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Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

Executive Summary

This study analyses the current system of decésdghlhdministrative support and
coordination functions within the European Comnuasifocusing particularly on

organisational efficiency in HR Management as wasllin External Communica-
tion and on staff perceptions in general. Not dhky relative share of staff work-
ing in administrative support and coordination fiimres, but also its allocation of
staff and responsibilities between central and wleakorganisational levels is a
topic of high attention within the European Comnass as well as a subject of

discussion between the European Commission anfufrepean Parliament.

The results of this study are based on two majarces: first, qualitative semi-
structured interviews with managers within selectgzbrational Directorates-
General and central services in HR Management ateral Communication to
find out about organisational efficiency. The satgopurce of empirical data con-
sists of a survey of heads of unit with policy m@sgibilities outside the Resource
Directorates to learn about their satisfaction esnSumers” of administrative

support and coordination services provided.
The results of the study can be summarised asaisilo

1. The decentralisation of administrative suppod aoordination functions pre-
dates the Kinnock Reform. Its origins can be trasack at least to the SEM 2000
and MAP 2000 initiatives — launched at the endhef 1990s. The Kinnock Re-
form amplified decentralisation efforts with regacdadministrative support and
coordination in HR Management and External Commatioa and spread it to
virtually all other administrative support and cdoation functions. The decen-
tralisation of administrative support and coordimrtas a tool to improve organ-
isational performance had appeal to reformers tsecatithe perceived overall fit
with other reform elements (i.e. responsibilisatadntop managers and the new
internal accounting system). However, no systenmetiante assessments or cost-

benefits analyses had been conducted in advance.
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HR Management and External Communication

2. In HR Management, a long-standing trend towaetsentralisation can be ob-
served, amplified by the recent administrative nmodation. The area of com-
munication saw — especially during the 1990s —etstablishment and expansion
of decentral organisational capacities, namelydieation and upgrading of in-
formation and press units at the level of the irdlial Directorates-General. Cur-
rently, within the Commission, means to optimise tise of resources and the
division of responsibilities within these functioase being considered. While the
situation in HR Management appears relatively stathle Commission recently
decided to free up 10% of the staff affected toeErdl Communication for rede-

ployment to new communication priorities or othesks.

3. Although top and middle managers of HR Managéreea room for improve-
ment in the area of recruitment, they are genesalhsfied with the current divi-
sion of labour among decentral and central levit&® major problem appears to
be the cumbersome procedure of filling vacanciegyether with decentralising
some HR functions to operational Directorates-Galn&PSO has been created as
a central office responsible for organising contpeis for personnel selection
and producing reserve lists of successful candsdfateall EU institutions. In ad-
dition, options are currently considered and paiplored to make use of syner-
gies and share costs of administrative supportcawldination in intermediate
arrangements, such as service level agreementaarhsng for new ways of co-
operation between smaller numbers of Directoratese@l and services. DG
ADMIN attempts to optimise the current system inesal ways — one example
being the conducting of staff opinion surveys. Adaom areas of little signifi-
cance — like leave management — decentral unitealosee any need for re-

centralisation.

4. For the specific area of recruitment, decentrahagers complain about cum-
bersome procedures (even compared to the timeebdémentralisation) and point
to their own superior potential to manage more kjyiand efficiently. This illus-
trates existing tensions between (decentral) sesi&nand (centrally provided)
legitimacy (namely to bring about a balanced dtcation of officials from EU
nationalities within and among the EU institutian8) second trade-off in HR

management refers to tensions between the autombrdgcentral services and
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central control by binding rules and regulationgcéntral levels are wary that
central services may interfere too much in whay tensider they daily responsi-
bilities. While recentralisation is nowhere purs@asda practical option, central as
well as decentral services are open to and occabygoractice solutions to opti-

mise organisational efficiency via closer horizdtzordination mechanisms.

5. The differences between decentral and centval imanagers, with regards to
the assessment of the performance of the functimm,more pronounced in the
area of External Communication than in HR Managemnmdanagers at the decen-
tral level within the operative Directorates-Gemeaaee in accordance with the
current system. However, central level manageratgoi the need for increased
horizontal coordination and exchange of good peasti In the debate over the
appropriate division of labour in External Commuation, decentral units under-
score the value of decentral potentials and therteal closeness to the policy
contents, while managers at the central level poiihe need for a coherent and
coordinated “voice” of the Commission to the ougsidorld. In other words, in

External Communication — especially with respecwiat is referred to as com-
munication to the general public as opposed tcestalkier communication — cen-
tral level managers are wary of risks of fragmeataind thus wish to strengthen
the corporate image and messages of the Commiasiarwhole. Decentral units,
on the other hand, wish to maintain the statusap point to what they see as

their superior communication skills with relevapesific policy communities.

6. Lacking unobtrusive data for assessing objelgtieeganisational efficiency,

the statements of the managers working in deceathalinistrative support and
coordination nevertheless provide important insgiithey advocate increased
manoeuvrability (recruitment in HR) or at leasi\thdefend the current state-of-
the-art (division of labour in communication). Wit decisions not to ask for
new posts to the budgetary authority for the pebetiveen 2009 and 2013 and to
consider administrative support and coordinatisoarce for redeployments, the
Commission has committed itself to align increapedsonnel needs in priority
areas by redeployment in particular from the adstiative support and coordina-

tion functions.
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Comparing staff numbers in administrative suppoross Directorates-General

7. As a matter of fact, our interlocutors withiretBuropean Commission profes-
sionally supported the research team, in particojagranting access to leading
managers of Resource Directorates in the areafRoManagement and External
Communication and also by allowing a comprehenshadf survey to be con-
ducted. However, the research team had no accestetoal staff data or docu-
ments other than those publicly available. Oridin@nvisaged research strate-
gies, such as participant observation and in-ddpttumentary analysis of stan-
dard working procedures within the area of admiatate support and coordina-
tion in particular Directorates-General, could tme& be undertaken. To partly
compensate for this, the research team estimadédnstmbers in HR Manage-
ment and External Communication across Director@seral on the basis of an
investigation of the annual activity reports and tinline directory of the Euro-
pean Commission. Taken at face value, these esnpatint to variation of staff
numbers in administrative support and coordinatietween Directorates-General
within and across so called “families” of Directt@s-General. Some of this varia-
tion appears justified, particularly greater sup@ord coordination staff in Direc-
torates-General that deal with program managemerriehnis known to be per-
sonnel intense. Other differences, namely betwewstividual Directorates-
General with similar tasks — like between DG AID@@d DG ECHO - are less

easily explainable.
Perception of staff

8. In the perspective of “clients” or “consumerg$’services provided by decentral
administrative support and coordination, i.e. thasedle managers who need
administrative support and coordination servicesriter to do their jobs, survey
data clearly show that decentralisation has an rapbimpact and that the vast
majority of middle managers consuming administesupport and coordination

services appreciates decentral management arranggeme

9. Among middle managers with policy responsilaiti decentralisation gets ex-
cellent approval rates. More than 80% in HR Manag@nand 70% in External
Communications respectively, assess the functignalithe current decentralised

arrangement as very positive. The thrust of thevarsis very consistent across

\%
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areas and across individual survey questions. Dedamits are those to whom
they regularly address, as well as those which sleeyas most competent. In their
opinion there is room for improvement, especiafiythe HR function; neverthe-
less, the division of labour between central anded&al units in HR Manage-
ment and External Communication is by and largecgieed to function ade-

quately.

10. The survey impressively underlines somethimgrésearch team encountered
also during the talks with middle and top managerhe decentralised adminis-
trative support and coordination functions: a aarfatigue and scepticism with
respect to organisational change. Asked about gtd optimisation, the major-
ity of line managers wishes to leave things as thayently are; 53% with regards
to HR Management, and 56% with regards to Exte@mhmunication. In other
words, the clients and consumers of decentrallyideal administrative support
and coordination services want to preserve thaistquo. 34% suggest further
decentralisation for HR Management; although oii$oldo so with respect to
External Communications. However, only small mities wish to see more cen-
tralisation in these areas in the future. The pe&cis clear. A majority wishes to
leave things as they are, with perhaps increaseenti@lisation in specific areas,

but without further organisational overhauls or agicentralisation.

11. Representatives of the staff associations arsiderably more critical to-
wards recent administrative change within the Cossion than middle managers.
They support a stronger coordinating role for DGMIN — partly due to the fact
that decentralisation means that they must nownteract in staff matters with
virtually all Directorates-General, whereas in thest they could focus on DG
ADMIN. Recent administrative modernisation has thesakened staff associa-
tions’ means to support rank and files. Staff repneatives are thus clearly in
favour of a re-centralisation of different admirnagive support and coordination
functions, especially concerning HR Managementhéir view, the Kinnock Re-
form augmented existing trends towards “compartaieattion” in the Commis-
sion, i.e. that the application of rules and thelewng cultures of staff policy and
career patterns increasingly diverge across Dirat#e-General. From staff repre-

sentatives’ perspectives this fragmentation leadsnt unacceptably high level of
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unequal treatment of staff. The decentralisatioadrhinistrative support and co-
ordination is thus taken as a synonym for the Kakneeform writ large.

The research team derives the following recommémuafrom the analysis:

Recommendation 1: The European Commission shouhbeuraged to develop
differential concepts for optimising the use of awistrative support and coordi-
nation functions. In HR Management, the cooperatetween decentral HR
units, DG ADMIN, and EPSO should be reviewed inesrtb foster more effi-

cient, swift and adequate recruitment proceduressiBilities to consolidate the
generally well working decentralised status quorégucing frictions emerging
from centrally demanded targets should be furthgdozed. By contrast, given
the risk of harmful consequences of fragmentatiokxternal Communication, a
greater need for centrally or horizontally orgadiseordination across Director-

ates-General exists in this particular area.

Recommendation 2: The European Commission shoukhbeuraged to review
the use of resources and the current division gfoasibilities between decentral
and central organisational levels in all areasdohiaistrative support and coordi-
nation. Reviewing missions and definitions as veslloperationalisations of the
division of labour between central and decentralise provision in each area of

administrative support and coordination appearessary.

Recommendation 3: The European Commission showdide continuously a

precise picture of staffing in all administratiugeport and coordination functions.
In this context, the Commission’s annual Screemegorts should comprise rela-
tive as well as absolute staff numbers of all adstiative support and coordina-
tion functions respectively for each Directoraten&ml and Service. As this in-
formation has been already the basis on which &ft tlie respective sections in
the recent Screening Reports, the Commission shoeildncouraged to present
these numbers for the years 2007 and 2008, welllvance of the next screening

exercise.

Recommendation 4: As comparability to any other lipubrganisation will

probably remain out of reach for some time to cothe,Commission should be

VI
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encouraged to develop appropriate yardsticks fanprehensive and meaningful
internal benchmarking exercises as a basis fosasgeand eventually improving
organisational efficiency and effectiveness in éneas of administrative support

and coordination.

Recommendation 5: Fair and effective mechanismenture the alignment of
individual managers’ incentives with that organisaél objective are needed.
That means, for example, that some of the effigiggains from cooperative man-
agers should remain in their unit or Directoratex&al and not entirely in an

anonymous organisational pool or purpose.

Recommendation 6: The approval of the current sihtbe art by internal con-
sumers of decentralised administrative support emardination functions de-
serves to be taken into due consideration. Maxingigirganisational efficiency

should not reduce the achieved effectiveness oéotisolutions in this respect.

Recommendation 7: The Commission should be encedrégregularly collect,
and in more detail than is currently done in trefstpinion survey, the percep-
tion of the staff as to how effective and efficighe Commission staff conceives

the system of administrative support and coordnab be.

Recommendation 8: If further reform of administratsupport and coordination
will be decided, staff — not only managers, butipatarly rank and file — must be
actively convinced of the need for further refofReform options and implemen-
tation decisions reached have to be communicateddiar to enhance ownership
among staff and thus the chances of successfulemmaitation of a potential

change agenda.

VII
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Résumé (en francais)

Cette étude analyse l'organisation actuelle destifoms de support administratif
et de coordination décentralisées au sein de lan@ission Européenne. Elle se
concentre en particulier sur l'efficience organgsatelle des fonctions de gestion
des Ressources Humaines (RH) et de Communicatiterriexainsi que sur leur
perception par le personnel en général. La praporelative du personnel affecté
aux fonctions de support administratif et de camation ainsi que la répartition
du personnel et des responsabilités entre lesumveantraux et décentralisés font
I'objet de beaucoup d'attention au sein de la Casion Européenne, et sont des

sujets débattus entre la Commission EuropéenmeRgrdement Européen.

Les résultats de cette étude se basent sur dewesamajeures: d’abord, des en-
tretiens qualitatifs semi-structurés avec l'encadm@® des Directions Générales
(DG) opérationnelles sélectionnées et avec lesceamncentraux en charge de la
gestion des RH et de la Communication Externe, driéne a évaluer le degré
d'efficience organisationnelle. La deuxieme souteedonnées empiriques pro-
vient d'un sondage fait aupres des chefs d'uniétages responsabilités opéra-
tionnelles hors des Directions Ressources pouruérvdeur satisfaction en tant
gue «consommateurs» des services de support athatihiet de coordination

fournis.
Les résultats de I'étude peuvent étre resumeés cosuitie

1. La décentralisation des fonctions de supportiaidiratif et de coordination a
précédé la Réforme Kinnock. Ses origines remonéeninoins aux initiatives
MAP 2000 et SEM 2000 lancées a la fin des anné@8.1% Réforme Kinnock a
cependant amplifié ces efforts de décentralisatians la gestion des RH et la
communication externe et les a étendus a presauestdées autres fonctions de
support administratif et de coordination. La décaigation de ces fonctions, en
tant gqu’instrument pour améliorer le fonctionnemerganisationnel, a séduit les
instigateurs de la Réforme en raison de sa comiliigtiavec les autres éléments

de cette derniere (comme par exemple la resporssimh de I'encadrement su-

VIII
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périeur et le nouveau systéme comptable). Cependactine évaluation ni ana-

lyse colt-bénéfice n‘avaient été effectuées augiieéa
La gestion des ressources humaines et la commiamaatterne

2. Dans la gestion des ressources humaines, lartead la décentralisation a pu
étre observée de longue date et a été amplifiélapaodernisation administrative
récente. Concernant la communication, les anné8® £a particulier ont vu
I'établissement et I'expansion d'entités organisatelles décentralisées, a savoir
des unités d’'information et de presse au niveauDdgsndividuelles. Au sein de
la Commission, on envisage actuellement les man@dmptimiser l'utilisation de
ressources et la répartition des responsabilités pes fonctions. Alors que la
situation pour la gestion des RH semble relativdarstable, la Commission a dé-
cidé recemment de réaffecter 10% du personnel tiétise en charge de la
communication externe a d'autres priorités dardohaaine de la communication

ou a d'autres taches.

3. Bien gque l'encadrement supérieur et interméxiair charge de la gestion des
RH voit des possibilités d'amélioration dans le dova du recrutement, il est geé-
néralement satisfait de I'actuelle division du &ibentre les niveaux centraux et
décentralisés. La lourdeur de la procédure pourbéemies postes vacants appa-
rait comme le probléme principal. Parallélemerda ddcentralisation de certaines
fonctions liees aux RH vers les DG opérationnel#3S0 a été créé en tant qu'of-
fice central en charge de l'organisation des carscde recrutement et de la cons-
titution, pour toutes les institutions européenrds listes de réserves pour les
candidats admis. De plus, certaines alternatives actuellement envisagées et
explorées au sein d'arrangements intermédiaireg)tel des contrats de niveau de
service ("service level agreements”) ou de nousdldemes de coopération entre
un nombre restreint de DG ou services, de manigyeoduire des synergies et
partager les codts du support administratif etadedordination. La DG ADMIN

cherche a optimiser l'organisation actuelle deielus facons, au nombre des-
quelles les sondages aupres du personnel. Mist @gréains domaines peu signi-
ficatifs comme la gestion des congés, les unitéemtéalisées ne voient pas de

nécessité a recentraliser.
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4. Pour le domaine spécifique du recrutement, teqmmel d'encadrement au ni-
veau décentralisé se plaint de procédures pesgntesnpris par rapport a la si-
tuation avant la décentralisation) et fait réféeeacsa capacité a gérer plus vite et
de maniére plus efficiente. Cela illustre les tensiqui existent entre la rapidité
de traitement (niveau décentralisé) et la légignfitissurée centralement, en répar-
tissant de maniére équilibrée les agents par raliiéa entre et au sein des institu-
tions). Un deuxiéme arbitrage dans la gestion déx@hcerne les tensions entre
l'autonomie des services décentralisés et le dententral au moyen de regles et
réglementations contraignantes. Les services détisgs sont méfiants vis-a-vis
d'une trop grande intervention des services cextdamns ce qu'ils considerent
leurs responsabilités quotidiennes. Si la recasaitabn n'est considérée par per-
sonne comme une option envisageable, les servergsaax et décentralisés envi-
sagent et mettent parfois en pratiqgue des solutiant a optimiser I'efficience

organisationnelle par des mécanismes de coordmhtidzontale plus forts.

5. En ce qui concerne l'appréciation de I'exécutlea fonctions examinées, la
différence de perception entre niveaux centrauwkeeentralisés est plus marquée
dans le domaine de la communication externe que dalui de la gestion des

RH. L'encadrement au sein des DG opérationnellesndi@alisées est en faveur de
I'organisation actuelle alors que celui du niveant@l met en avant la nécessité
d'une plus grande coordination horizontale et @ggbhs de bonnes pratiques.
Dans ce débat sur la meilleure répartition desefichlatives a la communication
externe, les unités décentralisées soulignent leapsacités et leur proximité du

contenu des politiques, tandis que les gestionmhaiteniveau central mettent en
avant la nécessité d'une "voix" cohérente et coorée de la Commission vis-a-
vis du monde extérieur. En d'autres termes, pouwuce&oncerne la communica-

tion externe - et en particulier par rapport aundraublic plutdt que par rapport

aux "parties prenantes” - le personnel d'encadremeniveau central redoute les
risques de fragmentation et souhaite par conségaefurcer lI'image et les mes-
sages globaux que renvoie la Commission. Au cosirée personnel d'encadre-
ment au niveau local souhaite le maintien du sjatuet renvoie a ce qu'il percoit
comme ses plus grandes compétences pour commuiigeeson public spécifi-

que.



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

6. En dépit du manque de données quantitativesé@aluer de maniére objective
I'efficience organisationnelle, les jugements duspenel d'encadrement travail-
lant pour le support administratif et la coordinatau niveau décentralisé fournis-
sent néanmoins des indications utiles. Ceux-cdpldi pour des marges de man-
ceuvre accrues (pour le recrutement) ou défendentans la situation actuelle

(division du travail pour la communication). En @t de ne pas demander de
nouveaux postes a l'autorité budgétaire entre 20013, la Commission s'est
engagee a faire face aux besoins accrus en petstanmeles domaines prioritai-

res par des redéploiements a partir notammentatesidns de support adminis-

tratif et de coordination.

Comparaison entre Directions Générales des affectaen personnel pour le

support administratif

7. De fait, nos interlocuteurs au sein de la Corsinis ont apporté un soutien
professionnel a I'équipe de recherche, notammentiietionnant accés aux res-
ponsables de la gestion des RH et de la commuaoicaixterne des Directions

Ressources et en permettant la conduite d'un serukgillé aupres du personnel.
L'équipe de recherche n'a toutefois pas eu acdes @onnées ou documents in-
ternes autres que ceux a la disposition du pubks. stratégies de recherche ini-
tialement envisagée telles que l'observation ppéite ou I'analyse documentaire
en profondeur de processus de travail type daosriexte du support administra-
tif et de la coordination dans des Directions Géleér spécifiques n'ont ainsi pas
pu étre appliquées. Pour partiellement compensenargjue, I'équipe de recher-
che a procédé a une estimation du personnel affetaégestion des RH et a la
communication externe dans les DG sur la base dinakse des rapports d'acti-
vité annuels et du répertoire en ligne de la Corsimis européenne. En valeur
absolue, ces estimations mettent en évidence deatiwas dans le nombre

d'agents affectés au support administratif et @oladination au sein et entre les
différentes "familles” de DG. Certaines de cesataons semblent justifiées, et en
particulier la plus grande quantité de personnfeicéé au support administratif et
a la coordination dans les DG qui gerent des progr@s, connues pour étre in-
tensives en emplois. D'autres différences, et notamh celles qui existent entre
DG ayant des taches similaires - comme entre lesABCO et ECHO - sont

moins facilement explicables.

