 


� “Protecting exposed officials/rotating. The IGS was asked to give a list of criteria which would define sensitive posts. Improving the prestige of budgetary/financial functions. Making sure that structurally, the opinions given by the budgetary/financial section within a DG have more weight than before in the decision-making process. Making officials feel responsible”.


� The Commission aimed to complete the recruitment procedures through open competitions within 12 months of the closing date for applications. 


� MEP James Elles will be the rapporteur for the discharge of the 1998 budget which will be refused by the European Parliament and spark the events which ended with the Commission’s resignation. 


� See as well in chapter 5 the exposure of the Perry-Lux case about the misappropriation of ECHO funds. 


� In 1985, the Council approved proposals for introducing “special and temporary measures to terminate the service of certain officials in the scientific and technical services” and for clarifying the temporary staff’s work contracts and their pension and social security rights (19th General report of the EC, 1985: 44). In 1987, the Council adopted a regulation with regards to the recruitment of overseas staff which represent the Commission abroad as well as a regulation applicable to officials serving in non-member countries (20th General report of the EC, 1987: 39). In 1989, the Council further agreed to a regulation which allowed the termination of service of scientific and technical officials of the Communities (23rd General report of the EC, 1989: 45).


� A consolidated version of the report presented to the Commission on 21 June 1995 was then published on 11 July 1995 (SEC (95)1013/5).


� See Appendix 1 for details on the 12 recommendations made in SEC (95)1814/5.


� This was a significant problematic area in the Commission’s financial management since 80% of the European monies are handled by member states.


� The evaluation report drew specific attention to “the reduction from 60% to 10% in 1999 in the number of transactions subject to ex-ante control by Financial Control” (1999: 3). 


� Over his ten-year mandate, Delors worked with two Secretary-General of the Commission:  the Frenchman Emile Noël who had been in post since the creation of the European Commission and the Englishman David Williamson who replaced Noël in 1987. Delors got on particularly well with Williamson who became a key link in his network. 


� The five Directors General groups each covered one of the following areas:  programming and planning; training; mobility of staff; informatics; cutting red tape by way of empowerment and simplification of procedure (SEC (98)557). 


� Georgakakis (2000: 62) highlights the high percentage of officials who followed the call for industrial action. However Stevens and Stevens (2001: 49) also point out that trade unions carefully chose the date of the strike in order to maximise numbers. The 30th April 1998 was a Friday, eve of a long week end. 


� DECODE translates as Tomorrow’s Commission.


� Hermanin (2005:  56) in particular points out that “[i]l est curieux de remarquer que l’introduction d’une carrière complètement linéaire pour la fonction publique européenne n’a pas été une invention du commissaire Kinnock. Déjà en 1982, l’ancien directeur de la DG IX J.-C. Morel, l’avait proposée à un colloque sur la fonction publique. Cf. Morel (1985)”.


� Interview K4 done on 21 March 2006.


� Interview K4 done on 21 March 2006.


� Interviews K4 done on 21 March 2006 and K7 done on 22 March 2006. 


� Interview with Kinnock on 22 November 2006.


� The case of favouritism alleged against six Commissioners was assessed by the CIE. With the exception of Cresson against who a “clear-cut case of favouritism” (CIE, 1999: 8.1.35) was withheld, the other five Commissioners were cleared. 





� Interviews K4 done on 21 March 2006 and K7 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview with Lord Kinnock on 22 November 2006.


� Interview with Lord Kinnock done on 22 November 2006.


� Interview with Lord Kinnock done on 22 November 2006.


� Interview done on 22 November 2006.


� Interviews H13 done on 13 February 2006 and H12 done on 16 February 2006. 


� Interview done on 22 November 2006.


� Interview H5 done on 15 February 2006.


� Interview H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interview H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� The TFAR was dismantled in July 2002 before implementation was completed. 


� Interview K8 done on 22 March 2006.


� For a detailed and interesting analysis of the tensions between the various actors for change in the designing of the White Paper, see Hermanin (2006). 


� Interview H1 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interviews H1 done on 13 February 2006, H9 done on 16 February 2006 and H10 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interviews H7 done on 17 February 2006 and H4 done on 14 February 2006.