Xl
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Perception par le personnel

8. Du point de vue des "clients" ou "consommatedes' services proposés par le
support administratif et la coordination décensedi c'est-a-dire I'encadrement
intermédiaire qui a besoin des fonctions de suppdninistratif et de coordina-
tion pour faire son travail, les résultats des sged montrent clairement que la
décentralisation a un impact important et que Ende majorité de ceux ayant
recours aux services de support administratif etca@rdination apprécient le

mode de gestion décentralisé.

9. Parmi I'encadrement intermédiaire ayant desoresgbilités en termes de poli-
tiques, la décentralisation recoit d'excellentx tdapprobation. Plus de 80% et de
70% d'entre eux évaluent la fonctionnalité du moeeestion décentralisé actuel
comme trés positif pour respectivement la gesties BH et la communication

externe. La portée des réponses est confirméespaicbhérence entre domaines
et entre questions du sondage. Les unités de sugpoentralisées sont leurs in-
terlocuteurs privilégiés et ceux qu'ils voient coehas plus compétents. De leur
point de vue, des possibilités d'amélioration existnotamment dans le domaine
de la gestion des RH, mais la division du travatte services centraux et décen-
tralisées pour la gestion des RH et la communicatiderne est globalement per-

cue comme fonctionnant de maniére adéquate.

10. Le sondage souligne également de maniere isipregnte un aspect que
I'équipe de recherche a également rencontré losesl@ntretiens avec l'encadre-
ment supérieur et intermédiaire au sein des sendéeentralisés de support ad-
ministratif et de coordination, a savoir une cerdassitude et un scepticisme vis-
a-vis du changement organisationnel. Interrogéslesuroptions possibles pour
l'optimisation, la majorité des responsables op@raels souhaite que les choses
restent telles gu'elles le sont, a hauteur de 583%eequi concerne la gestion des
RH et de 56% pour la communication externe. Enteiauermes, les clients et
consommateurs des services de support administtatd coordination fournis au
niveau décentralisé souhaite le statu quo. 34%astaurtt une décentralisation plus
poussée dans la gestion des ressources humaiidesetsont que 17% dans ce
cas pour ce qui concerne la communication extddne. plus grande centralisa-
tion de ces fonctions n'est percue comme opporfuieepar une petite minorité.

La situation est claire: une majorité souhaite psechoses restent en I'état, avec

Xl



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

peut-étre davantage de décentralisation pour gasldomaines spécifiques mais

sans restructuration majeure ni une quelconquentetisation.

11. Les représentants des syndicats sont consldérait plus critiques vis-a-vis
du changement organisationnel récent que les dimigeintermédiaires. lls plai-
dent pour un rble accru en termes de coordinatmm pa DG ADMIN - entre
autres parce que la décentralisation signifie gy@divent maintenant intervenir
avec toutes les DG alors qu'ils pouvaient par kes@ase concentrer sur la DG
ADMIN. La modernisation administrative récente andaéduit la capacité des
syndicats a défendre le personnel de base. Lescaymdont en conséquence clai-
rement en faveur d'une recentralisation des diftésefonctions administratives et
de support, en particulier en ce qui concerne &ige des RH. A leurs yeux, la
Réforme Kinnock a accentué la tendance a la "cainpamtation” de la Commis-
sion, c'est-a-dire a ce que l'application des sgtdes politiques du personnel et
de carriére divergent de plus en plus entre DGp@iat de vue des représentants
du personnel, cette fragmentation conduit & unanivieacceptable d'inégalités de
traitement. La décentralisation du support adnmaistet de la coordination est

ainsi considérée comme l'essence de la Réformeokknn
L'équipe de recherche émet les recommandationarges.

Recommandation 1: La Commission européenne dedraitencouragée a déve-
lopper un cadre conceptuel en vue de l'optimisaties différentes fonctions de
support administratif et de coordination. Dans éstmpn des RH, la coopération
entre les unités RH décentralisées, la DG ADMINEREO devrait étre revues de
maniere a favoriser des procédures de recrutenenefficientes, rapides et adé-
quates. Les possibilités de consolider I'orgarosatiécentralisée actuelle par la
réduction des tensions résultant des objectifssfigéntralement devraient étre
explorées plus avant pour ce qui concerne la gestés RH. Inversement, une
coordination centrale ou organisée horizontaleneaite DG est nécessaire pour
la communication externe en raison des conseéquerifastes potentielles en cas

d'une fragmentation de celle-ci.

Recommandation 2: La Commission devrait égalemiateéncouragée a revoir
l'utilisation des ressources et le partage acteglrdsponsabilités entre les niveaux

centraux et décentralisés pour tous les domainesudport administratif et de
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coordination. Pour chacune des fonctions de suggsbrinistratif et de coordina-
tion, la revue des missions et définitions consrefasi que de la mise en pratique
de la division du travail pour les services respeatent fournis aux niveaux cen-

tral et décentralisé apparait nécessaire.

Recommandation 3: La Commission devrait fournir daniere continue une

image précise de l'affectation en personnel a cteacles fonctions de support
administratif et de coordination. Dans ce contebaesection du rapport de scree-
ning de la Commission relative aux fonctions depsupadministratif et de coor-

dination devrait comprendre des données relatiteabeolues sur le nombre
d'agents en charge de ces différentes fonctions daacune des DG. Comme
cette information a servi de base a I'élaboraties skctions en question du rap-
port de screening, la Commission devrait étre eragme a présenter ces chiffres

pour les années 2007 et 2008 préalablement ahairoexercice de screening.

Recommandation 4: Comme une comparaison avec @saatganisations publi-
ques ne semble pas étre réalisable dans un fubch@rla Commission devrait
étre encouragée a €laborer des criteres adéquatpeonettre des exercices in-
ternes de benchmarking visant a évaluer et alidim&liorer I'efficacité et I'effi-

cience organisationnelles dans l'exécution de<réifites fonctions de support

administratif et de coordination.

Recommandation 5: Des mécanismes justes et effigastent nécessaires pour
assurer l'alignement des incitations de chaque meemb personnel d'encadre-
ment avec cet objectif organisationnel. Cela sigpar exemple qu'une partie des
gains en efficience résultant de la bonne coomarates dirigeants devrait rester
dans leur service ou DG et non pas étre entieretraamdférés a une réserve orga-

nisationnelle anonyme.

Recommandation 6: L'appréciation positive de laasibn actuelle en matiere de
support administratif et de coordination décerdgésipar les consommateurs in-
ternes de ces services doit étre dument prise mgidgration. La maximisation de

I'efficience organisationnelle ne devrait pas réslliefficacité atteinte a cet égard

par I'organisation actuelle.
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Recommandation 7: La Commission devrait étre eragme a recueillir régulié-
rement la perception de l'efficacité et efficienlcesystéme de support administra-
tif et de coordination par le personnel, et ce ghnglétail que cela est fait dans le

sondage d'opinion du personnel.

Recommandation 8: Si de nouvelles réformes du stippministratif et de coor-

dination devaient étre initiées, il serait nécaessdie convaincre activement le
personnel, les agents de base et pas seulemeritiéearchie, de la nécessité de
réformer. Les options possibles et les décisionsnid® en ceuvre doivent étre
communiquées pour favoriser leur appropriationl@grersonnel et augmenter les

chances de réussite pratique des changements.
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Zusammenfassung (auf Deutsch)

Diese Studie untersucht das aktuelle System de#enisgelbter administrativer
Unterstitzungs- und Koordinationsfunktionen in &ewropaischen Kommission.
Im Fokus steht dabei die Effizienz und die Zufrieldeit der Mitarbeiter mit den
Funktionen Personalmanagement und Externe KommiimikeDer relative An-

teil von Mitarbeitern, die in administrativen Urg&itzungs- und Koordinations-
funktionen arbeiten, sowie deren Aufteilung zwistlzentralen und dezentralen
organisatorischen Einheiten ist sowohl Gegenstaiahgtier Aufmerksamkeit in
der Européaischen Kommission, als auch Objekt stefijskussion zwischen Eu-

ropaischer Kommission und Européischem Parlament.

Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie basieren im Weseatliguf zwei Quellen: erstens
wurden qualitative halb-standardisierte Interviewis Abteilungsleitern und Di-
rektoren in den fur Personalmanagement und Ext€ommunikation zustandi-
gen ausgewahlten Generaldirektionen und zentralemsien gefthrt, um den
Effizienzaspekt zu eruieren. Zweitens wurde einé&dging von Abteilungslei-
tern aus sogenannten ,Policy-Direktoraten* durcbigdf um die Zufriedenheit
dieser ,Konsumenten* von administrativen Untersiigs- und Koordinations-

funktionen zu ergrtinden.
Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kénnen wie folgt zusangefasst werden:

1. Die Dezentralisierung administrativer Unterstiigs- und Koordinationsfunk-
tionen reicht weit vor die sogenannte Kinnock Refaurtick und kdnnen auf die
Ende der 90er Jahre durchgefiihrten Initiativen SEMO und MAP 2000 zu-
rackgefuhrt werden. Die Kinnock Reform hat die sthestehende Dezentralisie-
rung von Personalmanagement und Externer Kommuaorkatsgeweitet und auf
fast alle administrativen Unterstitzungs- und Kawatlonsfunktionen ausgewei-
tet. Die Dezentralisierung dieser Funktionen atgrltoment der Steigerung organi-
sationaler Performanz erschien den Reformern demswalg probates Mittel, weil
sie passgenau zu anderen Reformelementen (z.BRekgvonsabilisierung von

Generaldirektoren und dem neuen internen Prufustgssy implementiert wer-
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den konnte. Eine systematische ex-ante Bewertueg lkdsten-Nutzen-Analyse
der Dezentralisierung hat im Vorfeld der Reformethoch nie stattgefunden.

Personalmanagement und Externe Kommunikation

2. Im Bereich Personalmanagement kann ein schgetéandauernder und durch
die Reformen noch verstarkter Prozess der Dezei¢raing beobachtet werden.
Im Bereich der Externen Kommunikation wurden besosidn den 90er Jahren
dezentrale organisatorische Kapazitaten in denilig@e Generaldirektionen auf-
gebaut und verstarkt. Die Europaische Kommissiogtwairzeit verschiedene
Optionen ab, wie der Ressourcenverbrauch und dreeileng von Verantwort-

lichkeiten bei der Ausibung administrativer Untétatings- und Koordinations-
funktionen verbessert werden kann. Wahrend dieatsain im Bereich Personal-
management relativ stabil erscheint, hat die Korsioisjlingst entschieden 10%
der Mitarbeiter im Bereich Externe Kommunikation zugruppieren (redeploy-

ment) und neuen Kommunikationsprioritaten oder eemdédufgaben zuzuordnen.

3. Obwohl Direktoren und Abteilungsleiter dezerdgraDrganisationseinheiten
Verbesserungsbedarf im Bereich der Rekrutierungmtitarbeiter fir inre Ge-
neraldirektion sehen, sind sie mit der Arbeitstajwzwischen dezentralen und
zentralen Diensten generell zufrieden. Das groiel®m erscheint das sehr auf-
wandige Verfahren im Zuge der Besetzung offeneliedteu sein. Parallel zur
Dezentralisierung bestimmter Funktionen im Persoaabhgement wurde als
zentrale Behdrde EPSO gegrindet, das im Auftrdge BU-Institutionen fur die
Durchfihrung der Auswahlverfahren (concours) urel Elistellung von Reserve-
listen erfolgreicher Kandidaten zustandig ist. &sdariber hinaus anzumerken,
dass zurzeit Optionen zur Schaffung von Synergrah Kiostenteilung bei admi-
nistrativen Unterstitzungs- und Koordinationsfuokén erwogen und zum Teil
auch bereits erprobt werden — etwa durch sogengseteice level agreements”
und andere Kooperationsformen zwischen verschied@weneraldirektionen und
Diensten. DG ADMIN versucht die momentane Situa@om verschiedenen We-
gen zu optimieren wie z.B. durch die Durchfihrumg Burveys Uber die Mitar-
beiterzufriedenheit. Bis auf Gebiete von eher ggirBedeutung wie die Urlaubs-
und Abwesenheitsverwaltung sehen dezentrale Esrhdi¢inen Bedarf zur Re-

zentralisierung bestimmter Bereiche des Personaganents.
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4. Bei der Besetzung offener Stellen in den Gedeeltionen beklagen sich de-
zentrale Manager Uber (sogar im Vergleich zu der\&e der Dezentralisierung)
schwerfallige Prozeduren und weisen auf ihre patatFahigkeit hin die Beset-
zung von Stellen schneller und effizienter zu desta Dies veranschaulicht die
bestehenden Spannungen zwischen (dezentraler) I&gkeie und (zentral inten-

dierter) Legitimation eine ausgeglichene und angseree Verteilung von Beam-
ten aus allen EU-Staaten innerhalb und zwischenEdé#nstitutionen zu garan-
tieren. Ein zweiter Zielkonflikt im Personalmanagerh bezieht sich auf das
Spannungsverhaltnis zwischen der Autonomie deZentBienste und zentraler
Kontrolle durch bindende Regeln und Dienstvorstmif Dezentrale Einheiten
sind besorgt, dass sich zentrale Dienste mégliclisenzu viel in ihr Tagesge-
schaft einmischen. Wahrend Rezentralisierung vemandem als Option in Er-
wagung gezogen wird, sind sowohl zentrale als aletentrale Dienste offen
bzw. praktizieren bereits Lésungen um die orgaarssathe Effizienz durch enge-

re horizontale Koordinationsmechanismen zu verlvasse

5. Im Bereich Externer Kommunikation sind die Ust#riede zwischen dezentra-
len und zentralen Fuhrungskraften bei der Bewertlgrgorganisatorischen Per-
formanz grof3er als im Bereich des Personalmanagsnieihrungskréfte in de-
zentralen Einheiten der operativen Generaldirektiobefirworten das momenta-
ne System prinzipiell. Fihrungskrafte in den zdatrdiensten hingegen verwei-
sen auf die steigende Bedeutung und Notwendiglkaizdntaler Koordination
und des Austausches von bewahrten Praktiken. IlDdbatte Uber die angemes-
sene Arbeitsteilung im Bereich der Externen Komrkationen unterstreichen
dezentrale Organisationseinheiten den Wert ihrésnlals und ihre N&he zu den
Politikinhalten, wahrend Fuhrungskrafte zentraléeridte auf die Notwendigkeit
einer koharenten und koordinierten Aul3endarsteltlergommission verweisen.
Mit anderen Worten: Fuhrungskrafte zentraler Diersghen im Bereich der ex-
ternen Kommunikation insbesondere bei der Arbeftsdung zwischen Kommu-
nikation mit der Offentlichkeit auf der einen Seited der Kommunikation mit
Stakeholdern von Generaldirektionen auf der and8egte das Risiko einer Frag-
mentierung und wollen das Bild und die Nachrichté transportiert werden,
insgesamt starker im Lichte einer ,corporate idgthitommunizieren. Dezentrale
Organisationseinheiten mochten hingegen an der miamen Arbeitsaufteilung

festhalten und verweisen auf inre Erfahrung undrlgigenheit bei der Kommuni-
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kation mit spezifischen Gruppen, die sich fir eibestimmten Politikinhalt inte-

ressieren

6. Auch wenn es an eindeutigen Zahlen Uber dideBtesetzung in den einzel-
nen Generaldirektionen mangelt um objektiv die iz zu beurteilen, kdbnnen
die Aussagen der Fuhrungskrafte in dezentralen radtrativen Unterstitzungs-
und Koordinationsfunktionen dennoch wichtige AufsisBe geben. Die Fuh-
rungskrafte treten fur mehr Handlungsspielraum (Ridrung im Bereich Perso-
nalmanagement) oder wenigstens fur die Beibehalti@sgStatus Quo (Arbeitstei-
lung im Bereich Externer Kommunikation) ein. Die rdmission hat sich selbst
dazu verpflichtet erhohten Personalbedarf in péoen Politikbereichen durch
Umgruppierungen (redeployment) zu erreichen, indeime neue Posten mehr im
Zeitraum 2009 bis 2013 angefordert werden und adtnaive Unterstitzungs-
und Koordinationsfunktionen als primare Quelle wdmgruppierungen identifi-

ziert werden.

Vergleich der Personalausstattung in administrativaterstiitzungsaufgaben in

den Generaldirektionen

7. Es bleibt festzuhalten, dass unsere Gespradhspan der Européischen
Kommission das Untersuchungsteam professionelrstitzt haben, indem Kon-
takte zu Fuhrungskraften in den Abteilungen firsBealmanagement und Exter-
ne Kommunikation in den dezentralen Direktoratendaglicht und die Erlaubnis
ein Survey zur Mitarbeiterzufriedenheit durchzugieerteilt wurde. Das Unter-
suchungsteam hatte jedoch nur Zugang zu jenemartddokumenten oder Stel-
lenbesetzungsplanen, die auch o6ffentlich zugangiicti. Urspriinglich angedach-
te Untersuchungsstrategien wie etwa teilnehmenadd&zhtung und eine detail-
lierte Dokumentenanalyse von Ublichen Arbeitsprozed und -ablaufen im Be-
reich der administrativen Unterstitzungs- und Kowationsfunktionen in be-
stimmten Generaldirektionen konnten daher nichtlugefihrt werden. Um dies
teilweise auszugleichen, hat das Untersuchungstiianstellenbesetzungspléane
fur Personalmanagement und Externe Kommunikatiatemjeweiligen General-
direktionen geschétzt, indem die jahrlichen Tatigherichte und die Angaben
des online verfugbaren Handbuchs der Dienststatalysiert wurden. Nimmt
man diese Zahlen zur Grundlage, so sind Untersehieder Stellenbesetzung im

Bereich Personalmanagement und Externe KommunikatiGeneraldirektionen
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der gleichen so genannten ,Familie von Generaltoekn® als auch zwischen
Familien zu konzedieren. Einige dieser Unterschietseheinen gerechtfertigt,
wie etwa die héheren Zahlen fir administrative sitezungs- und Koordinati-
onsfunktionen in Generaldirektionen, die sich metrdals personalintensiv gel-
tenden Programmmanagement beschaftigen. Andereddhtede jedoch, beson-
ders jene zwischen Generaldirektionen mit &hnlichehen und Aufgaben, z.B.
zwischen DG AIDCO und DG ECHO, sind ad hoc schweuveerklaren.

Mitarbeiterzufriedenheit

8. Aus der Perspektive der “Klienten” oder “Konsunten“ von dezentral zu Ver-
fligung gestellten administrativen Unterstitzungsd ioordinationsfunktionen,
d.h. aus der Perspektive jener Fuhrungskraftedidige Funktionen in Anspruch
nehmen, um ihre Arbeit als Manager zu erfullengeeidie Surveydaten eindeu-
tig, dass Dezentralisierung einen wichtigen Eirdlbhat und dass die weitaus gro-
3e Mehrheit der Fihrungskrafte die dezentrale B#edung von administrativen

Unterstitzungs- und Koordinationsfunktionen podiurteilt.

9. Unter Fuhrungskraften mit Verantwortung fur Bkinhalte erhalt die Dezent-
ralisierung exzellente Zustimmungsraten. 80% Zustimg fir den Bereich Per-
sonalmanagement und 70% fir den Bereich externentiomkation impliziert,
dass die Befragten die Funktionalitat der dezesnr@ereitstellung dieser Aufga-
ben sehr positiv beurteilen. Diese positive Tendeniber alle Bereiche und in-
dividuellen Surveyfragen konsistent. Dezentraleddiggationseinheiten sind jene,
an die sich die Kunden regelmafiig wenden und diéisikompetente Ansprech-
partner halten. Zwar gibt es auch nach Ansichtkierden Verbesserungsbedarf
im Bereich Personalmanagement; nichtsdestotrotd ee Arbeitsaufteilung zwi-
schen zentralen und dezentralen Organisationséamhen Bereich Personalma-
nagement und Externe Kommunikation auch aus Kunclenals adaquat einge-
stuft.

10. Der Survey unterstreicht auf beeindruckende s@&/aitwas, was das For-
schungsteam auch wahrend der Interviews mit dedi@idezentralen administra-
tiven Unterstitzungs- und Koordinationsfunktionerstandigen Fuhrungskraften
herausgefunden hat: eine gewisse Ermidung und SkepBezug auf Verwal-

tungsreformen. Befragt nach mdglichen Optimierupgisoen, mochte die Mehr-
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heit der FUihrungskrafte die Dinge so lassen, waessid; 53% in Bezug auf Per-
sonalmanagement und 56% in Bezug auf Externe Korkation. Die Konsu-

menten der dezentral zu Verfigung gestellten adinativen Unterstitzungs-
und Koordinationsfunktionen wollen also am Statw® @esthalten. 34% sprechen
sich fur eine weitere Dezentralisierung von PerBoanagement aus, nur 17%
tun dies fur den Bereich Externe Kommunikationb&iden Bereichen ist es je-
doch nur eine kleine Minderheit, die sich fur eentralisierung dieser Bereiche
ausspricht. Das Bild ist klar: Eine Mehrheit wirtssith, dass die Dinge so blei-
ben wie sie sind, vielleicht mit verstarkter Dezahsierung spezifischer Bereiche

aber ohne weitere organisatorische Umwalzungene&derRezentralisierung.

11. Vertreter der Gewerkschaften sind bedeuterigéhier in Bezug auf Verwal-
tungswandel in der Europaischen Kommission alsbéieagten Abteilungsleiter
im Survey. Die Gewerkschaftsvertreter propagieree starker koordinierende
Rolle von DG ADMIN — zum Teil auch deswegen weilZéatralisierung impli-
ziert, dass Gewerkschaften in Personalangelegemheiit jedem Generaldirekto-
rat interagieren mussen, wahrend in der Vergangeil@ ADMIN alleiniger
Ansprechpartner war. Die zurickliegenden Verwaltnefprmen haben so die
Mittel der Gewerkschaften beschnitten ihre Mitgéeth Personalfragen zu unter-
stitzen. Gewerkschaftsvertreter sind daher eingldiiti eine Rezentralisierung
verschiedener administrativer Unterstlitzungs- umdrlinationsfunktionen, be-
sonders beim Thema Personalmanagement. Aus ihebkt I$at die Kinnock Re-
form den bestehenden Trend zur ,compartmentalisatroder Kommission ver-
starkt, d.h., dass die Anwendung von Regeln undgidte entwickelnden Kulturen
von Personalpolitik und Karrieremustern zunehmeer idie Generaldirektionen
hinweg divergieren. Aus Sicht der Gewerkschaftseest fuhrt diese Fragmentie-
rung zu einer unakzeptablen UngleichbehandlungMuaarbeitern der Kommis-
sion. Die Dezentralisierung der administrativen @gsiiiitzungs- und Koordinati-
onsfunktionen gilt so als Synonym einer durch dienéck Reformen noch ver-

starkten Fragmentierung.
Das Forschungsteam leitet die folgenden Empfehlulages der Analyse ab:

Empfehlung 1: Die Europaische Kommission sollterdaestarkt werden, unter-
schiedliche Konzepte zur Optimierung administratiaterstitzungs- und Koor-

dinationsfunktionen zu entwickeln. Im Bereich desd®nalmanagements sollte
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die Kooperation zwischen dezentralen Personalabigén, DG ADMIN und
EPSO einer genauen Uberpriifung unterzogen weraerefiizientere, schnellere
und passgenauere Personalbeschaffungsmechanisniérdewn. Maoglichkeiten,
den im Allgemeinen gut funktionierenden Staus Quizlkl eine Verringerung von
aus zentralen Anforderungen resultierenden Reilwamlysten zu festigen, sollten
naher sondiert werden. Auf der anderen Seite biestelBereich der Externen

Kommunikation — angesichts des Risikos nachteillgensequenzen einer Frag
mentierung in diesem Feld — ein groRerer Bedartariraler oder horizontal or-

ganisierter Koordination zwischen den Generaldoeden.

Empfehlung 2: Die Europaische Kommission sollteirddrestarkt werden, die
Nutzung von Ressourcen und die gegenwartige Aufigider Verantwortlichkei-

ten zwischen der dezentralen und der zentralenr@@i@onsebene in allen Berei

chen administrativer Unterstiitzungs- und Koordorafunktionen einer Uberpri-
fung zu unterziehen. Eine Uberprifung von Aufgabed Definitionen, sowie die
Umsetzung der Arbeitsteilung zwischen zentraler wezentraler Dienstleis-
tungsbereitstellung in jedem Bereich administrativaterstitzungs- und Koordi-

nationsfunktionen erscheinen geboten.

Empfehlung 3: Die Europaische Kommission solltélémfend eine exakte Dar-
stellung der Personalausstattung in allen Bereichéministrativer Unterstit-
zungs- und Koordinationsfunktionen vorlegen. Insdim Zusammenhang sollte
der jahrliche ,Screening Report* der Kommissioratiée und absolute Mitarbei-
terzahlen in allen administrativen Unterstitzungsed Koordinationsfunktionen
gesondert fur jedes Generaldirektorat und jedemddiausweisen. Da diese In-
formation die Grundlage der entsprechenden Absehdier letzten ,Screening
Reports” war, sollte die Kommission ermuntert werddiese Zahlen fir die Jahre
2007 und 2008 deutlich vor der nachsten Durchfiipreines Personalscreenings

darzulegen.

Empfehlung 4: Da die Vergleichbarkeit der Kommissiu anderen 6ffentlichen
Organisationen wohl auf absehbare Zeit aul3er Reitbwoleiben wird, sollte die
Kommission ermuntert werden, geeignete Mal3stabeifllumfassendes und aus-
sagekraftiges Benchmarking als Grundlage einer Bewwg und schliel3lich Ver-
besserung der organisationalen Effizienz und Effglit in den Bereichen admi-

nistrativer Unterstitzung und Koordination zu eckein.
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Empfehlung 5: Es werden faire und effiziente Medsiaen zur Angleichung der
Leistungsanreize der einzelnen Fuhrungskrafte ent arganisationalen Zielset-
zungen bendétigt. Dies bedeutet zum Beispiel, dasg@wisser Anteil der Effi-
zienzgewinne kooperativer Fuhrungskréfte in derefefat oder Generaldirekto-
rat verbleiben sollte und nicht einem anonymen Tafder Ebene der gesamten

Organisation zugefuhrt werden sollte.

Empfehlung 6: Die Wertschatzung des Status Quo ndegter administrativer
Unterstitzungs- und Koordinationsaufgaben durchkdieden bedarf gebihren-
der Anerkennung. Die Maximierung organisationaléizienz sollte die erreichte
Effektivitat der gegenwartigen Dienstleistungshistellung nicht beeintrachtigen.

Empfehlung 7: Die Kommission sollte ermuntert werdeegelméaiig — und mit
groRerer Detailliertheit als der gegenwartige ,B@pinion Survey* — die Sicht-
weise der Mitarbeiter auf die Effektivitat und Efenz des Systems der administ-

rativen Unterstutzungs- und Koordinationsfunktiozererheben.

Empfehlung 8: Sofern weitere Reformen der admiaisten Unterstitzung und
Koordination beschlossen werden, missen die Mit@tbe nicht nur Flihrungs-
krafte, sondern besonders die ,normale Belegschaéktiv von der Notwendig-
keit weiterer Reformen Uberzeugt werden. Refornometin und Entscheidungen
Uber deren Implementation missen ausreichend komrarinwerden, um die
Beteiligung der Mitarbeiter zu erh6hen und somithadie Chancen auf eine er-

folgreiche Umsetzung eines moglichen Wechsels éérrfagenda.
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Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapeCommission: Evaluation and Perception

1 The Mission

“The study should identify the impact in terms &faency of the de-
centralisation of the Commission's organisatiorthi& context of the
Kinnock Reform and its perception by staff and ntedchanagement
within the Commission. It should also present recwmndations to
address any shortcomings identified”.

Recent administrative modernisation, i.e. the dedaKinnock Reform, has
changed the European Commission as an organisatidras a workplace. One
central element of this change was the decenttiaiisaf administrative support
and coordination functions, which meant to condediéne operational or line Di-
rectorates-General (DGs) more autonomy in areds asitiuman Resource (HR)

Management or External Communication.

In the course of the 2007 budgetary procedureEtirepean Parliament requested
the Commission to conduct a comprehensive stodkda&xercise of its entire
staff! In response to subsequent requests for highenisagional transparency;,
but also as a consequence of administrative magiron, the European Com-
mission produced a report known as “Planning antdn@ging Commission Hu-
man Resources to serve EU Prioritfediereafter referred to as the “Screening
Report”. This Screening Report was the first ofkitsd since more than a decade

and it was more inclusive and more systematic #rgnof its forerunners.

According to the 2007 Screening Report, more thamrd of Commission staff

works as “administrative overhead”, i.e. in whan ¢e called administrative sup-
port and coordination functions. In this regarde aan distinguish between ad-
ministrative overhead staff working in central seeg or in top-level administra-
tive offices (“corporate overhead”) on the one haamd staff working in opera-
tional DGs (“departmental overhead”) on the oth@nother 9% of the officials

work in the areas of Budget and Audit and an aold#i 7.5% for translation and

1 Al categories of staff means here: permanenttangporary posts, as well as external staff
(including contractual agents, interim staff andoswled national experts).

2 Cf. SEC (2007) 530.

% Note that staff working in operational DGs is mounted as “departmental” if they fulfil
functions for the whole institution (e.g. organisatof traineeships, visitor service, and li-
brary). They are then classified as “corporate ifedent)” staff.
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interpretation. By contrast, around 50% of the Cassion’s staff is directly in-
volved in the production of legislation, policy niiadg, monitoring, enforcement,

programme management and programme development.

The proportion of the so-called administrative dved reflected by these figures
was not only criticised by the European Parliafiemit also within the Commis-
sion. When assessing these numbers, the Commissamong other things —
pointed to problems of precisely defining and dsditing the category of “admin-
istrative overhead”. Moreover, the Commission uhed that its organisational
features, especially the politically enforced phgtisplit to various locations, the
obligation to operate in a multilingual context atit need to manage a high
number of complex policies, render comparisons vaitiministrative overhead

figures in national public services or other intronal organisations difficult.

In reaction to the Commission’s 2007 Screening Replwe European Parliament
has put EUR 5 million for salaries in reserve ahd €ommission committed,
first, to further pursue the possible rationalisatof activities in the area of Ex-
ternal Communication and, second, to present byl 008 a follow-up on its

2007 Screening Report due to include in particaldetailed breakdown of staff.

Moreover, the Commission committed to zero growitihwespect to its staff be-
tween 2009 and 2013. Staffing numbers shall be k&glile once enlargement
related personnel are integrated. Further, the Gesiom committed to lower the
proportion of human resources assigned to admanirstr support and coordina-
tion. In other words, the Commission itself ideietif the areas of administrative
support and coordination as “negative prioritids®, as potential sources for in-
ternal redeployment of staff. These circumstanaageHed to anxieties among
rank and file and managers working within the adstiative support and coordi-
nation functions. They fear that with internal rpldgment being the main in-
strument to transfer staff to changing politicabgties, decentral administrative

support and administration capacities will comearratessure.

In the context of the inter-institutional debate aaministrative overheads in the

Commission, though not formally related to it, Ri@ate-General Internal Poli-

* Cf. (PE 392.252v02-00, PE 393.886v01-00, PE 393/88-00) for the results of the Public
Hearing of the European Parliament's Committee oddgtary Control, 3 to 4 October 2007.

2



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

cies of the Union — Directorate D — Budgetary Affaof the Secretariat General
of the European Parliament asked the Chair of Coatipa Public Policy and

Administration of the University of Konstanz to cutt the present study on
“Decentralisation following the Reform of the Euegm Commission: Evaluation
and Perception”. The study has been conducted batd@nuary and June 2008.
In agreement with the European Parliament, theystothcentrates on HR Man-
agement and External Communication as two imporéaeas of decentralised

administrative support and coordination within Ere@opean Commission.
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2 Historical Background

“Decentralisation within the Commission” was a cahtlement of the Kinnock
Reform. The importance of decentralisation of adstiative support and coordi-
nation functions emerges primarily from the facttbther features of the organ-
isational modernisation, as for example the stratpanning and programming
cycle or the new personnel policy, depend highlgruplocal”, i.e. “decentral”
capacities at the level of Directorates-Generalthese areas. Decentralisation
also appears to be a logical corollary of the “oesibilisation” as the major
thrust of the Kinnock Reform, whose most visiblecoue is the annual assur-
ance declaration of the Directors-General on sdiunahcial management and the
regularity and legality of all activities of the®spective Directorate-General.

In the context of the Kinnock Reform, however, ttecentralisation of adminis-
trative support and coordination functions receilest systematic attention than
other more contentious reform proposals — a faat Hbecomes apparent when
taking a closer look at the respective reform dosotis

“The advantages of decentralisation both in terffinancial savings
and increased responsibility for the servicespisquestioned. In par-
ticular, support services should only be provideshtally where
added value can be demonstrated. However, the tlaeligstion of
management-related activities should be based @ppropriate cost-
effectiveness analysis. Before moving furthersinecessary to carry
out a wide review of internal decentralisation @sdess benefits and
costs, tools and quality of service deliverdd”.

However, the details of decentralisation of adntiaisrze support and coordina-
tion functions and their potential implications father reform chapters have yet
to be treated at great length. As many of our wmerees confirm, “decentralisa-
tion” has been agreed upon early on in the KinnRekorm process and has sub-
sequently been implemented almost “mechanicallyth@sappropriate organisa-
tional solution for many administrative support amwbrdination problems. How-
ever, to our knowledge, no “appropriate cost-effectess analysis” or “a wide

review of internal decentralisation and assessflierad costs, tools and quality

® European Commission: Reform White Paper, COM (20200.
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of service delivered” — as demanded by the Reformt&\Paper — has been car-

ried out.

One explanation for the rapid application of deraigation of administrative
support and coordination functions might referhte tact that the decentralisation
concept — like other reform proposals on the Kiknagenda — was developed
long before Neil Kinnock took over the administvatimodernisation portfolio.
Particularly in the areas of HR Management and mBateCommunication, as
many of our interviewees highlighted, some forndetentralisation was already

adopted during Jacques Santer’s presidency.

Internal decentralisation initiatives in the areéd$iR and technical resource man-
agement can indeed be traced back to the 198@sa result, the Directorates-
General had been given more responsibility in ttea &f financial management
and also several decentralised electronic infolmnasupport systems were intro-
duced. However, it was only during the presidencyacques Santer (1995-1999)

that ideas of organisational decentralisation remkmore systematic attention.

The expectation was that decentralisation woulg leé Commission to bring
changing political priorities in line with a bettatlocation of organisational re-
sources and staff. The reform blueprints “Sound Effidient Management 2000”
(SEM 2000) and “Modernization of Administration aRdrsonnel Policy* (MAP
2000) — which were merged into the DECODE (Desigrtimee Commission of
Tomorrow§ exercise — recommended decentralisation as a nteaashieving
greater levels of organisational efficiency anceetiveness (European Commis-
sion 1999). The resignation of Jacques Santer encbHeagues under allegations
of fraud, nepotism and mismanagement made adnatiistrreform a top prior-

ity.?

® The main mechanism was a five-year rolling progrerior the use of staff resources. De-
centralisation of responsibility and delegation dat only play an important role in staff and
resource management, but also in simplifying wagkinocedures and introducing informatics
systems. The individual Directorates-General assumere responsibilities for activities, es-
pecially concerning procedures in the areas ofnfir@ delegation. The informatics pro-
gramme introduced new technology to each Direate@gneral, allowing them to review
their administrative structures in order to simptifieir work procedures (Hay, R. (1986)).

" Bauer, M.W. and Heisserer, B. (2008).
® Cf. 10.08.16 DES 99.
® Kassim, H. (2004); Spence, D. and Stevens, A.§R00
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Another reason for the swift adoption of decensetion of administrative support
and coordination functions lies in the influentiaports of the Committee of In-
dependent Experts. Their first report not onlydgdaged the crisis that led to the
resignation of the whole College of Commissionergheir subsequent analyses,
the Independent Experts also made a persuasivefmaige decentralisation of
financial control within the Commission in ordergrevent financial scandals and

nepotisn™

“Decentralisation plays an important role in enhag¢he sense of re-

sponsibility felt by staff. However, the tasks that decentralised

must be clearly defined and effective. Decentrabsashould not be-

come synonymous with confusion. The process of riteslésation

must be accompanied by a reinforcement of progralgrand internal

coordination and genuine leadership must be exattis
The decentralisation of administrative support andrdination functions has a
long history within the European Commission andoitigins can be traced back
prior to the start of the recent modernisationndétinal administration known as
the Kinnock Reform. The Kinnock Reform amplifiecetbomprehensive applica-
tion of decentralisation as an organisational smhutor optimising administrative
support and coordination within the Commission tevpusly unknown exten-

siveness and intensity.

The Kinnock Reform has been adopted and to larges pat into practice until
the end of 2004. However, ever after 2004, impldateon has been an ongoing
process — and often a learning process. This holgsfor administrative mod-
ernisation in the post-Kinnock phase in generat,ddso for administrative sup-

port and coordination in particular.

12 Committee of Independent Experts (1999b) 'Seceport on reform of the Commission.
Analysis of current practice and proposals for liagk mismanagement, irregularities and
fraud, 10 September 1999'. Available: http://wwwaparl.europa.eu/experts/default_en.htm
[2008, 03/27].

Committee of Independent Experts (1999a) 'Firsbrepn allegations regarding fraud, mis-
management and nepotism in the European CommisdibnMarch 1999'. Available:
http://www.europarl.eu.int/experts/reportl_en.hg@(Js, 03/27].

' Committee of Independent Experts (1999b), Recondiaion 66. Available:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/experts/ default_gn.h
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To appreciate the context in which optimising adstmative support and coordi-
nation functions is currently attempted, the follogvdocuments or decisions are

of particular relevance:

- To ensure the necessary flexibility in HR allagaj the Commission has sys-
tematically redeployed around 1% of available ptstsugh a central pool every
year. In most cases, these posts become vacangthratural mobility of staff

and are then reassigned to other services.

- The 2007 Screening Report the Commission comdhitiezero growth of staff
between 2009 and 2013 and to lower the proportfcstadf working in adminis-
trative support and coordination, implying that quemel will have to be rede-

ployed from administrative support and coordinatperational functions.

- The 2008 Screening Report re-emphasised the Cssionis commitment to
decrease staff in administrative support and coatdin and reports that actual
staff numbers within administrative support and rdomation decreased from
31.8% in 2007 to 31.7% in 2008 Support and coordination functions shall be

treated as sources for redeployments and willex#ive any net reinforcement.

- A revision of the External Communication functieal to the decision to free up
10% of staff working in External Communication f@deployment to new com-

munication priorities or other tasks.

12 As no absolute numbers are given and considehiadgict that the overall Commission staff has
still been growing from 2007 to 2008, this reductdnes not appear highly significant.
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3 Research Design

The European Parliament asked the Chair of ComparRublic Policy and Ad-
ministration at the University of Konstanz to cowamo essential issues in the
study about decentralisation: First, the Parliamenited more information on the
extent to which “the decentralisation of the Consitie’s organisation” works
efficiently; i.e., to explore what we call the ongsational level perspective of
administrative support and coordination within theropean Commission. Sec-
ond, the Parliament wanted to know how staff anddhei management perceive
the reality of decentralisation in practice. Thépect refers to the individual level
perspective of administrative support and coorddmatwithin the European

Commission.