� Interview with Lord Kinnock on 22 November 2006.


� Interview H1 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interview done on 22 November 2006.


� Interviews K8 done on 22 March 2006 and K9 done on 23 March 2006.


� Interview K8 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview K8 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview H2 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interview H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� The IRMS was never used by the DGs throughout the Commission since it was rapidly criticised for being “une usine à gaz” (Interview L4 done on 18 July 2006). Part of the IRMS, ‘Agenda Planning’, which is a simple tool for programming and includes the drafting of a roadmap, is used by all DGs in their communication with the Secretariat General and other European institutions.


� The Method is a very complex system used to adjust remuneration annually. The review of remuneration is based on “an index prepared by the European Community Statistical Office in agreement with the national statistical offices of the member states. The formula involves looking both at the cost of living in Brussels and at changes in the purchasing power of official salaries in national administrations. The intention is that officials of the Union should enjoy a comparable standard of living regardless of where they work”. (Stevens and Stevens, 2001: 48)





� The Commission does not have a tradition of social conflicts (Georgakakis, 2002b). 


� Interview H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� Staff Regulations apply to all European institutions.


� Interview K3 done on 21 March 2006.


� Interviews H6 done on 15 February 2006, H5 done on 15 February 2006, H2 done on 13 February 2006, L1 done on 12 July 2006 and L16 done on 12 July 2006.


� Because of the constraints imposed by Article 24 of the Financial Regulation (which state that internal audit is the responsibility of the Financial Controller), applicable at the time the Commission adopted its decision, the separation of the Internal Audit Service from the Directorate-General for Financial Control could not be established straight away.


� Interview P12 done on 21 March 2007.


� “The other problem of reform is that we cannot work together anymore. DGs do not have the same financial circuits or the same contrl mechanisms. Therefore, when we decide to do something together, we split the tasks and we do things according to our own methods”.


� Interview H12 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interview H12 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interviews H4 done on 14 February 2006, H8 done on 16 February 2006, H9 done on 16 February 2006 and H12 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interview K9 done on 23 March 2006.


� Interview K8 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview H3 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interview K10 done on 23 March 2006.


� Interview K3 done on 21 March 2006.


� Interview K6 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview K11 done on 24 March 2006.


� Interveiw H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interview L14 done on 19 July 2006.


� “The role of the Cabinets and of the Commissioners has decreased since Prodi reduced the size of the Cabinets. As they are small now, the Commissioners are very nervous about the way their officials work. Barrot is a typical example; he blocks every legislative initiative so there is a lot od de-motivation of civil servants because the political control is strong”.


� Interview H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interviews H1 and H13 done on 13 February 2006.


� Interview P12 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview K9 done on 23 March 2006.


� Interview H4 done on 14 February 2006; also interview H9 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interview H3 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interview H3 done on 16 February 2006.


� Interview K6 done on 22 March 2006. 


� The IEEA was responsible for the programme since 1 July 2005 but only received responsibility for the administrative budget on 1 January 2006, which allowed it to recruit. 


� Interview K6 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview K6 done on 22 March 2006.


� Interview L11 done on 20 July 2006. 


� Interview K5 done on 22 march 2006.


� Interview L11 done on 20 July 2006.


� Interview K9 done on 23 March 2006.


� Interview L11 done on 20 July 2006.


� Interview L6 done on 13 July 2006.


� Interview L7 done on 18 July 2006.


� Interview L6 done on 13 July 2006. 


� Interview L1 done on 12 July 2006.


� Interview done with Lord Kinnock on 22 November 2006.


� Interview L16 done on 12 July 2006. 


� Interview L6 done on 13 July 2006.


� Interviews L1, L16 done on 12 July 2006; L11 done on 20 July 2006; L14 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview L4 done on 18 July 2006.


� Interview L8 done on 17 July 2006.


� Interview L9 done on 12 July 2006. 


� Interview L11 done on 20 July 2006.


� Interview L9 done on 12 July 2006.


� Interview L4 done on 18 July 2006.


� Interview L4 done on 18 July 2006.


� Interview L4 done on 18 July 2006. 