Table 1: Staffing in administrative support and rclation functions

Function Departmental  Corporate staff Total staff
staff
Administrative support 3959 (50%) 3925 (50%) 7884
Documents/Logistic/Security 1778 (50%) 1744 (50%) 523
Budget/Audit 13 403 (12%) 403
IT 1275 (65%) 671 (35%) 1946
HR Management 738 (41%) 1040 (59%) 1778
Internal Auditing 168 (71%) 67 (29%) 235
Coordination 1275 (48%) 1409 (52%) 2684
(External) Communicatidf 604 (35%) 1140 (65%) 1744
Policy Coordination 201 (60%) 134 (40%) 335
Inter-Institutional Relations 168 (63%) 101 (37%) 692
Evaluation 168 (100%) 0 (0%) 168
ABM 134 (79%) 34 (21%) 168

Source: SEC (2007) 530, European Parliament (2(20G8)

From the various areas of administrative suppoet (pgistics, budget & audit,
information technology, internal auditing, etc.)daadministrative coordination
(i.e. inter-institutional relations, ABM, evaluatipetc.), two functions have been
singled out for a more detailed empirical invediga Human Resource Man-

agement as an administrative support function attdrBal Communication as an

3 In the Screening Exercise, the European Commisfies not consider the 2915 employees
working in operational DGs for Budget and Audit“administrative support”, since they are
considered as intrinsic part of operational proegss

* Including the functions Information and Publicatio
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administrative coordination function. Both functsorepresent strategically impor-

tant and personnel intense areas.

Soon after starting our study, namely when prepgattie empirical data collection
and conducting background talks, the research teanto realise that it would
not be possible to carry out a comparative invaitg focused on objective and
validated organisational data (basically detailedf :\umbers) combined with an
assessment of standard operating procedures iardas of interest inside the

Commission.

There are several reasons for this limitation.tFitgjuickly became clear that the
research team would not be able to obtain adeqrateexact staff numbers — at
least not with the needed precision. Second, theareh team had no access to
staff data or documents other than those publigilable. Originally envisaged
research strategies, like participant observatiahia-depth documentary analysis
of standard working procedures within the areadvhiaistrative support and co-
ordination, and in particular Directorates-Genexauld thus not be applied.
Third, readily available international benchmarkgiast which to measure the
standards of decentralised administrative suppond eoordination within the
European Commission do not exist. The only wayaadhmark organisational
efficiency of administrative support and coordipatiwithin the Commission is
internally, i.e. by comprehensive comparisons acedsDirectorates-General and
forming “clusters” of Directorates-General with d@n mission, resource base

and contextual requirements.

From our communication with administrative suppenmt coordination functions
managers inside the Commission, we know that suahbers, which are needed
to engage in an internal benchmarking exercise vagipect to the efficiency of
administrative support and coordination functioosoas the Directorates-General
actually do exist. Moreover, in its attempt to iioye the efficiency of the use of
resources — as expressed by the 2007 and 2008n#gdReports, among other
documents — the Commission is already consideringoaking levels the impli-
cations of conducting internal benchmarking execisHowever, our research
team has neither been made familiar with the det#ilthis internal and appar-
ently still ongoing debate nor have we obtainedeasdo the numbers that consti-

tute the basis of the internal Commission discumssio
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Under these circumstances, the second-best waywéstigate the organisational
level of administrative support and coordinationhwv the European Commission
was to focus on the crucial stakeholders insideDivectorates-General whose
daily work is to deliver administrative supportaordination. After considering
our request, many directors of Resource Directsratgeed to meet with our re-
search team and also allowed heads of units redperfer HR and External

Communication matters of their Directorates toriierviewed by us.

In April and May 2008, the research team interviéw&ectors and heads of units
in the European Commission’s operational Direcegdbeneral. The sample cov-
ers representatives from one to four Directoratesd®al from each internal pol-
icy “family”, i.e. internal policy DGs Xpolicy, legislation, enforcement), internal
policy DGs 2 (policy, legislation, enforcement, gramme management, re-
search), internal policy DGs &hared management policies, legislation, pro-
gramme management) and RELEX DGs (policy and progra management).

Our selected DGs are DG AGRI, DG COMP, DG EAC, DSTR, DG ENV,
DG ESTAT, DG MARKT, DG SANCO, and DG TRADE. They mesampled on
the basis of their affiliation to the respectivartfilies” and willingness to partici-
pate in our study, as articulated by the resped®esource Directors. We con-
ducted interviews with nine Resource Directors lé selected DG3 eleven
heads or deputy heads of HR units, six heads oihaamtation units, and four

other heads of unit$. The results of these interviews are reported iap®r 4.

'* In addition, we also had interviews with officift®em Resource Directorates of JRC and
RELEX. As we only talked to single representativitgse are not listed here. However, we
are very grateful for the opportunity to have babte to talk with them and we have of course
included the results of our interviews into our siderations presented in Chapter 4.

'® Among those were heads of Training, Planning andgBt units.

10
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Table 2: Selection of DGs

DG Number of Number of Number of Total DG
directorates units administrative staff
support and
coordination

units

Internal policy DGs 1

COMP 10 37 3 678
ENV 7 29 4 556
MARKT 8 29 4 430
SANCO 6 36 6 708
Internal policy DGs 2

EAC 5 27 6 585
ENTR 10 46 4 864
ESTAT 7 40 6 639
Internal policy DGs 3

AGRI 12 52 6 971
RELEX DGs

TRADE 9 28 3 446

Source: own compilation based on http://ec.eurqpdgs_de.htm

The gathering of empirical data as a basis to tiy&te the individual level per-
spective of recent decentralisation of administeagupport and coordination has
been rather straight forward. The task was to asknal staff and middle manag-
ers outside the areas of administrative supportcanddination how they person-
ally perceive the quality and efficiency of the rant practice of administrative
support and coordination within their individual sking environments. To this
end, the research team interviewed elected repedsass from staff unions.
Moreover, a survey has been conducted among hdéadstavith policy respon-
sibilities in May and June 2008. The staff uniomspective and the results of the

survey are reported in Chapter 5 of this study.

In sum, this study is based on a simple mixed-nughesearch design. The quali-
tative section addresses organisational insidedscansists of a content analysis
of available documents and interviews with represtéres of decentralised ad-
ministrative support and coordination functionswasl as background talks with
officials from DG ADMIN, DG BUDG, from the Secretat General (SG) and
other bodies (like EPSO). The quantitative sectionsists of a survey of middle
managers and thereby addresses individual perospbo how administrative

support and coordination run in practice.

11
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To illustrate the organisational structure of th&d) Figure 1 presents an over-

view of the “typical” and most common arrangemehtg we found empirically:

Figure 1: Exemplary DG chart

Director-General
4 N 7 N [~ N N N
Policy Policy Policy Policy Resource
Directorate Directorate Directorate Directorate Directorate
A B C D R
(“omar ||| (Comer )| | [Comecs |
[ Unit A 2 ] [ Unit B 2 ] [ UnitC 2 ] E:x;t;:rr;a.ll
[ Unit A3 ] [ Unit B 3 ] [ Unit C 3 ] Unit D 3
[ Unit A 4 ] [ Unit B 4 ] [ Unit C 4 ]
\ O\ 2N O\ O\l J

The “normal” HR unit is typically located in the &murce Directorate of the re-
spective DG. From our sample, DG ENTR, DG ESTAT] &G SANCO have
single HR units. DG AGRI and DG ENV combine the KRction with other
administrative tasks. DG COMP, DG EAC, DG MARKT an&é TRADE com-
bine HR responsibilities with functions such asafinial resources, strategic plan-
ning and general management support. Among thesre @ire in most cases units
responsible for Budget or Programming, Informafie@chnology and Document

Management.

The constellation is more complex for External Camioation. As in our ideal
example, many communication units are located isoRece Directorates. How-
ever, some DGs directly attach them to the Dire@eneral, or even to policy
Directorates. Across the DGs under study, the asgéional structures and con-
crete affiliation of decentral communication unitary strongly. In DG ENTR
(“Communication and Information”), DG ESTAT (“Commigation”), and DG
MARKT (“Internal and External Communication”) th@mmunication units are
located in the Resource Directorates. The commtiaicainits of the other six

examined DGs are attached to other directoratestti®Resource Directorate. In

12



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

DG AGRI, the External Communication function isigased to Directorate K
(“Relations with other institutions, Communicatiand Documentation”). In DG
COMP (“Communications Policy and Inter-institutibnBelations”) and DG
TRADE (“Policy Coordination”), the Communication itims directly attached to
the Director-Generahs their policies are rather sensitive. In DG EA®, com-
munication unit (“Communication and Valorisations)located in an Operational
Directorate (Directorate C: “Culture, Multilingusih and Communication?. In
DG ENV, the communication unit (“Communication @@dvernance”) is located
in the Directorate A (“Communication, legal affaasd civil protection”). In DG
SANCQO, the communication unit (“Institutional RelationsdaCommunication”)
is located in Directorate A (“General Affairs”). Wever, several media officers
have recently been moved to line directorates (patiached to the Deputy Di-
rector-General “Science and Stakeholder Relati@mf to Unit B6 “Consumer
Strategy, Representation and International Relat)omhe results of our investi-

gations are presented in the following two chapters

" This arrangement was implemented only a few moatyts, especially to reinforce the
“Culture” section in DG EAC and in light of the EAIEd campaigns “European Year of In-
tercultural Dialogue” (2008) and the “European YefCreativity and Innovation” (2009).

13
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4 The Organisational Level Perspective

4.1 Theoretical background

Decentralisation and centralisation can be undedsi@s alternative models of
organising a public administration. As different adee to structure intra-
organisational relationships they are means torah iee. to optimise organisa-
tional capacities. Seen from a technical perspectiecentralisation implies the
delegation of responsibilities and the provisiorappropriate means to fulfil them
to organisational units at lower levels in the hiehy® Decentralisation thus
transforms the classical bureaucratic organisatibthe public service and de-
creases hierarchical authority. If optimising fuaotlity alone would be the yard-
stick, decentralised organisational tasks or fumstishould be operated on the
basis of complete congruence of responsibilitiespurces and decision-making

powers.

However, seen from the perspective of an orgawisads a whole, decentralisa-
tion must be accompanied by strengthening horizamtavertical coordination
mechanism$? If no appropriate means for coordination are distaed, decen-
tralisation may put what has been the very objectt its introduction at risk,
namely, the provision of the basis for a betteri@a@ment of organisational

goals®

The obvious tension between organisational cestitadin and decentralisation in
public administrations is complicated by the fawttexecutive agents naturally
operate in a political context. In classical denaticrtheory, the parliament con-
trols the government and its means to execute @ualfilairs. However, the more
the actual tasks of public administrations shiinfrthe visible provision of public

goods and services to the planning and coordinatiguolitical programmes and

policies, the more difficult the wielding of botixternal (by parliaments or other

external actors) and internal control (by managergoliticians at the top) of ad-

8 Hungenberg, H. (1995).
9 Lasar, A. (2001).
2 Bullinger, H., et al. (2003).
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ministrative behaviour becomes. In sum, decentitiie makes external control
as well as internal coordination and managemermbofplex public organisation

more difficult.

At the same time, organisational decentralisatias important advantages. The
provision of services close to users allows fouaproblematic exchange of com-
plex information. The fast production of more diffatiated solutions becomes
possible. All this adds to a more efficient use(décentral) organisational re-
sources. Moreover, the job satisfaction of userd providers of services is

thought to be higher at relatively autonomous di&eétevels than in strict hierar-

chical organisational environments. At the sametithe organisational top man-
agement is liberated from routine decision taking aformation exchange tasks

and is thus able to focus on important strategibl@ms and priorities.

Table 3: Decentral and central organisational smhstin comparison

Decentral organisational so- Central organisational solu-

lutions tions
Advantages - Flexibility - Integration
- Differentiation - Equality
- Swiftness - Ease of internal and

- Optimal use of decen- external control (hi-

Disadvantages

tral potentials
Higher motivation of
staff

Fragmentation
Segregation and iso-
lation of parts of the
organisation
Overcharging decen-
tral units

Increasing require-
ments of horizontal
and vertical coordina-
tion

Diffusion of respon-
sibility

erarchy)
Responsibility at the
top

Rigidity of proce-
dures

One-size fits all solu-
tions

Slowness

Wasting resources of
decentral units
Frustration of staff

Applied to the present study, one should expedtithtdR Management and Ex-
ternal Communication trade-offs between decentral eentral organisational
solutions exist. The following analysis is intendedhighlight such trade-offs in

the management of these functions as perceivechéycéntral and decentral
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stakeholders. The empirical evidence is based om-stuctured face-to-face

interviews with the top managers of decentral Estitnamely the directors of
nine Resource Directorates and the heads of wspbresible for HR Management
and External Communication, as well as nine repitasiges from the Secretary-
General, DG COMM, and DG ADMIN. The interviews wearenducted on the

basis of a standardised questionnaire with maipgnoquestions during April and
May 2008 (cf. Annexes 1-3). The managers were askeabsess their room of
manoeuvre in terms of being able to work effectivahd efficiently. Moreover,

both central and decentral units were asked tosagbe quality of current work-
ing arrangements and of the division of labournwall as whether and where they

see the need for centralisation of current decksgchmanagement areas.

4.2 Staff allocation in decentral administrative suppot and co-
ordination

Exact numbers of decentral staff in HR Managemeult Bxternal Communica-

tion as located in the Directorates-General havebeen made available to the

research team. In this respect, the Screening Ra[sar remains inconclusive, as

it only allows for conclusions about the numbersst#ffing either at an aggre-

gated central or decentral level to be drawn (abl& 2).

We nevertheless attempt to provide an estimaticstadfing numbers in the areas
of HR Management and External Communication adis=ctorates General. To
this end, the research team consulted the anntigityaceports of each DG and
the directory of the European Commission. Each damate General reports the
annual number of staff working for “administratisapport” on the basis of the
activity-based budgeting nomenclature. There igynarantee that the Director-
ates-General use “administrative support” in pedgishe same definition like
“administrative support and coordination” as stddie this report or as reported
by the Screening Report. Nevertheless, in our vieese numbers can be taken as

a fair first indication.

Based on the short post descriptions that can ledfan the directory (e.g. “HRM
Assistant” and “HRM officer” or “Press and Mediafioér” and “Information and

Communication Assistant”), it was thus possibledoghly count the staff in the
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areas of HR Management and External Communicatfmwever, it has to be

emphasised that an individual post description begmbiguous or may not mir-
ror the task the respective official currently exses. This is the main difference
from the Commission’s own Screening Report whicls Wwased on an analysis of

current job descriptions and not merely publiclpitable post descriptions.

Despite this caveat the following table providesagh picture and enables initial
relative comparisons. The research team compilechtimbers of administrative
support staff in general from the activity repdirism each Directorate General.
Our own compilations of HR and Communication staffnbers were then added.
To better compare the numbers, the Directorateef@eare grouped along with
their affiliation to a certain DG family (as the @mission itself suggests) in or-
der to compare relative shares of administratiyigett across DGs with similar

missions and tasks.

The numbers point to considerable variance reggrsiiaffing for administrative
support in operational DGs. The highest share aff aissigned to administrative
support can be detected in the families “RELEX 2Gand “Internal policy DGs
3". A possible explanation is that DGs in these if@% are dealing with pro-

gramme management that may be quite personnelsmgten

More interesting are comparisons between the DGHhefsame family. In the
family RELEX DGs1, for example, DG TRADE has onBo®f its staff assigned
to administrative support, whereas in DG DEV, 25B6taff work in administra-
tive support. DG EAC’s administrative support stafl6% above the average of
its family — most likely due to the fact that DG EAulfils services for the entire
Commission (library, organisation of traineeshigis,). With regards to HR Man-
agement numbers, the differences within the farfiljernal policy DGs 2” ap-
pear greatest. In DG TREN only 2.3% of the staffksdor human resource man-
agement, while DG ESTAT has twice as much. Thdistain External Commu-
nication varies quite considerably across DGs anmdgilfes. In DG ELARG, 7.3%
of the DG staff deals with External Communicatibaot only 1.4% of the staff in
DG TRADE. These discrepancies might be justifiedD& ELARG has a clear
product and clear target group, i.e. communicafogppe to candidate countries’
citizens, which DG TRADE has not. DG ECHO, as aaptixample, has more

than twice as much staff assigned to external conncation than DG AIDCO.
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As DG ECHO operates in humanitarian aid and DG AID@ aid to develop-
ment, these differences might also be explainatsidering their different man-

agement plans.

In sum, if one takes the compiled numbers at fadeey there is significant varia-
tion of staff numbers working in administrative popt between Directorates
General. In some cases, differences can be eaglgieed. For example, if a DG
like EAC provides administrative functions on bdhafl the Commission as a
whole, it is understandable that it might need nstadf working in administrative
support. For other differences it is more diffictdt find ad hoc explanations.
Nevertheless, Table 4 underlines the importancanafysing administrative sup-
port and coordination within the Commission ana aaggests the usefulness of
conducting internal benchmark exercises. What isded, however, are better
validated staff numbers and their precise distrdmuamong areas of administra-

tive support and coordination and Directorates Gdneespectively.
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Table 4: Staffing in administrative support andrciation functions (estimates)

‘ DGs DG staff | Admin. sup- | as % of DG HRM as % of DG | External ‘ as % of DG
port staff staff Comm. staff
RELEX DGs 1 (policy)
DEV 270 65 24.1 12 4.4 12 4.4
ELARG 246 34 13.8 12 4.9 18 7.3
RELEX 654 77 11.8 18 2.8 13 2.0
TRADE 440 40 9.1 14 3.2 6 14
Family total 1610 216 13.4 56 3.5 49 3.0
Internal policy DGs 1 (policy, legislation, enforcenent)
COMP 682 76 11.1 14 2.1 16 2.4
ECFIN 509 80 15.7 18 3.5 16 3.1
ENV 545 75 13.8 16 2.9 24 4.4
JLS 424 61 14.4 12 2.8 12 2.8
MARKT 421 69 16.4 11 2.6 16 3.8
SANCO 696 110 15.8 17 2.4 11 1.6
TAXUD 415 40 9.6 10 2.4 9 2.2
Family total 3692 511 13.8 98 2.7 104 2.8
Internal policy DGs 2 (policy, legislation, enforcenent, programme management, research)
EAC 523 110 21.0 10 1.9 20 3.8
ENTR 848 123 14.5 22 2.6 23 2.7
ESTAT 626 87 13.9 29 4.6 12 1.9
INFSO 892 126 14.1 25 2.8 31 3.5
RTD 1328 198 14.9 41 3.1 25 1.9
TREN 914 133 14.6 21 2.3 13 1.4
Family total 5131 77 15.1 148 2.9 124 24
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DGs DG staff Admin. As % of HRM HRM as % External E;(t%Cé)merg
support DG staff of DG staff Comm. Staff
Internal policy DGs 3 (shared management policiesegislation and programme management)
AGRI 997 184 18.5 32 3.2 29 2.9
EMPL 633 99 15.6 22 3.5 19 3.0
MARE 296 69 23.3 6 2.0 15 5.1
REGIO 597 134 22.5 16 2.7 19 3.2
Family total 2523 486 19.3 76 3.0 82 3.3
RELEX DGs 2 (programme management)
AIDCO 612 115 18.8 42 6.9 15 2.5
ECHO 163 41 25.2 10 6.1 10 6.1
Family total 775 156 20.1 52 6.7 25 3.2

Source: “Administrative support” numbers are exteddrom the 2007 “Annex 3 to the Annual Activitgports - Human and Financial resources by
ABB activity” (http://ec.europa.eu/atwork/synthéai/index_en.htm). These numbers do not includedioation functions such as communication
and are thus lower than the ten administrative sugmd coordination functions referred to in tleee®ning Exercise (Table 2). The numbers for HR
Management and External Communication are only Sgtimates”. Numbers were counted on the basis sifgescriptions in the European Com-
mission's Online Directory (http://ec.europa.edfdidplsql/gsys_ page.display_index?pLang=EN).okdy staffing in decentral HR and External
Communication units were taken into consideratibe,total number of people assigned to these fomgtinay be even higher if part of the staff for

HR management and external communication is placadother unit of the DG. Note that as other défins had to be applied, these numbers are

not compatible with the Commission’s 2007 and 2888:2ening Reports.
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4.3 Human Resource Management

4.3.1 Actors and their role and task

Staff working in HR Management are both employethatcentral level, i.e. DG
ADMIN and administrative bodies like EPSO and PM@d at the decentral level
in the HR units of the different DGs.