� Interview L14 done on 19 July 2006. Similar comment made during interview L15 done on 12 July 2006. “ABM represents a real difference compared with before. It obliges to plan ahead. It’s a useful exercice at internal level but it has no impact when it comes to resources. It helps to be credible with colleagues”. 


� Interview L2 done on 18 July 2006. 


� Interview L9 done on 12 July 2006.


� Interview L5 done on 19 July 2006. 


� Points pour Travail dans l’Intérêt de l’Institution (PTII) which reward extra work like acting as a marker for EPSO on a concours are not awarded anymore.


� Interview 12 done on 11 July 2006.


� Interview 12 done on 11 July 2006.


� Interview H4 done on 14 February 2006; Interview H9 done on 16 February 2006; Interview H12 done on 16 February 2006. 


� Interview L16 done on 12 July 2006. 


� Interview L14 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview with Lord Kinnock on 22 November 2006.


� Interview L1 done on 12 July 2006.


� Interview L11 done on 20 July 2006.


� Interview L7 done on 18 July 2006.


� Interview L5 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview L5 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview L2 done on 18 July 2006.


� “Lamoureux relied on brains. The DG structure was cosmetic for him. It was good for people he liked. He was interested in people and not at all in functions. The new Director-General has total confidence in the intelligence of the structure. He came into the job with his army, his network. He’s appointed three people sinc ehe arrived, three people from his network. […] The Director General meets with the Directors once a week. The Directors say their piece but there is no debate. The rule is that each has his/her own competence: “Don’t get involved in my files”. Lamoureux had a precise idea, dictated the text of it which was fine tuned by the heads of unit. Now the head of unit has a mission statement written by the Directorate, which sets its activity remit”. 


� Interview L14 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview L14 done on 19 July 2006. 


� “Prodi has reduced the size of the Cabinets. Since they’re small now, Commissioners are very nervousabout the way their officials work. Barrot is a typical example; he opposes any legislative initiative so civil servants are demotivated because there is a strong political control”. 


� A Solidarity Fund was created in 2003 as well as pre-accession tools, IPA and ISPA. 


� A more detailed definition of shared management is given by the CIE in its second report:  “shared management will be understood to refer to the management of those Community programmes where the Commission and the Member States have distinct administrative tasks which are inter-dependent and set down in legislation and where both the Commission and the national administrations need to discharge their respective tasks for the Community policy to be implemented successfully.” (1999b, 3.2.2.). 


� Interview P11done on 21 March 2007. 


� Interviews P1 and P2 done on 14 March 2007; interview P4 and P16 done on 15 March 2007; interview P8 done on 16 March 2007.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007.


� “The biggest change coming from the reform is the significant increase of awareness in officials about their responsibility. You now have to say why you are not in agreement instead of hiding behind the financial controller. Procedures are rigorous and have counter-weights. Each person has a section to check. I am responsible on my own moneys when I sign off.”


� Interview P9 done on 20 March 2007.


� Interview P12 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview P16 done on 15 March 2007; interview P10 done on 20 March 2007. 


� Interview P6 done on 15 March 2007. 


� Interview P15 done on 20 March 2007.


� Interview P16 done on 15 March 2007.


� Interview P16 done on 15 March 2007. 


� Interview P1 done on 14 March 2007.


� Interview P2 done on 14 March 2007. “The former financial control service had a maximum of 300 people. Nowadays, DG BUDG has about 1,600 epople which do ex ante controls. There are about 150 in the IAS, about 5 people multiplied by 30 services who work in the IAC and another 3 by 30 who work on coordinating the internal control. It makes up for over 2,000 people who work on financial control.”


� Interview P6 done on 15 March 2007.


� Interview P6 done on 15 March 2007; interview P7 done on 16 March 2007; interviews P1 and P2 done on 14 March 2007.


� Interview P16 done on 15 March 2007.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007. 


� Interview P13 done on 21 March 2007.


� See Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, 11 July 2006, Article 63.


� Interview P13 done on 21 March 2007. See also interview P10 done on 20 March 2007.


� Interview P9 done on 20 March 2007.


� “The ABM exercice is done at institution level which goes towards structured planning and programming. The definition of priorities and the programming with regard political objectives are done by the whole institution; so it should bring a lot more coherence to the Commission’s action with regard the objectives it has. If you go beyond the severe and delicate aspect of the AAR, it makes you think about the weaknesses of the management and control systems. Overall, we nuance our judgement more and more when it comes to management by member states whereas beforewe were more lenient. It is the basis for analysis. But the exercice is done in a cosmetic way”.  


� Interview P9 done on 20 March 2007.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007.


� Interview P10 done on 20 March 2007. “There is a problem with the annual structure of the budget and programming. In the end, budgetary discussions within DG REGIO are restricted to discussions on personnel matters because everything has already been decided for 7 years.”


� Interview P9 done on 20 March 2007.


� See Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, 11 July 2006, Articles 48 and 49.


� Interview P13 done on 21 March 2007. “Insisting on indicators and targets is a consequence of the reform. Regional policy was not sold before”.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007. “All evaluation methods are micro-economic. There are about 10,000 projects per year, all in very diverse areas. We pretend following outputs, impacts and results but they can not be added up. It’s like adding pears and apples.”


� Interview P7 done on 16 March 2007; interview P9 done on 20 March 2007.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007.


� “Before it was done in writing and when the checklist arrived and I was still not quite happy with the question on the checklist, I would modify it before answering it. Everybody was doing the same but I have to admit it was not very thorough.”


� Interview P7 done on 16 March 2007.


� Interview P9 done on 20 March 2007.


� Interview P3 done on 15 March 2007.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007.


� Interview P5 done on 15 March 2007. Electronic correspondence received on 24 August 2007.


� “The number of points is determined by the number of promotions and by the Council’s budgetary perspective. But the issue is that the procedure is an individual process. The interview with the official is very good but in a system where the allocation of marks is decided collectively, at a central level, the interview turns into a formality. The CDR procedure in its current version engenders distorsions between on the one hand, the official’s personal expectations and on the other hand, the necessary refereeing at a collective level on the allocation of points for promotions in a coherent and equitable way for all services and DGs. This means that the CDR system has got to be improved.”


� Interview P11 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview P11 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview P9 done on 20 March 2007; interview P11 done on 21 March 2007; interview P12 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview P12 done on 21 March 2007. “a loss of institutional memory”. 


� Interview P11 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview P8 done on 16 March 2007. “As a result the officials in charge of a country want to stay in the job. The heads of unit want to hang to their top-performing officials who are their apples of their eyes. It is true that it is difficult to let somebody go when you are in middle of programme negotiating.”


� Interview P3 done on 15 March 2007. “Management training is done within the Commission. There is a system of coaching and tutoring. The coaching can be internal or external. It is really well done.”


� Interview P5 done on 15 March 2007.


� Interview P15 done on 20 March 2007. “a real awareness to one’s responsibility when it comes to financial matters”.


� Interview P15 done on 20 March 2007. “for years, we never closed the programmes from the 1990s. Commitments were made but not payments”. 


� For more detail, see AAR 2007, p 16.


� DAS is the French acronym for Déclaration d’Assurance.


� “It has been 15 years that the DAS has been the objective and we are still getting the same comments back from the ECA. It is not a methodology issue but the fact that the Court does not clarify what she wants in order to grant a positive DAS. The Court does not dare criticise the member states. At the moment, the risk of making a mistake [regarding the operations of the sole Commission] is very small.”


� Interview P10 done on 20 March 2007. 


� Interview P13 done on 21 March 2007.


� Interview P12 done on 21 March 2007. “The College passed responsibility onto the services even further because they organised financial delegation to the Directors-General.”


� “The Commission agreed that it would be useful, like in various international organisations and even certain national administrations, to ask a company specialised in scientific organisation of work, to carry out a review of the organising and functioning of DG Administration in order to submit to the Director General of Administration and the Commission itself conclusions over potential modifications which could be suggested”. 


� The Staff and Financial Regulations apply to the Commission, the Council of Ministers, the Parliament, the European Court of Justice, the ECA, the Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions and the EU agencies. The only EU institutions not covered by the regulations are the European Investment Bank and the European Central Bank. 


� Interview L14 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview L5 done on 19 July 2006.


� Interview L4 done on 18 July 2006.
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