As central service, DG ADMIN oversees HR Managemienthe European
Commission and monitors the compliance of the D@k staff regulations. DG
ADMIN is responsible for the design and coordinatad the overall HR policy of
the Commission covering the internal mobility pgliche training strategy, the
promotion procedure and other staff policies. MesgpDG ADMIN has the cen-
tral leadership and responsibility for systems tals related to HR administra-

tion and the performance appraisal.

Attached to DG ADMIN are the administrative officE®SO and PMO who are
also dealing with aspects of human resource managemMO is responsible for
the calculation and payment of the financial eatiténts of the European Com-
mission’s staff. These entitlements include sataaed allowances, reimburse-
ment of experts and mission expenses, health inserand accident coverage,
and pensions and unemployméhSince 2003, EPSO is the recruitment office for
all EU institutions’? It was set up in order to organise and impleménogen
recruitment competitions for administrators andistasts as well as contract
agents. EPSO provides lists of successful candididuat are available for re-
cruitment to the institutions and closely coopesatath the EU institutions to
assess future staff needs. Furthermore, it developisisticated selection methods

and technique®’

2L Cf. http://ec.europa.eu/pmo/accueil_en.htm.

2 The European Parliament, the European CouncilEtiepean Commission, the Court of
Justice, the Court of Auditors, the Economic andi@dcCommittee, the Committee of the Re-
gions and the European Ombudsman.

% Cf. 2002/621/EC.
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The decentral HR units at the DG level fulfil a widrray of tasks. The main areas
include helping identifying good candidates for afipointments in the DG, or-
ganising recruitment processes for vacant posittdre®ntractual agents, oversee-
ing and assisting the performance appraisal exer¢SDR) in the DG, develop-
ing certain tailor-made training courses, reportstgff numbers for statistical
purposes, and helping to implement Commission-wiBeinnovations like flexi-

time and telework.

Though precise figures of staffing in decentral Hiftts over time are not avail-
able, it is generally assumed that the Kinnock Refted to a considerable abso-
lute increase of HR staff in all DGs because HR dgment figured as one of
the main pillars of the reform. The budget for iilag was more than doubled
with the goal of a more fine-tuned analysis of whath department or official
needs and how training can help to deliver thatdgching, internal consultancy
or paying external trainintf. Thus, each HR unit has now officers for training,
organizational development or local guidance irreaand mobility matters of the
DG staff. The decentral HR units are the accesstgor other DG units or offi-
cials in HR matters. One head of unit summarisedntission of decentral units

as follows:

“We act as a channel and facilitator between o@rafmonal units and
DG ADMIN, we are the first entry point for questgrwe prefer to be
informed first. If we can’t help, we act as a gadvieen”.

4.3.2 Empirical findings

4.3.2.1 General findings

How do decentral HR units assess their current robmanoeuvre? The answers
differ along the various tasks to be fulfilled. Adst all interviewees appreciate
the amount of freedom (and resources) they cugrdraVe at their disposal such
as tailor-made training or decentral career guidgrograms for the staff in their
DGs.“It's near to an ideal situation; one official said regarding this aspect. The
majority of decentral HR units is, however, rathesatisfied with the room of

manoeuvre in the area of recruitment. Seven ootra heads of HR units pointed

 COM (2005) 668; cf. also Knill/Balint (2007).
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out that they are not able to fill vacant postshieir DGs as quickly and as effi-
ciently as they were prior to the Kinnock Reformtheir view, this is mainly due
to the fact that competences for pre-selectingreatestaff (now called contract
agents) were centralised to EPSO. As one offiaialitp“DG ADMIN as appoint-
ing authority is formally deciding, but EPSO is thettleneck”. Furthermore, a
balanced distribution of officials from the new nigen states and an appropriate
amount of highly qualified staff for each EU ingtibn have to be assured by
EPSO, thereby further limiting the autonomy decntmits have to recruit
quickly the staff they wanted.

With regard to the assessment of the division bbla between decentral units
and DG ADMIN, all interviewees said that resporigibs are clear cut. There is
no evidence of overlapping missions and tasks tvadecentral and central ser-
vices. 1 know what | can expect from DG ADMIN and | knohatthey want me
to do”, one official summarised. Neither DG ADMIN nor tdecentral units are
in favour of centralising certain functions. Themre efforts, however, to create a
stronger professional exchange of best practiceb®ivasis of horizontal coordi-
nation mechanisms. Only leave management was nnewtiby a majority of in-
terviewees from decentral units as an area thdtdwetter be fulfilled centrally
by DG ADMIN. Additionally, most DGs would preferahDG ADMIN provided
central guidance by developing innovative ideas @nttepts rather than binding
rules. In essence, the interviews indicated thatréporting procedures between
decentral units and DG ADMIN are a matter of disoois among both.

In sum, the responses of our interviewees poirttivio crucial trade-offs. In re-
cruitment, the objective to increase decentralilfliéi®y interferes with centrally
coordinated organisational objectives, such agtjual representation of different
nationalities and highly qualified staff among D@sd institutions. A second
trade-off refers to functional tensions betweenahtnomy of decentral services

and central control by binding rules and regulaion
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Statements at a glance:

“There is no point in setting a framework and theing present all
the time” (head of decentral HR unit).

“Increasing reporting is not necessarily increadimg information re-
ported” (head of decentral HR unit).

“It is a miracle that EPSO could handle the enlarget the way it
did” (director of Resource Directorate).

“When you have more players, you need a strongetatcd (repre-
sentative of trade union).

4.3.2.2 The trade-off between swiftness and equality

Since 2003, EPSO pre-selects candidates (offi@ats contract agents) in the
aftermath of personnel selection competitions. €l{esserve) lists are open to all
EU institutions. As soon as a vacant post is phblisand no suitable candidate
can be found internally, decentral HR units conthate lists. Once the HR units
identify several candidates they would like to tevior an interview, it is, how-
ever, by no means clear whether this person isaligtavailable for hire. The rea-
son behind this is the “flagging procedure”. EPSM¢tks” candidates for certain
institutions in order to ensure that first, cantiégafrom the new member states
are sufficiently represented among DGs, and sedbatlall EU institutions have
access to the same amount of highly qualified catds as — obviously — the at-

tractiveness of the EU institutions varies in viefiihe candidates.

4.3.2.2.1 Lacking swiftness

The flagging procedure is a rather complex proc®sdy if the candidates get a
“yellow flag”, are decentral HR units allowed tontact them. Otherwise, the
units have to wait at least three months — in th&t pften even up to one year —
before they can again check if a yellow flaggedsperhas been recruited or not.
Sometimes, as one official claimed, units choosepeople from the lists and
only three are actually available. Decentral HRtauthius have to wait until they
receive respective information about the flaggitejus from DG ADMIN. The
flagging procedure was judged by the majority & ithterviewees as highly inef-
ficient, arbitrary and frustrating both for themdathe candidates. This all leads to

a very time-consuming and rigid recruitment exexcis
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Rather similar assessments are given about theitrment of contract agents.
Since 2003, contract agents also must pass compettams and are then listed
by EPSO. Before the Kinnock Reform, each DG dedih wecruitment itself.
Nearly all interviewees judged the new formalisedcpedure as inefficient for
recruiting “white collar” contract agents for tharpose they are intended for: to
quickly overcome “acute staff shortages at timemtaEnse work” and to “provide
additional capacity in specialised fieldS"Many decentral HR units claimed that
they often do not get contract agents with the s&agy skills and competences
because they had been “flagged” or are no longaifadole. As a consequence, in
the view of the interviewees, working on new polmyorities becomes compli-
cated when neither the internal personnel situatmmthe lists provided by EPSO
allow for adequate appointments within a reasonabileframe. According to the
interviewees, it can take between six months amnl y@ars until a vacancy is
filled. “The recruitment process in the European Commisssohy far the most

inefficient process | have ever seen in my whit#& lone official complained.

The situation with respect to the recruitment dii&collar” contract agents, such
as secretaries, is similar. Here decentral HR umitst also consult the EPSO lists
if they want to fill a vacancy in their DG. As tkelection of well-qualified secre-

taries is highly competitive among DGs, secretadeshe list are usually con-

tacted by various DGs. Consequently, EPSO sengectge candidates for job

interviews around on one single day, howeveiiilf the result that the DG at the

end of the agenda does not see any of them”

4.3.2.2.2 Equal representation of nationalities and skilladdidates among the
institutions

The interviewees acknowledged that EPSO was suatessquickly recruiting
officials from the recently acceding member stae®ss all institutions. There is
an overall perception that DG ADMIN is well awarktbe problems individual
DGs have with the flagging procedure. This genasskessment notwithstanding,
only one official from a decentral HR unit suppdrtine flagging procedure as
being ‘in the interest of everyoheunderlining that the disincentive for candidates

who probably applied to work in a particular EUtigion was exaggerated since

% Cf. http://ec.europa.eu/civil_service/job/contfmetex_en.htm.
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candidates, once they start working, in princi@e emove between institutions at
a later stage of their career.

For recruiting contract agents, the representatiwestaff associations pointed out
that the new selection procedure led to a moreldggeatment of this category of
staff in comparison to other staff groups. In thaew, the selection procedure
more explicitly relies upon on scientific techniguend competences and is thus
more systematic and professional than before. Asyegontract agent has to go
through the same selection procedure, chances @ssibgities to make “a quick
deal” were reduced. In sum, the new recruitmentguiares are perceived as pro-
viding equal treatment and a fair selection of caeit agents throughout the

Commission and the other EU institutions.

4.3.2.3 The trade-off between differentiation and coordirat

When it comes to the question whether DG ADMIN dtlqurovide more or less
binding guidance, decentral HR managers appear. Wdhgereas all interviewed
decentral HR managers are in favour of DG ADMINaabody with advisory
guidance, they remain sceptical about DG ADMINdstrict them in their opera-
tional functions. Comments likgguidance is always welcome in terms of good
ideas and best practicedr “DG ADMIN should trust the people and let the DGs
organise things themselves: give rules and guidabae no fine-tuning’reflect

this position.

4.3.2.3.1 Coordination

“Functional reporting lines” are currently a mattérdiscussion between the cen-
tral services and the DGs in order to reorganisekivg procedures, or more sub-
stantially, reporting procedures among the two.hSlaotted lines” between de-
central and central services are a proposal of M in order to foster at de-
central levels “professional support and back effservices” by central services.
One cornerstone of these functional reporting lise® give “professional advi-
sory capacity” from DG ADMIN to decentral HR unitsth regard to joint train-
ing involvements, professional exchange acrosscRurates-General. In this con-
text it is thought to establish and encourage thergence of professional com-
munities within the Commission in view to the comimation of good practices.

The other pillar of functional reporting lines isat DG ADMIN would act as a
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"process owner”, implying “a more pro-active prafiemal leadership role”; DG
ADMIN would take ownership for working methods, heeacal assistance, tools

and performance measurement.

Trade unions also favour a stronger role of DG ABNH HR management. They
point to the Career Development Review and creitisat DG ADMIN lacks suf-
ficient powers to intervene if the CDR is implenmashinconsistently across DGs.
As a result of these inconsistencies, they haveome with many complaints
about rising inequality of opportunities for indivial career developments across
the DGs and services. In this context, trade uniatieer pointed to the difficulties
of the implementation of Human Resource Managenpaiicies across the

Commission, which was, however, beyond the scopki®tudy.

4.3.2.3.2 Differentiation

As became clear when conducting interviews, deakhtR units conceived func-
tional reporting lines as a possible asset witheesto the communication of best
practices, advices or peer reviews. They are waowever, that the creation of
such lines leads to doubled internal hierarchiesibge decentral HR units would
report to their DG superiors and, at the same timd)G ADMIN. At the mo-
ment, decentral HR units already feel overchargedeporting requirements — in
particular with respect to staff statistics, newp@ptments and the adherence to
Commission-wide standards like the EU-10 critend ¢he aim of better gender
balance’® To monitor compliance, DG ADMIN created a respeztiatabase.
Some decentral heads of unit criticise the buredigcworkload emerging from
these procedures. Although these officials did qusstion their reporting duties
as such, they demand tools for better data managefB managers, however,
also acknowledged that DG ADMIN has already singdifrespective procedures
to some extent and disburdened decentral managenséd tapé’

4.3.2.4 Tasks that could be centralised

Three out of nine heads of unit did not see ankstéisat would better be handled

at the central level. At least five intervieweesrevéen favour of recentralising

2 The EU-10 criteria refer to the aim that officiflem the ten new member states are suffi-
ciently represented among grades and DGs.

%" Cf. for examples of these actions European Conianig2004), SEC(2007)530.
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leave management, while one official was strictigiast its centralisation. Leave
management, decentralised to the DGs’ HR unithiéncourse of the SEM 2000
initiative, was however also the only area wheeerttajority thought that it could
be partially recentralised and/or further standsediwith the appropriate todfs.
One interviewee saw leave managenantthe biggest problem where we lose a
lot of time”. In his opinion, DG ADMIN could fulfil this taskor all DGs with less
staff and — in case of appropriate tools to redata from the decentral to the cen-
tral level — far more efficiently’wWe never understood why it was decentralised”,
he said.The official who was strictly against the centratisn of leave manage-
ment pointed out that he would miss the contach whe people, as he actually
benefits from seeing the whole picture of any reaso leaves directly so that he

can contact absentees and take action immediately.

4.4 External Communication

4.4.1 Actors and their role and task

The objective of the Commission’s External Commatian policy is to provide
accurate information and to raise awareness wehEilropean citizens about the
European Union’s policies and activities. Exter@@mmunication staff is cen-
trally employed by DG COMM, the Commission's Spgason’s Service and
the representations in member states. At the sanee ¢ach DG employs staff in

its respective communication units.

In 2006, the central service responsible for Exde@ommunication was renamed
from DG PRESS (Directorate-General for Press andi@onication) to DG
COMM (Directorate-General for Communication). Itgimtask is to inform the
media and the general public about the activitieshe Commissiori’ DG
COMM centrally coordinates all contacts with thebpei and the media in close
cooperation with the Spokesperson’s Service foymaitached to DG COMM.

Typically, spokespersons represent particular pdields and thus must interact

% This may be due to the fact that at the time wtherpresent study was conducted there was
a debate in the DGs on leave management in tharefte of a questionnaire on that issue
sent by DG ADMIN.

9 Cf. http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/indexhtem

28



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

with the responsible DG and its cabinet. DG COMIMgoatoordinates the com-
munication activities of decentral communicationtsim order to ensure a coher-
ent approach to communication and information tghmut the Commissioff.
Moreover, DG COMM is responsible for providing wigwls, technical support,
audiovisual services and communication guidelirasGs. Further activities
comprise the assessment of communication meansamtihcts, ensuring a better
visual communication and shifting the internet tetgy emphasis more towards
communication (including facilitation of navigatiomultilingual websites and a

powerful search engine).

Important elements in the coordination process wébentral units are the Exter-
nal Communication Network (ECN) and task-relatedjgut teams which foster
coordination and cooperation and the exchange sif fp@actices on communica-
tion plans, tools and evaluation methdtdhe project teams bring officials of
DG COMM with officials from operational DGs on siegssues and policies to-

gether.

Decentral units at DG level who are responsibleBxternal Communication ex-
ist for a long time? They contribute to the activities in their DG byopiding
information to interested stakeholders and the iggmmblic. They also inform
and brief “their” spokesperson. The decentral comigation units are thus the
“interface” between the operational units in thespective DG on the one hand,
and the spokesperson in DG COMM on the other. Conmcation units also or-
ganise events and campaigns and manage the cohtiifferent websites, portals
and publicationg® Furthermore, the communication units provide tehnical
information for the websites. The division of labdwere is that DG COMM deals

with a news site and the DGs with thematic siteaddress a more specialised

0 cf. http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/indexhtem

3 Cf. also http://ec.europa.eu/atwork/synthesis/@ogtomm_amp.pdf (European Commis-
sion 2005, European Commission 2007c). The ainh@f&CN is twofold: the “exchange of

best practices on preparation and implementatiotoafmunication plans as well as on cur-
rent communication practices, and facilitate DG @Gumication’s assistance to other DGs on
technical issues and a more effective and costieffi use of tools (...) The ultimate aim is to
have clear contact points between DG CommunicamhDGs” (COM (2005) 985: p. 16).

%2 COM (2001) 354: p. 15.

% publications are prepared and ordered by local @oigation units and finished in coop-
eration with the Publications Office OPOCE. Spegpiahting formats and brochures, as one
interviewee stated, sometimes have to be donenatterif OPOCE is not able to manage
every specific request. The area of publicationydwxer, was not the focus of our study.
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audience. The feeding of the websites is mainlyedoom within the DGs, where
External Communication units in most cases havenvestters at their disposal.
The technical side of websites is very often adsténed by DG DIGIT. Although
DGs are responsible for the content of their websbme of the interviewees
stated that they often refer to DG COMM in gen&ssailies and cross-DG topics to

ensure a coherent communication.

4.4.2 Empirical findings

4.4.2.1 General findings

The assessment of the room of manoeuvre and tigasivof labour in the area of
External Communication differs along the tasks. iAlerviewees expressed their
appreciation of how DG COMM, the Spokesperson’svi8erand the decentral
units communicate to the media. DG COMM does natlyanterfere and the
spokespersons that are formally attached to DG COMK in close cooperation

with decentral communication units and are providéti material by them.

At the same time, however, all interviewees feat tineir room of manoeuvre
might be cut in other areas. Such concerns emeoge tivo developments: First,
DG COMM strives for a new division of labour whehe DGs are responsible for
stakeholder communication, whereas DG COMM is rasjide for communica-
tion to the general public. This would imply thacéntral communication units —
in particular in larger DGs — lose what they pereeas part of their “traditional”
tasks. Second, the Secretariat General and DG C@MEW for a concept known
as “going local”. This concept implies a strengihgnof the representations of
the European Commission in the member states bgatihg more resources and
qualified staff for External Communication to theAgainst the background of
zero personnel growth until 2013, it is highly lkéhat this new staffing plan will
be realised by allocating existent staff from deéx@runits to the representations.
The College recently decided to free up 10% of deaéstaff dedicated to Exter-
nal Communication for reallocation to corporate ocmmication priorities, to the
representations and to the general redeploymentgbdbe Commission. Finally,
some decentral units identified areas that coultditer fulfiled by DG COMM

(namely the webmaster function).
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In sum, both the current room of manoeuvre of degaklcommunication units
and the division of labour point to the crucialdieoff between central fragmenta-

tion and integration.
Statements at a glance:

“We will not take part in a division of labour wieeDG COMM
communicates for the broad public and we only comoate with
stakeholders” (head of decentral Communication)unit

“We need DG COMM for tools, but the content is dufbead of de-
central Communication unit).

“DG COMM should be more attached to general pulthe, commu-
nication units in the DGs more to the stakeholddrthe DG” (DG
COMM).

“DGs like to drop off the infrastructural part, bdbn’t want us to in-
terfere with other tasks. We have to make clearwaare no rivals,
but we are in charge of the synergies” (DG COMM).

4.4.2.2 The trade-off between fragmentation and integratialivision of labour

Unlike in other areas of the decentralisation ahamstrative support and coordi-
nation functions in the Commission, the commundaatfunction already had
strong decentral features. The changes broughttdiowecent administrative
modernisation must therefore rather be seen ag®ttomake the communication
approach of the Commission more professional, @tieand consistent by pro-
viding central guidance.

Three interviewed heads of unit in External Commation frankly criticised DG
COMM as being too ambitious in its plans to monggothe communication to
the general public:We are the specialists, we should talk to citizelngt DG
COMM doesn’t want ug”, one officialcomplained. Local communication man-
agers welcome a coherent approach to communicatibrsee the role of DG
COMM rather as one of an “umbrella” providing gdides and technical tools
and also setting communication priorities for theole Commission together with
the Secretariat General. However, decentral comeation managers want to
keep what they see as one of their major tasksgormmunicating to the general
public. They claim that shifting this function thet central level would further

increase rather than narrow the distance betweemdd@ties and European citi-
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zens. Visibility and transparency would become.ldghile another three inter-
viewees accepted the envisaged division of labotineory, they pointed out that
in practice no clear line can be drawn between comaation to stakeholders and
communication to the general public and thus a dalatineation of decentral and
central communication competences has been diffi@6 COMM should re-

strict itself to service provision for decentralitsrand basically bring in its proc-
ess knowledge (organising conferences and evamdé\asual services, running

contracts, etc.).

Interviewees were principally in favour of DG COMpMMoviding a common, con-
sistent and coherent editorial approach to Exte@uahmunication. This implies,
for instance, that DG COMM should develop a commeephic framework for
websites, a good search engine for the whole Cosimnisand technical guidance
for the server of the European Commission’s web3iteee interviewees would
like DG COMM to act as a “service provider” or bagkice for (technical) web
support and the provision of infrastructure givihg websites &general public
flavour”, i.e. a corporate identity. Yet, political messagéthe DGs and contacts
to the people (public) interested in the activiiédshe DG should remain close to
the services:If the communicator is too far away from what isibg done, no-
body is able to communicatedne official summarised his point. Officials from
DG COMM agree with DGs keeping the leading rolehie communication of
policy contents. There is no doubt that decentratisunave better knowledge of
the particularities of “their” policies as a cemtuait. However, they point out that
in the project teams, the coordination between DGV® and decentral units
functions well — implying that sound mechanismgrahsferring decentral infor-
mation in sufficient quality to central level isgsible. We (DG COMM) try not
to be too directive vis-a-vis the DGs, we try mofdrmalise too much”pne offi-
cial said.

However, DG COMM emphasised that it sees its nolanticipating the priorities
of External Communication for the European Commissand to channel com-
munication activities more coherently. In this nefat refers to the 2001 “White
Paper on European Governarethat emphasised that “the institutions and

member states need to communicate more actively thiié general public on

3 Cf. COM (2001) 428.
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European issues® DG COMM'’s demand for a greater role has recengerb

underlined by the Communication on “Communicatingdpe in Partnership®

In sum, the set-up of DG COMM has brought about adenate specialisation
which sets DG COMM against decentral External Comigation units that want
to keep their traditional comprehensive communacafunction. This implies a
challenge for the division of labour between the/i3s COMM and the External

Communication units.

4.4.2.3 The trade-off between fragmentation and integrationesource alloca-
tion

The decision to free up 10% of decentral commuitnastaff to corporate com-
munication priorities, to the representations i@ thember states and to the gen-
eral redeployment pool has been met with resisténioce some managers of the
decentral communication units. One official pointedt that, if implemented,
10% less communication staff in his unit would mehat policy units would
have to fill the gap, thus reducing the Commissaabilities in these areas. An-

other official commented:

“The 10% cuts are dishonest: first, we are encaddg increase our
communication personnel, and then, those DGs wheased their
personnel have to face the heaviest cuts. That'fanb.

In this context, he underlined that his DG was gegdain pursuing the strategy
“to create a European public sphéfeds a response to the failed referenda in the
Netherlands and France. This meant re-allocatimgop@el from within the DG

to the communication function. Another official ddhat he supports the efforts
of DG COMM to provide technical guidance and to geérall priorities. DG
COMM, by contrast, stressed that the 10% cut wawgdmean re-centralisation,
but simply implies better use of the available tgses. In this context, one offi-
cial emphasised the strong need to reinforce theesentations with communica-

tion specialists, particularly in the new membaitest.

% Cf. COM (2001) 428: p.11, emphasis in original.
% cf. COM (2007) 568 and 569.
%" Laid down in the “Plan D for Democracy, DialogueldDebate”, COM (2005) 494: p.2.
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4.4.2.4 Tasks that could be centralised

In the opinion of three out of six heads of unitErternal Communication, DG
COMM should take over the webmasters and providideahnical, logistical,
graphics services and audiovisual media centrAllya consequence, all websites
should be run by DG COMM. Additionally, officialsisl that DG COMM could
even take over technical tasks DGs are forced t&oouce for a lack of resources,
e.g. website construction, web righting and maiatee. One official of a decen-
tral unit said, however, that the centralisationna&bmasters would mean huge
administrative efforts, for DG COMM cannot possililiyow the policy fields as
well as the decentral DG webmasters. For him, ilenanore sense to have the
webmasters in the DGhecause they reflect on the topics and don’t fyysé them
in. In DG COMM the error ratio and the resultingaraination efforts would be
higher”. Another official emphasised that if one elimirthtbe webmasters in the
DGs, one will have difficulties in keeping the wibs up to date. In his opinion,
"it would be more difficult for somebody in DG COM&know what’s important

as opposed to webmasters attached to the contéstafrihe DGs”

Officials from DG COMM were rather critical abouéertralising webmasters.
They see the fact that it is not easy to harmotiigeexternal appearance and
changing‘the strange practice to have as many web appeaaras DGs"with
webmasters in the DGs. However, if DG COMM hadatetover the webmasters
from the DGs, it would overstrain their capaciti€che result would be (the then
DG COMM'’s) webmasters sitting in the DGs and ddtractheir business conti-

nuity”, one official said.
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4.5 Comparing Human Resource Management and External
Communication

The preceding analysis of perceived trade-offherrhanagement of Human Re-

sources and External Communication indicates crsaiailarities and differences

between these two functions.

In both cases, decentral units do not feel ovedned by their tasks and the
amount of freedom they have to fulfil them. Theyachte for even more room of
manoeuvre (recruitment in HR) or, at the very letsty defend the current state-
of-the-art (division of labour in communicationp both areas, guidance of the
central services is welcome in terms of circulatgupd ideas and professional
technigues but beyond this, greater roles of therakeDirectorates-General, i.e.
DG ADMIN or DG COMM, are opposed. Surprisingly,both functions there are
special tasks decentral units want to hand ovehéocentral services. However,
these are technical, routine operations like leaamagement and the manage-

ment of websites (webmaster).

In contrast to the positive assessments of theeotistate of the art at decentral
levels, central services are not satisfied to alainextent with the current divi-
sion of labour. In HR Management, the set up of BR8n be seen as a success-
ful strengthening of the central HR functions visia the decentral units and
equal representation of nationalities via the réerent process has been strength-
ened. In External Communication, DG COMM continteestrive for more tangi-
ble influence and resources and for a clearer idivief labour as regards the

communication to the stakeholders and the genetdiq

In essence, the trade-offs in HR Management andr&xt Communication point
in two different directions for the allocation db# between central and decentral
units. Allocating further External Communicatiomf§tfrom central to decentral
units is out of question. This, as it is seen, wazdrtainly lead to a further frag-
mentation of communication activities in the Comsioa. Allocating staff from
the operational DGs to DG COMM and the represemtatis, however, one pos-
sible evolution. While decentral units will try tdefend the status quo, DG

COMM will strive for a further integration of commication activities.
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A possible reallocation of staff from the decentoathe central level or vice versa
must, however, be seen in tbentext of zero growtbf personnel until 2013 to
which the European Commission has committed iiselhe 2007 Screening Ex-

ercise. Accordingly, in the document the Commission

“[...] endorses the decision to maintain stable fstgf once all
enlargement-related personnel are integrated, matrequests for new
posts for the period 2009-2013 and commits to nmest staffing
needs in key policy areas exclusively through remgpent within
and between department§”.

Thus, the special and atypical situation of settipgnew posts due to the EU-10
and EU-2 enlargement will come to an end in 200% $G and DG BUDG will
undertake a new allocation of resources againsbéo&ground of highly priori-
tised policies like, for example, energy policy aslnate change, migration, as
well as the Lisbon agenda and its consequencessegaently, the SG and DG
BUDG will demand DGs to reallocate staff and researon operational activities
in compliance with the new priority areas. The arebadministrative support and
coordination have already been singled out forsaavdaere “rationalisations” will

be conducted and staff redeployed.

Within the DGs, managers are aware of the imphbecatiemerging from these
needs. Only two Resource Directors were rathemustic with regard to the
challenges to come: The situation in their DGdsfifeient due to the fact that their
DGs are likely winners because they are coping isgbes of high political prior-
ity. The other seven out of nine Resource Directonphasised that redeployment
from administrative support and coordination fuors to policy functions will be
a challenging exercise, as the workload of theisdrece Directorate is — at the
same time — unlikely to decrease. Some directacs that they will try to save
posts by streamlining internal working procedurebyreducing currently vacant
positions. Others pointed to the trade-off thatingtstaff would imply a recen-
tralisation of functions to the disadvantage ofivdlng service locally in the
DGs. ‘We have to be consequent: you can’t decentraliserasponsibilise DGs

and then cut staff at the same tin@ne director added.

¥ SEC (2007) 530: p.3.
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5 The Individual Level Perspective

This chapter investigates individual level effestshe decentralisation of admin-
istrative support and coordination functions in theropean Commission. The
focus is how middle managers in policy units anatesentatives of staff associa-
tions perceive and assess recent organisationaggeha in particular within the

areas of HR Management and External Communication.

5.1 Method

Chapter 4 reported results of interviews with dioex and heads of unit responsi-
ble for administrative support and coordinationhivitthe Commission in selected
Directorates-General, i.e. the “provider” side.tthe present chapter, the focus is
on the “clients” of administrative support and atioation. Therefore, we sam-
pled heads of unit who have policy responsibiliaesording to the organisational
charts of the Directorates-General. The idea bebuh a focus is simple. To
assess how decentralisation works in practicep#reeption of those who “con-
sume” administrative support and coordination s&wiin their daily work is of

crucial importance.

In order to construct a representative sample, sesl @ Probability Proportional
to Size (PPS) Cluster Sample metfidth a first stage, we identified twenty-three
DGs™ broadly concerned with policy-making. Among th€s@s and services, we
selected all policy-related Directorates as clgsterom these clusters, we identi-
fied units of analysis by calculating the mediartted number of units per Direc-
torate, which equalled four. The number of units Peectorate ranged from two

to eight. Thus, for each Directorate with four arot fewer, we randomly selected

% Cf. Schnell, Rainer / Hill, Paul B. / Esser, El@905): Methoden der empirischen Sozial-
forschung. Munich: Oldenbourg. p. 279ff; and Yeoe&\VTeck (2005): Probability Propor-
tional to Size (PPS) Cluster Sampling: Applicatiorthe Military Setting. International Mili-
tary Testing Association Papers. www.internatiortalorg/Documents/2005/2005134P.pdf

40 AGRI, AIDCO, COMP, DEV, EAC, ECFIN, ECHO, ELARGEMPL, ENTR, ENV,
INFSO, JLS, JRC, MARE, MARKT, REGIO, RELEX, RTD, SI€0O, TAXUD, TREN, and
TRADE.
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one head of unit from the Internet Database offthmpean Commissiot. For
each Directorate with five or more (up to eightjtsinwe randomly selected two
heads of units for our intervie$.193 heads of unit were sampled and received
our request to participate in a survey on the praaif administrative support and
coordination functions within the Commission vidviil between 23 May and 15
June 2008. Eventually, 88 interviews were condydtaglying a response rate of
45.6%.

We used a questionnaire of seven closed and two qpestions (cf. Annex 4).
Most questions were about HR Management and Ext€&oemunication. In

order to control for potential differences betwdd#R Management and External
Communication and other administrative support emordination functions, we

also included IT support and Programming as weBuwdgeting in our questions.

We basically asked three types of questions: (&)edcquestions where inter-
viewees were asked to indicate intensities or ingan a scale from one to ten,
(2) categorical questions where interviewees cohlibse among answer options,
and (3) qualitative questions where intervieweerevasked to indicate important
changes or functions. Type 1 questions are analgsethe basis of means and
median values, type 2 questions are analysed vatfuéncy distributions’

41 Cf. http://ec.europa.eu/staffdir/plsql/gsys_pdigplay index?pLang=EN

42 In some cases, more heads of unit were wiltingatrticipate than those randomly selected.
We included these interviews in our descriptivelgsia. When it comes to inferential statis-
tics, however, those interviews would have to belieded to guarantee representativeness.

*3 Although type 1 questions could also be analyséH feequency distributions (grouped
frequencies along the scale scores from 1 to 1@)oeus on Means and Medians because we
consider those measures as clearer and more transp&or all results presented in this
Chapter, ‘n’ refers to the number of interviewedsvanswered the question, the ‘Mean’ indi-
cates the average of all scores given, the ‘Medratitates the number separating the sample
in two halves of the same size (with 50% of th@oases in the higher, and the other 50% in
the lower half). Thus, a median of e.g. 7 indicdkeg 50% of all interviewees termed a score
higher than 7, while the other 50% termed a saoret than 7. The ‘Variance’ (Var) refers to
the dispersion of the scores given, averaging goared distance of the observed scores from
the mean. High values indicate a high degree qfedgon, while low values indicate a low
degree of dispersion and thus a greater accord#rinterviewees in scores given. The ‘Stan-
dard Deviation’ (StD) is defined as the square mafothe variance, thus also indicating the
dispersion but with the advantage of having theexin the same units as the original vari-
able and therefore being easier to interpret.
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5.2 Survey results

5.2.1 Assessment of the impact of decentralisation on dgiwork

Question 1: Throughout the last decade, adminmg&rahodernisation has
led to a decentralisation of management functickes HR Management
and External Communication or IT support. Theyravev fulfilled within
special units of your DG and at central level. Esample, in HR many is-
sues are now tackled quite autonomously by collesdlocally” in your
service. Similar divisions of labour exist in thther administrative sup-

port and coordination areas.

How would you assess the impact of this decenatatis of management
support functions on your own work in the followiageas?

Interviewees were asked to evaluate on a scale fram 10, thereby indicating

whether decentralisation had not affected their awork (score 1) or decentralisa-

tion had affected their work to a large extent (ect0). The higher the scores, the

larger the perceived effect of decentralisatiortt@work of heads of unit is. The

rationale behind this starting question is to foma about the perceived impor-

tance of administrative support and coordinatiarcfions for the heads of unit.

Figure 2: Results Question 1

Means of perceived impact of decentralisation

10

6.2

5.0

Means of assessed impacts

HR Ext. Comm.

5.9

IT support
Functions

6.2

Progr. & Budg.

Table 5: Results Question 1

Measure HR Ext. Comm. IT support Progr. & Budg.
n 78 80 79 79

Mean 6.2 5.0 5.9 6.2
Median 7.0 5.0 6.0 7.0

StD 2.3 2.5 2.8 2.6

Var 5.3 6.4 7.6 6.9
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The result is clear as the values above 5 inditseheads of unit perceive the
impact of recent decentralisation of administrasupport and coordination in the
areas of HR Management, communication, IT suppod programming and
budgeting as very important for their work. Thehegt scores (and the lowest
variance) are measured for the HR function. Theiamedf 7 indicates that 50%
of all interviewees scored 7 or higher. This geh@grdgement, however, is to
some extent weakened by the fact that — as ouwiateers report — some heads
of unit have not been in their current positiong@nough to be able to judge de-
velopments over time. This problem of long-termeassents notwithstanding,
our findings underline the overall importance heafisnit generally attribute to
the decentralised administrative support and coatain functions for their indi-

vidual work.

5.2.2 Importance of local management support units

Question 2: In your experience as manager of yair bow important is
it for you to have local management support unitiiw your own DG as
opposed to have these management functions cawuteahly in a central-
ised body or at a central level?

Interviewees could choose among four options:

0= "It is very important to have officers in my o G”
1="“I prefer to have them at the central level”

2= "“Neutral”

3="“Don’t know”

Figure 3: Results Question 2

Preferred level of support units
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Table 6: Results Question 2

Categories HR Ext. Comm. IT support Progr. & Budg.
n 88 87 88 88

0 (very important to have 83.0% 70.1% 78.4% 69.3%
officers in my DG)

1 (prefer them at central level) 6.8% 9.2% 5.7% %6.8

2 (neutral) 10.2% 20.7% 13.6% 18.2%

3 (don't know) 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 5.7%

The answers to this question reveal a clear terydeMildle managers attach a
high value to having administrative support andrdotion services provided at
the decentral level. Frequencies vary across thetins. However, a vast major-
ity of heads of unit prefers service provision witltheir DGs. It is important to

note that the decentral provision of HR Managensentices receives the highest
score. In comparison, the provision of local sesiof External Communication
is judged to be of lower importance. This lowerpup, together with high scores
in the category “neutral”, indicates that not adlipy units interact to the same
intensity with External Communication as it is #tese for HR Management, i.e.
the numbers mirror the fact that the salience efHlR function is higher than that

of External Communication.

5.2.3 Intensity of contact with local and central service

Question 3: In your experience as manager of yaoity bow would you
assess the intensity of your professional and doentact with responsi-
ble LOCAL services of management support on a stal@ 1 (hardly
ever contact) to 10 (intense contact)?

Question 4: In your own experience how would yoseas the intensity of
your professional and direct contact with respdesttENTRAL services
in the areas of management support on a scaleXr@rardly ever contact)
to 10 (intense contact)?

Interviewees were asked to choose on a scale fram 10, thereby indicating
whether they have hardly ever contact with theredéral (Q3) or central (Q4)
support services (score 1) or whether they deahsively with the services (score
10). The higher the scores, the more intense th&acbwith the respective service

is.
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Figure 4: Results Questions 3 & 4

Means of scores questions 3+4 (intensity of contact
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Services

Table 7: Results Questions 3& 4

HR External Communication
Measure Decentral Central Decentral Central
N 88 88 88 88
Mean 7.3 2.3 5.3 2.8
Median 8.0 1.5 6.0 2.0
StD 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.0
Var 3.6 3.9 4.4 3.8

IT Support Programming and Budgeting

Measure Decentral Central Decentral Central
N 87 87 87 87
Mean 6.2 2.1 6.0 2.8
Median 7.0 1.0 6.0 2.0
StD 2.2 2.0 2.6 2.2
Var 4.9 4.1 6.3 4.7

The results indicate that across all functions,di@dnanagers perceive the inten-
sity of contact with decentral units as very higid avery low with central units
(cf. Medians of 6 and 8 for the decentral unitssusrMedians between 1 and 2 for
the central services). The results support prormatéidecentralisation insofar as
the established system seems to work as envisiligiger scores in working in-
tensity with central units would have to questibe practicability of the present
division of labour between decentral and centret¢le in administrative support

and coordination functions.
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5.2.4 Trends in perceived efficiency

Question 5: If you compare the current way thesilon of labour between
central and local services concerning managemeuostiis organised in
the Commission with the situation some years aggolur personal opin-
ion, have standard operating procedures become efiiceent than in the
past?

Try to distinguish between the various areas ofagament support.

Interviewees could choose among the following ayio
0= “More efficient”

1= “Less efficient”

2="About the same”

3="Don’t know”

Figure 5: Results Question 5
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Table 8: Results Question 5

Categories HR Ext. Comm. IT support Progr. & Budg.
N 87 88 88 88

0 (more efficient) 52.9% 64.8% 64.8% 38.6%

1 (less efficient) 17.2% 4.6% 6.8% 12.5%

2 (about the same) 18.4% 18.2% 19.3% 35.2%

3 (don't know) 11.5% 12.5% 9.1% 13.6%

Question 5 taps into how heads of unit perceivemechanges with regard to

administrative support and coordination functiokgve ways of doing things

become more or less efficient from their perspesttvFor HR, External Commu-

nication and IT support, the majority of interviesgeperceive standard operating

procedures to have become more efficient. Howardhe area of Programming

and Budgeting, those who see the present as mirief than the past are in the
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minority. Reform promoters may see it as a congwlathat in the area of Pro-
gramming and Budgeting about 35% of the interviesymerceive neither progress

nor regression.

The division of labour between decentral and cémerael and the resulting effi-
ciency of standard operating procedures in all ions appear to leave consider-
able room for improvement. Slightly worrisome ahe talmost 20% who say
things in HR management have gotten worse. Furtbkrnthat the HR function
received— relatively — the worst marks indicateat e clients of HR services

appear to be not completely satisfied with theenirstate of the art.

5.2.5 Overall opinions on decentralisation

Question 6: The opinions about the effects of deent decentralisation of
management and support functions are divided. Stim& this kind of
decentralisation was very positive since it brimgEessary support ser-
vices closer to where they are really needed. Gtfesar that the disper-
sion of technical expertise and resulting higheordmation needs be-
tween the services and central units offset thdsardages. What is your
personal opinion?

Interviewees could choose among the following ayio
0=l see Decentralisation rather positive”

1= "I see Decentralisation rather negative”
2="“Neutral”

3= “Don’t know”

Figure 6: Results Question 6
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Table 9: Results Question 6

Categories HR Ext. IT support Progr. &
Comm. Budg.

N 87 87 87 87

0 (I see Decentralisation rather posi- 72.4% 60.9% 69.0% 44.8%

tive)

1 (I see Decentralisation rather nega-  14.9% 6.9% 9.2% 19.5%

tive)

2 (neutral) 11.5% 27.6% 13.8% 25.3%

3 (don't know) 1.2% 4.6% 8.1% 10,3%

The overall trend emerging from the assessmertteot/alue of decentralised ad-
ministrative support and coordination functionglsar: Managers see decentrali-
sation as a positive development. In particular, M&agement decentralisation
is judged positively by more than 70% of the intewwees. The lower support for
the decentralisation of the communication functioay point to some problems
there but can also be explained by the fact thairttensity of interaction is less
pervasive — as almost 30% of neutral opinions mtgicFrom the four functions
used as stimuli for the survey, Programming andg@tidg again appears, in rela-
tive terms, to be the most problematic. Nevertislesore than 40% see decen-

tralisation in these areas also as positive.

5.2.6 Proposals for change

Question 7: If you were to reorganise managemeppat, how would
you change the current system in the HR manageamehExternal Com-
munication?

In which area should then your local unit or a canservices play a
greater role?

We asked this question on HR Management and Ext€@oamunication func-
tions separately. Interviewees were asked hovhey tcould, they would change
the current system in HR Management and Externahr@enication, respec-

tively.

Interviewees could choose among the following oygio
0= “Further decentralisation”

1= “Re-centralisation”

2="Leave it like it currently is”

3="Don’t know”

If interviewees chose the options 0 or 1, they vasieed in which area their local
support unit (if they had answered 0) or the respecentral services (if they had
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answered 1) should play a greater role. This plathe question was qualitative,
I.e. interviewees should simply name the speci@s or tasks.

The results for the first — the quantitative quast are as follows:

Figure 7: Results Question 7
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Table 10: Results Question 7

Categories HR Ext. Comm.
N 77 77

0 (further decentralisation) 37.7% 18.2%
1 (Re-centralisation) 10.4% 14.3%
2 (leave it like it currently is) 50.7% 55.8%
3 (don't know) 1.3% 11.7%

In HR Management and in External Communication)earcmajority of inter-

viewees wants to leave things as they currentlythey neither want further de-
centralisation nor a re-centralisation. HoweverHR Management, more than
35% of our interviewees have a preference for arrthecentralisation, while for
communication only 18% prefer this option. Only ma#l group, by contrast,
wants to re-centralise HR Management or Externah@anication (10% or 14%,

respectively).

In the second part of Question 7 we asked thosewdnded further decentralisa-
tion to specify where exactly they see the needat@o. Those interviewees who

opted for re-centralisation were also asked whreety they see the necessity to
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do so. As we asked these questions in both arei® Management and External

Communication — we can now compare the answeicuinfields.

Table 11: Reform options

HR Management Option 1 Option 2

Further decentralisation | Re-centralisation

External Communication Option 3 Option 4

Further decentralisation | Re-centralisation

Option 1: Further decentralisation in HR Management

28 heads of unit want further decentralisation R.H7 indicate the area of re-
cruitment. They want more flexibility to handle oesces for personnel. 10
wanted more flexibility and independence from DG MMD in general terms.

One head of unit indicated training as an areahér decentralisation.
Option 2: Re-centralisation in HR Management

Eight heads of unit want more centralisation. Thveent DG ADMIN more
closely involved in staff matters. Three indicageruitment for an area of re-
centralisation. One head of unit wanted the harsairdin of CDR centralised,

another training and leave management.
Option 3: Further decentralisation in External Camnimation

11 heads of unit want further decentralisation xteEnal Communication. Five of
them stated that they would like their DG to commate more specific, DG-
related topics because of the expertise locatee.tiidree heads of unit would in
general prefer more autonomy for their DG in comitation tasks. Two heads of
unit want more decentralised competences with otdpeexternal users, another

one wants to decentralise IT support completely.
Option 4: Re-centralisation in External Communizati

10 heads of unit see the need for re-centralisahoBxternal Communication.
Eight say the coherence of communication (speakiity one voice) has to be

improved. One head of unit points to the need toatracts should be managed
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centrally, one head of unit refers to cross-cuttgsgies which should be recentral-
ised.

In sum, with respect to HR Management, 17 of 28rinéwees who preferred
further decentralisation opt for a greater roleéhafir decentral support unit in re-
cruitment and wish for more flexibility in personasources. 10 of 28 interview-
ees also opted for more flexibility and independefiom DG ADMIN in general.
From those interviewees preferring re-centralisatithree out of seven would
prefer DG ADMIN being closer to staff, while two ntad a stronger role of DG
ADMIN in terms of recruitment.

Concerning the External Communication functionse fout of 11 interviewees
preferring further decentralisation wanted thegalocommunication unit to have
a greater role in communicating specific topicstl@fse in favour of recentralisa-
tion, eight out of 10 want DG COMM to foster theheoence of communication,
having the Commission “speak with one voice”, asyiadicated.

5.2.7 Assessment of changes due to reforms

Question 8: Thinking over your time in the Commissiwhat have been
the most important changes that you have experiemcthe area of man-
agement support?

One or two most important POSITIVE changes:

One or two most important NEGATIVE changes:
This question was designed to give intervieweesamby the opportunity to ar-
ticulate general assessments of the reform prog€asan Questions 5 and 6), but
also to state one or two major changes they viepoagive, as well as those they
view as negative due to the reform process. Thestipn resulted in a vast list of

mentioned tasks of which the most frequently naaredoresented here.

As most important positive changes, 30 of 73 ineavees who responded to this
guestion named Human Resources, and here especaatiyng. 17 of 73 respon-

dents see the IT support as another positive chdngeo the decentralisation. 12
of 73 are satisfied with the additional respongipihey and their DGs gained in
the process of decentralisation, as well as 103o#viio expressed their content-

ment with the transparency assigned to the budgkepeogramming cycle.

48



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

Among the most important negative changes, 17 afordplained that the admin-

istrative effort in general has grown bigger tharthe past. 10 of 75 are unhappy
with the reports and control standards establishedto the decentralisation proc-
esses. Two groups of respectively eight and sevemviewees, mention the re-

cruitment process and the “Career Development Réwas most important nega-

tive changes.

These results confirm observations from our qualgainterviews presented in
Chapter 4, but support also implications of othgeggions in this survey. Overall,
we can state that the HR and External Communicdtiontion indeed pose cer-
tain problems (e.g. recruitment) but are perceiwedhe whole as rather unprob-
lematic, with middle managers being relatively fegd with the decentralisation
in this field with respect to the impact in theiw working environments (30 of
73 mentioned HR and training as a whole as the mygsdrtant positive changes,
the highest score of all nominations). Decentrabsaof IT support is also per-
ceived as a positive development by many interveswvelowever, there are com-
plaints about the administrative efforts in totalwaell as reporting and control

standards.

5.3 The position of staff representatives

We also wanted to provide information about whahes perception of “normal”

staff about the decentralisation of administrasupport and coordination func-
tions. For this purpose we interviewed represergatof staff associations under
the assumption that staff representatives haventamate knowledge about the
actual concerns of rank and files in the contexadrinistrative modernisation.
We conducted semi-structured interviews with steffiresentatives from different

unions**

Staff representatives are deeply concerned abeunttheir view negative effects
of the Kinnock Reform in general. They complaintthieir influence has been
reduced and that staff representatives are sidkknel not properly consulted in

staff matters or even when rules concerning stafinaodified. One representative

* Including Renouveau et Democratie, Union Syndictile European Civil Service Federa-
tion (FFPE) and the Association des fonctionnaimdépendants (TAO-AFI).
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complained about the reforms as a “jump into thienown”. In addition, almost
every interviewee was concerned about the los®wkp of DG ADMIN in staff-
relating processes and matters. In this contegtsthff representatives complain
that the Kinnock Reform has, in their view, augneenexisting trends towards
“compartmentalisation” in the Commission, i.e. thia¢ application of rules as
well as the evolving cultures of staff policy anak@er patterns increasingly di-
verge between DGs. From staff representatives’pgets/es, this fragmentation
leads to an unequal treatment of staff across D@particular with regard to the
chances of career planning and promotion. On tleh@amnd, staff mobility, par-
ticularly across DGs, is an essential conditiondmymotion. On the other hand,
those employees who switch across DGs are penaéisdtiey “are the last in the
queue” in their new DG. All representatives undwerlihe negative effect the Kin-

nock Reform has on the motivation of administratond assistants.

5.3.1 Recruitment and EPSO

Most of our interviewees were rather satisfied with installation of EPSO and
welcomed it as an institution to ensure equal tneat of candidates. As one rep-
resentative indicated, EPSO put an end to the ipeacf recruiting “friends of

friends” as contract agents and brought more taesgy into the recruitment
process. In addition, some representatives unéetfie need for a European Civil
Service rather than institution-specific staff. How@r, most of our interviewees
also acknowledge problems and limitations in thekwaf EPSO. The “flagging

procedure” is perceived by most of them as intrarsmt and problematic for

candidates, as they are not informed of being #dgg

5.3.2 Role of DG ADMIN

Staff Associations are unified in their complaiaisout a declining importance
and power of DG ADMIN due to the decentralisationgess. They emphasise
that they have major problems identifying respolesihanagers they can address
in staff matters. They criticise the lack of meakars to force HR staff in DGs to
take the opinions of staff associations into actolihey consider the current

situation, in which they are typically referred @& ADMIN, as highly subopti-
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mal because as a result of the decentralisationAD®IN — in their view —plays
a rather marginalised role in many matters of egeto staff representatives.

5.3.3 Decentralisation in general

Representatives of the staff associations suppsttomger coordinating role for
DG ADMIN — also because decentralisation meansdtat associations have to
interact in staff matters with virtually all Diremtites-General individually,
whereas in the past they could focus on DG ADMINhesr principal interlocu-

tor. The new diversity has thus weakened staff @aBons’ means to support
rank and files because they do not have the orgaémmal potential to keep up an

intensive and comprehensive dialogue with a vaowétyirectorates-General.

“Our social dialogue is with DG ADMIN, but they lkosnportance;
often don’t have time and means to control. Deedistition relies
very much on fair minds. The Kinnock Reform hasadlieled to a
shift of power: the views of Staff Associations deto be less con-
sulted”.

“We would wish a mechanism for Staff Associationkick would
keep HR people in DGs from not talking to us. D@g “rou talk to
DG ADMIN, not to us”: we are lacking the countersar

Staff representatives are thus clearly in favournag-centralisation of different

administrative support and coordination functioespecially concerning HR

Management. In their view, the Kinnock Reform augted existing trends to-

wards “compartmentalisation” in the Commission, itet the application of rules
and the evolving cultures of staff policy and cangatterns increasingly diverge
across Directorates-General. From staff represeagatperspectives, this frag-

mentation leads to an unacceptable level of unageiment of staff. The decen-
tralisation of administrative support and coordimatis thus taken as a synonym
for the Kinnock Reform writ large. In line with tingoreference for a stronger role
of DG ADMIN, representatives of staff associatigmsrceive decentralisation
largely as negative. They support the re-centradisaf different functions, espe-

cially concerning HR, but also budgeting and prograng.
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5.4 Interpretation

While managers see a rather substantial impacecémdralisation on their daily
work, they also perceive the division of labourniestn central and decentral ser-
vice and support units as clear-cut. In additiomajority is rather pleased with
the way these administrative support and coordinadrrangements are currently
organised. Moreover, middle managers prefer taactewith decentral adminis-
trative coordination and support service providers.

Middle managers perceive current standard operatiogedures in all administra-
tive support and coordination functions focusedhe survey as more efficient
than in the past — except for the programming amthbting function. Consistent
with this assessment, the general esteem for dadieation is also high in HR
Management, External Communication and IT Suput, significantly lower in

Budgeting and Programming.

One explanation for this variance may be that dieaksing HR Management,
External Communication and also IT Support provigsesdle managers of opera-
tional units mainly with the tools and support tttbr fulfil their daily work. By

contrast, although the decentralisation of Progralgrand Budgeting decentral-
ises more responsibilities, it also brings alongreger accountability duties in
terms of ex-ante impact assessments, monitoringearabst evaluations. Obvi-
ously, consequences of the decentralisation of midtrative support and coordi-
nation functions and the more widespread conse@seofcthe Kinnock Reform

cannot always been differentiated in a strict way.
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6 Interpretation and Recommendations

6.1 Contextual interpretation

The decentralisation of administrative support andrdination functions has a
long history within the European Commission. Itgims can be traced back be-
fore the start of the recent modernisation of maéadministration known as the
Kinnock Reform. In particular, the SEM 2000 and MAMROO initiatives —
launched at the end of the 1990s — partly decestichHR Management. Various
initiatives to strengthen organisational capacitesommunicate with the public
— intensified in the context of accession negairagiand as a reaction to the rejec-
tion of the Treaty of Maastricht and the TreatyNofe — also led to the expansion
of press and information units at the level of Déver the 1990s. However, the
Kinnock Reform amplified the already existing tresfddecentralising administra-
tive support and coordination in HR and Externaif@aunication and spread it to

other administrative support and coordination fior.

6.1.1 Decentralisation as a panacea?

At first sight, it is a puzzling question why detmtisation as a principle to re-
organise administrative support and coordinatiomctions within the Commis-
sion has been so pervasively applied. The answsriti time pressures and the
ambitious agenda pursued by the reformers arourndkiNenock. Put simply, de-
centralisation of administrative support and cooation emerged as a standard
principle of reorganising the European Commissiecdnse it was considered
linked to the individual empowerment and accouritgbiof each Director-
General.

Despite little systematic reflection about posskilde effects of using decentrali-
sation as a comprehensive mode of organisationafj@eisation, one reason why
decentralisation of administrative support and dow@tion had such irresistible
appeal can be seen in the fit of this option witieo central elements of the Kin-
nock Reform, for example the responsibilisatiorihe Directors-General and the

new internal accounting system. This overall fipears to have prevented re-
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formers from asking questions and seeking systeneatiante assessments of the
pros and cons of specific decentralisations inateas of administrative support

and coordination.

Despite such contingencies in the context of itsoduction, top civil servants in
HR Management are satisfied with the current dwisaf labour among decentral
and central levels. However, they see deficithearea of recruitment. Managers
at the decentral level would like to have greatemm of manoeuvre, in particular
with respect to filling vacancies with new staforin the reserve lists and with
contract agents. As the single most problematia aranagers point to “flagging”
requirements, i.e. the reduction of availability caindidates on the reserve lists
due to considerations of balanced representatiotdnalities and highly-skilled

staff across and within individual EU institutions.

6.1.2 Decentralisation and its trade-offs

Two trade-offs emerging from decentralisation cdugddentified. First, decentral
managers complain about cumbersome procedures ésveompared to the time
prior to decentralisation) and point to their owapsrior potential to manage more
quickly and efficiently. This illustrates existirdgjvergent opinions of managers
with respect to the value to be attached to (deaBrgwiftness and (centrally pro-
vided) legitimacy (namely to bring about a balanstdtification of officials from

EU nationalities within and among the EU institag). The second trade-off in
HR Management refers to decentral differentiatibititees and central attempts to

foster horizontal coordination.

Considering organisational and also contextual gban the two areas in more
detail, the picture gets more complicated. With ¢heation of EPSO and PMO,
the general decentralisation trend is cushioned @sHR Management. More-
over, the Kinnock Reform itself is based on consdpim the New Public Man-
agement movement. Attempts to centralise steerignpial at the top of the or-
ganisation thus come as no surprise. A major ingtnt to provide clear-cut lines
of internal responsibility and accountability itfresponsibilisation” of the ad-
ministrative top management, i.e. the Directors€ah The enhanced and more

visible responsibilities also brought greater pasmver top-level bureaucrats. The
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Directors-General are responsible for whatever aapjin their DG. The corollary
of this pervasive administrative responsibility tlsat the individual Director-
General has at the same time become the ultimgnisational authority within
a particular service. With respect to the admiatste support and coordination
sectors, this means that functional decentralisagjoes hand in hand with the
further strengthening of the powers of the DirestGeneral, i.e. in a further cen-

tralisation at the level of DGs in all but in word.

6.1.3 Decentralisation and efficiency

A central yardstick to assessing the quality ofentr decentral arrangement in the
areas of administrative support and coordinatiororiganisational efficiency.
Lacking objective data to establish an assessrttenperceptions of the managers
working within administrative support and coordinat nevertheless provide
valuable insights. It is important, for example,utaderline that none of the man-
agers interviewed pledged to require more persanrtékeir decentral units. Quite
the opposite, some managers frankly admitted timatctirrent system of decen-
tralisation in the area of administrative suppord @oordination is probably more
costly and more resource-intense than the morealsed status quo ante. How-
ever, they point to the added value of decentrt@isan terms of client satisfac-
tion and staff motivation. “Diseconomies of scaleéspecially within small- and
medium-sized Directorates-General — can neverthddessuspected. It remains
impossible however, to locate them precisely bexdhse Commission refrains
from sharing its internal information on the exditribution of personnel in the

area of management support and decentralisation.

Another important observation is that managerseicedtral HR Management and
External Communication expect that current intededdates on how to handle the
commitment for zero growth in Commission personaiéér 2009 will lead to

demands to cut and redeploy staff from the admatise support and coordina-
tion functions in general. Within the Commissiowith the obvious exception of

those actually working in the administrative sup@ord coordination functions at
decentral level — the view that decentralisatiomtntteo far and that slack in the
decentralised support and coordination functiorte ise slashed and redistributed

to priority areas is even more popular.
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Turning from the perspective of the insiders to thkents”, i.e. those middle
managers who need administrative support and auatrdn services in order to
do their job, the picture is very uniform and se&alur survey data show that de-
centralisation has important impacts on the prodess life of middle managers
occupied with policy responsibilities. Decentralisa of administrative support
and coordination is thus an objectively importagdttire in the internal life of the

Commission as an organisation.

In this regard, it is important to highlight thavast majority of middle managers
consuming support and administrative services ajgies having decentral man-
agement arrangements. Among middle managers, dalsation gets excellent
approval rates. More than 80% of the managers inad® more than 70% of
those in External Communication assess the furalityrof the current decentral-
ised arrangement as very positive. The thrust efahswers is very consistent
across areas and across individual questions. Dratemits are those to whom
they regularly address and they are those which see as most competent. In
their opinion, there is room for improvement, esakgcin the HR function, how-
ever, the division of labour between central andedé&al units in HR and Exter-
nal Communication by and large works satisfactorily

It is important to note that the survey data pamlsss positive picture in what we
summarised under “programming and budgeting”. Thatsurvey data is actually
able to show consistent variation in the answersusfinterviewees is, first and
foremost, important because it underlines thatitidéviduals taking part in the
survey distinguish between the given stimuli. Gasults thus cannot be rebuked
as artificial effects. Posing questions about “paogming and budgeting” to-
gether with “IT” as areas of decentralised admiaiste support and coordination
services outside the focus of this study thus hakpgo learn something about
relative differences.

Despite legitimate objectives to increase orgaiueat efficiency and actively
seek a comprehensive rationalisation in the aréaslministrative support and
coordination, it must be underlined that a basigetof decentralisation has been
achieved: Clients appear generally very satisfidgt e service provision of the
decentral units. Those focusing efficiency gaires niadeployment of staff in de-

central administrative support and coordinatiortsihave to place an appropriate
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value on the approval rates of those consumingrdiedly provided management
support services.

6.1.4 Reform scepticism

The survey impressively underlines something tiseasch team encountered also
during the talks with middle and top managers mdecentralised administrative
support and coordination functions: a certain fagigind scepticism with respect
to administrative change. Asked about options dfnuipation, the majority of
middle managers wishes to leave things as thegwtlyrare; 53%with regards to
HR Management, and 56% with regards to line marsageExternal Communi-
cation. In other words, the clients and consumédeocentrally provided adminis-
trative support and coordination services want ries@rve the status quo. 34%
suggest further decentralisation for HR Managemaititough only 17% do so
with respect to External Communications. Howevaty small minorities wish to
see more centralisation in these areas in theduiure picture is clear: A majority
wishes to leave things as they are, with perhapeased decentralisation in spe-

cific areas, but without further organisational dhaails or any re-centralisation.

6.1.5 The bottom-up view

The decentralisation of administrative support eoordination functions are mat-
ters of intra-organisational re-structuring. Thenpdere is that, in theory, the HR
function may be completely reorganised but an iwldial official who wants to
participate in training or looks for a professiotedve may still fill out the same
forms and hand them over to the same desk as bifereorganisation. Organ-
isational changes may be bold but may remain basisligle to the rank and file.
Such considerations led us not to interview ran# files directly on issues of
administrative support and coordination, for it Wwbbe highly arbitrary whether
or not an individual would be in a position to miegyfully answer our questions —
at least if a sample logic is appli€dThe alternative, which is practicable and yet

provides meaningful data, was to address to reptapees of staff associations.

** The methodological solution would be to constrsamples or to increase the potential
numbers of individuals to be included in a samge/en restrictions in time and resources,
such strategies could not be applied.

57



Decentralisation following the Reform of the EurapgCommission

The logic behind this selection is simple, as ranHl files with problems can be
assumed to address to “their” representatives deroto seek more favourable
decisions. Representatives of staff associationstltas be assumed to be quite
familiar with problematic issues of internal orgsational importance. To be sure,
staff representatives are usually only addressest#fy in the case of problems,
but hardly ever when things run smoothly. This sdewle of staff representa-

tives should be taken into account.

Staff associations support a stronger coordinatolg for DG ADMIN because

they perceive the effects of decentralisation ohiaistrative support and coordi-
nation within the Commission as negative. Staffespntatives are clearly in fa-
vour of a re-centralisation of different administra support and coordination
functions, especially concerning HR Managementff &presentatives complain
that recent administrative modernisation has weadtéhe means to support staff,
for general associations’ possibilities to influenarganisational decisions were
generally reduced. In their view, the Kinnock Refoaugmented existing trends
towards “compartmentalisation” in the Commissioe, ithat the application of
rules and the evolving cultures of staff policy arateer patterns increasingly
diverge across Directorates-General. From staffessmtatives’ perspectives this
fragmentation leads to an unequal treatment of, stedfreby increasing the influ-
ence of pure chance (i.e. in which DG one happengotk) on officials’ careers.

Despite a few exceptions, our interviewees fronff sissociations generally con-
sidered decentralisation of administrative suppod coordination to be a syno-
nym for the responsibilisation, i.e. for the empawent of Directors-General, and

thus for Kinnock Reform writ large.

6.1.6 Administrative change and changes in inter-departmetal resource
competition

In general, the Kinnock Reform sought to turn th@mtnission from a classical
Weberian administration into an administration eoirby the New Public Man-
agement agenda, i.e. oriented towards a businesmiattative culture. Prior to
this, internal organisational management was aeamait distributing resources
among the Directorates-General in order to impldnpmiitical priorities. The

focus can be classified as input steering. Todajeatives are agreed upon in
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advance, the Directorates-General commit to falfém and on the basis of an
interactive exercise, resources are ideally alemtaccordingly — with objectives

and processes being subject to a variety of ex-@npeaisals, monitoring reports
and ex-post evaluations. Essentially, the curreotgdure is designed as output

steering.

We do not make any claim based on our empirica dathow the new procedure
works in practice. It appears, however, that based fair summary of observers’
comments that the programming and planning cyctesatly not lives up to its
ideals (Levy 2006; Bauer 2008). In principle, theagge from input steering (the
classical Weberian bureaucracy) to output manageiftee New Public Man-
agement mode) disproportionately affects the adstrative support and coordi-

nation functions.

This is so because according to the new “activéagda” resource allocation sys-
tem, the link between internal administrative at#g and policy outputs has to
be made clearer. When this link is clearer and wherresources come closer to
essential policy outputs, it is easier to justhem, as well as to keep or even ex-
pand them from one programming cycle to anothemther words, the change
from input management to output steering — browdddut by the Kinnock Re-

form — changed the incentive structures insidebmmission services.

This inflicts a new logic of resource competitioccr@ss Directorates-General and
also between central and decentral units in tha af@dministrative support and
coordination. Administrative routine work has thfisrther) lost esteem, as such
tasks are often difficult to “sell” as essentialthre activity-based management
approach. This bears the danger of a suboptimaidivof labour between cen-
tral and decentral units because managers arediginised to take on such rou-

tine tasks.

This consideration points to an explanation fouazting result of our empirical

investigation. While decentral units are generatry to lose competences and
resources to central units, they seem to be hapgyve up some specific tasks
like web management or the organisation of leaveagement. However, the
central services sometimes appear to have litterast in taking on such purely

technical tasks of low salience.
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From this it follows that according to the logic ioput steering, those watching
over crucial organisational resources, in essenee personnel, are in a pivotal
position to influence organisational politics. metera of output steering, those

responsible for the budgetary process are thealractors.

6.1.7 The current room for reform

The status quo enjoys great overall support. Aemaedy for current organisa-
tional stress in the area of decentralised manageswpport and coordination,
neither centralisation nor the creation of moremalised horizontal cooperation
between DGs of the same family appear to be reairsthe context of the current
regime of responsibilisation of Directors-Genefdthough operational problems
are not denied, the clients of decentralised sesvio the DGs, as well as the
managers of the decentralised services themsedupgort the current state of
affairs. The “clients” appear very satisfied wittetstatus quo and some even rec-
ommend further decentralisation. The managerswaaeeaof overcapacities on the
one hand and coordination problems on the othee. diganisational issues at
stake, however, would, in the opinion of the mamnaget easily be solved even if
a complete centralisation were to be implementé&d ADMIN pushes for the so-
called DG families’ solution. That would mean thsdrvice level agreements
would have to be fostered and implemented in sjgeareas of coordination in
order to reap potential synergies among (probaitmiglisto medium sized) DGs.
However, how exactly such a “softer” coordinatiooulktl be organised in the
“hard” organisational hierarchy of the Commissiersiill an open question. Cur-
rently, only voluntary agreements between DGs séerbe a feasible option.
However, having to stick to such purely voluntagyeements will probably limit
the potential benefits in terms of reliable horiwbdrroordination. The overall high
support for the status quo suggests only smootnmeflevelopments as a realistic

option to improve the current state of affairs.

The new decentralised structures are affected dayigg burdens of control, justi-
fication, and possibly new forms of horizontal atioation and reporting proce-
dures. In this situation, managers in decentrallmadagement support and coor-
dination, and in particular the responsible top aggment, have incentives not to

play entirely with “open cards”. Rather, they are@uraged to “overprotect” by
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hiding and waiting. This new culture is highly matal, for in this time of dynamic

and unpredictable organisational change, opennegs tme penalised (by losing
resources). While from the perspective of the oiggdion such penalisation might
be logical and efficient, the individuals see thasrdenigration of their efforts and
work and thus try to avoid them. Therefore, sews#id fair mechanisms for the
reallocation of resources have to be designed rgailee lines of the systematic
redeployment every year of around 1% of availalistp through a central pool
which has been put into place — in order to accodateindividual with organ-

isational incentives.

6.1.8 The impact of the status quo ante

A central feature of the decentralisation of adstmaitive support and coordina-
tion functions in the areas of HR and External Camitation is the fact that the
status quo ante coins the nature of some of tiee-g#rvice differences which we
could detect. For example, even before the Kinrieetorm the services were told
to invest more personnel into External Communicatio particular, the bigger

DGs have been assembling relatively large deceatmamunication units. With

the transformation of DG PRESS into DG COMM and riggefinition of its role,

these personnel resources were put into the shotigalthough they have been
results of demands in the past. To put it blurifhg DG complied with past de-
mands and “invested” more in its decentral commatioa function, perhaps sac-
rificing other priorities, and as a result of sysinful decisions, the same DG is
now asked to give up personnel in order to be loealed to a other service (or
the missions abroad) because of a relative “oveht&ithis may create tension

and mistrust.

However, one thing is obvious. Precisely becausekimnock Reform has in-

creased the danger of a “pillarisation” (“silo pi&h”) as it strengthened organ-
isational autonomy at the level of individual Dire@tes-General, a new culture
of trust and an overarching sense of a common amsand vision is needed if
organisational deficits deriving from differentiani, segregation and delineation
are to be overcome. Good examples are the createarks of HR managers and
communication managers (RRH and ECN) that fosteizbotally the exchange

of good organisational practices.
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Not to be misunderstood, the quickly changing tasks their complexity require
differentiation and decentralisation. The challetigerefore is not to exaggerate
internal competition between parts of the orgamsatAt the end of the day, such
internal competition, its organisation and the nanmg do come at a high price.
The challenge that lies in the finding of a newalnak between decentral and cen-
tral provision of services in the area of admimistte support and coordination
may well be a test case. Whether or not the Conmniss able to strike the right
balance and to creatively and productively accomatedhe diverging interests
involved is of greater importance than merely sgrtout problems of decentral-
ised administrative support and coordination. lymeovide answers to the pend-
ing question whether the Kinnock Reform has enatiledCommission to ration-
ally manage its internal organisational challenges,as critics have it, whether
the Kinnock Reform has set the stage for orgamisatiparalysation and disinte-

gration.

6.2 Recommendations

Before presenting recommendations, a qualifyingamnappears to be in order.
The topic of this study — organisational efficiennythe decentralised administra-
tive support and coordination functions within themmission —is one where the
Commission itself has become active. With the ettoaf those interviewed as
consumer of service provision from administrativ@ort and coordination, all
involved actors — our main source of informatiohave thus understandable in-
terests in the issues at stake and their individsakessments have to be treated
with due caution. The point is that before thidgtatarted, the agenda within the
Commission — also encouraged by the European Reaie— had already been set
for identifying potential for “rationalisation” whiin the Commission’s administra-
tive support and coordination functions. Thus, data collection was conducted
while options for reorganising the administrativgogort and coordination func-
tion were being internally discussed and decisiwere being prepared within the
European Commission. It is difficult to analyse th&ernal functions of a public
administration without the agreement and suppotheforganisation in question.
This reality has implications for the assessmenthefreliability of the data col-

lected as the basis for our interpretation. Théi@dar circumstances of conduct-
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ing this study have thus to be kept in mind whesessing the following recom-

mendations.

Recommendation 1: The European Commission shou&hbeuraged to develop
differential concepts for optimising the use of adistrative support and coordi-
nation functions. In HR Management, the cooperatietween decentral HR
units, DG ADMIN, and EPSO should be reviewed ineortb foster more effi-
cient, swift and adequate recruitment proceduressiBilities to consolidate the
generally well working decentralised status quorégucing frictions emerging
from centrally demanded targets should be furtxplozed. By contrast, given
the risk of harmful consequences of fragmentatio&xternal Communication, a
greater need for centrally or horizontally orgadiseordination across Director-

ates-General exists in this particular area.

In a complex organisational environment, neithemplete decentralisation nor
comprehensive centralisation appears to be a vi@itien to reach optimal per-
formance in areas of intra-organisational interdele@ce. Decentralisation is no
one-size-fits-all solution for all administrativapgport and coordination functions.
The trade-offs at stake have to be analysed in dethe very different opera-
tional logic and organisational need of each fuorctit depends on the exact na-
ture of a task or part of a task — like in the cakeecruitment procedures com-
pared to training arrangements in HR Managemeat which level, or in which
horizontal arrangement an optimal balance betwdiettreness and efficiency
can be reached. Therefore, the Commission shoudhbeuraged to continuously
look for ways of optimising the system. Differenganisational concepts of de-
centralised service provision with respective hignecal or technical assignments

should be further explored.

Recommendation 2: The European Commission shoukhbeuraged to review
the use of resources and the current division gfoasibilities between decentral
and central organisational levels in all areasdwhiaistrative support and coordi-
nation. Reviewing missions and definitions as veslloperationalisations of the
division of labour between central and decentralise provision in each area of

administrative support and coordination appear ssy.
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In this study two administrative support and cooadion functions, i.e. HR Man-
agement and External Communication, have beenweden closer detail. The
division of labour in HR Management appears to weakisfactorily; more prob-
lems in terms of an open struggle over competeacdgesources between decen-
tral and central service providers prevail in theaaof External Communication.
Casual information about problems in other suppad coordination functions —
in particular Logistics and Programming and Budggiin combination with the
Commission’s own intention to pursue further thegibility of rationalisation of
activities in the administrative support and cooadion areas — suggest to review
the allocation of resources and staff in all adstmaitive support and coordination

functions.

As an essential part of this review and before gimgain a debate on whether or
not levels of resources or staff are justified pedfic functions at specific organ-
isational levels, the Commission may want to cjamiissions, definitions of tasks
and responsibilities, and provide consistent opmratisations as yardsticks to
measure performance within the particular admiaiste support and coordina-

tion functions at decentral and central levels.

Recommendation 3: The European Commission showdide continuously a

precise picture of staffing in all administratiugeport and coordination functions.
In this context, the Commission’s annual Screemegorts should comprise rela-
tive as well as absolute staff numbers of all adgsiviative support and coordina-
tion functions respectively for each Directoraten&ml and Service. As this in-
formation has been already the basis on which aft tlie respective sections in
the recent Screening Reports, the Commission shoeildncouraged to present
these numbers for the years 2007 and 2008, welllvance of the next screening

exercise.

Optimising the internal organisation of a publieradistration is only possible in
close cooperation with the institution in questiéncommon understanding of
current organisational deficiencies and an accuaatdysis of risks and chances
of various options are thus necessary. Howevdhercase of administrative sup-
port and coordination functions within the Comnussithe informational basis
appears either not available or the Commissioroiantlined to share it because

such information are considered as of purely irgkecharacter. A precondition for
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open debate is, however, the exchange of availafdanation about the issues at
stake — inside the Commission and also in viewhef@ommission’s relationship
with the European Parliament. In this context, nteaasparency on behalf of the

Commission would be helpful.

Recommendation 4: As comparability to any otherlipudrganisation will proba-

bly remain out of reach for some time to come, @m@nmission should be en-
couraged to develop appropriate yardsticks for geimgnsive and meaningful
internal benchmarking exercises as a basis fosagggand eventually improving
organisational efficiency and effectiveness in éineas of administrative support

and coordination.

Conducting internal benchmarking exercises witbcau$ on internal comparisons
across all Directorates-General or across compaipéctorates-General appears
an indispensable element of any sustainable syrategontinuously improve the
existing system of administrative support and co@iabn. Also central services
like DG ADMIN and its offices or DG COMM and thepresentations should be
included in such internal benchmarking exercisesrder to validate comprehen-
sively the efficiency of current working arrangerteem the European Commis-

sion.

Recommendation 5: Fair and effective mechanismenture the alignment of
individual managers’ incentives with that organisaél objective are needed.
That means, for example, that some of the effigiggains from cooperative man-
agers should remain in their unit or Directoratex&al and not entirely in an

anonymous organisational pool or purpose.

In the given organisational context of zero pergbrgrowth after 2009, it be-

comes essential to be able to prioritise resouatlesated to the administrative
support and coordination functions. In order tostp central and decentral ser-
vices engaged in the provision of administrativppgut and coordination should
cooperate to clarify responsibilities and set niggapriorities. Overall targets —

like the 10% cut in the area of decentral serviesponsible for External Com-
munication, as the Commission itself is suggestimgay be a suitable way to set

appropriate incentives.
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However, appropriate incentives have to be giveth¢oDirectorates-General and
to individual managers in the areas of administeaiupport and coordination so
that they positively and actively support optimgsprocesses. Managers at central
and decentral levels have to be convinced of théineacy of the exercise so that
they do not “hide” important information and “wdidr the next organisational
reform wave”. Fair but effective mechanisms foratireg synergies and for real-
locating resources across Directorates-Generals twakie developed. “Effective”
means that flexible and changing demands in adtratiige support and coordina-
tion must be met. “Fair” means that those who dnllewed organisational deci-
sions to “invest” more in administrative suppordatoordination are now not
penalised by a cut in resources without compensakairness and effectiveness
must also be provided in the future. To preveneEiwrates-General from exploit-
ing informational asymmetries, there must be appatgincentives for those who
cooperate. That means for example that “econonmesie within an administra-
tive support and coordination function in a paftacuDG should not be com-
pletely distributed somewhere else but, to a camallle extent, should remain
within the respective Directorate-General. Otheewimanagers and top manage-
ment of administrative support and coordinationhwita particular Directorate-

General have little motivation to cooperate sinlgere

Recommendation 6: The approval of the current sihtbe art by internal con-
sumers of decentralised administrative support emardination functions de-
serves to be taken into due consideration. Maxngigirganisational efficiency

should not reduce the achieved effectiveness oéotisolutions in this respect.

Consumer or clients of decentralised administrasupport and coordination
functions show high esteem for the current statiefart. This is a very positive
achievement of the decentralisation of administeaiupport and coordination. It
deserves to be taken seriously as a real asseh Wwhi&to be preserved in the up-
coming revisiting of the division of labour and idelation of responsibilities be-

tween decentral and central providers of admirtisgaupport and coordination.

Recommendation 7: The Commission should be encedrégregularly collect,
and in more detail than is currently done in trefstpinion survey, the percep-
tion of the staff as to how effective and efficiéimé system of administrative sup-

port and coordination is conceived.
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Staff opinion surveys can detect differences acrudizidual functions and are an
important element in permanently optimising adnmaisve support and coordi-
nation. If taken seriously, such differences — asla be detected in the survey
conducted for this study — pose important quesi®no why this may be so. The
survey conducted in this study has shown how muselfiul comparative informa-
tion can be quickly assembled. Survey questiong hawe constructed so as to
allow the collection of meaningful information. Asich, the survey can provide
insight into how things can be improved. At anyerahe survey can be used as
antennae to detect dissatisfaction and disengadenmsofar as dissatisfaction
and disengagement are interpreted as indicatorsnfderlying deficits, the Com-
mission may want to make greater use of it alsinénarea of administrative sup-

port and coordination.

Recommendation 8: If further reform of administratsupport and coordination
will be decided, staff — not only managers, butipatarly rank and file — must be
actively convinced of the need for further refoReform options and implemen-
tation decisions reached have to be communicateddiar to enhance ownership
among staff and thus the chances of successfulemmaitation of a potential
change agenda.

Any revision of the administrative support and aboation functions must seri-
ously consider that Commission staff — regardlessitether directly working
within administrative support and coordination drether merely consuming ad-
ministrative support and coordination services pregsed what can be called a
“reform fatigue”. Recent administrative changes éhdeen comprehensive and
are not yet “digested”. Particularly the rank aitelsf— not only the middle and top
management — must be convinced of the importandm@foving administrative
support and coordination functions, hence to imerthe internal communication

on these issues.
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Annex 1: Questionnaire for Resource Directors

NN Universitat
Konstanz
| 7‘_ AL :
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Questionnaire

RESOURCE DIRECTORATE

Resource Director

Interview Number:

|. Introduction

Il. Role and tasks of your Directorate

Universitit Konstanz

University of Excellence

Department of Politics and Manage-
ment

Chair of Comparative Public Policy and
Administration

Prof. Dr. Christoph Knill
Dr. Michael W. Bauer

Box D 91

D-78457 Konstanz

Phone: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-5597

Fax: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-2381

E-mail: Michael. W.Bauer@uni-konstanz.de

[1l. Your views and experiences concerning work-shaang

rangements

V. Looking forth: actual discussions and prospects

V. Conclusion
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Il. Role and tasks of your Directorate

1. How would you define your role as Resource Doeate in your DG?

2. Where do you see the role of your Resource Rirate in the administrative
governance of support functions vis-a-vis the @mGs?

lll. Your views and experiences concerning workssitaarrangements

3. When you consider the different ASCFs in yourebDiorate, can you differ-
entiate between areas where responsibilities aa,cand areas where they
are rather ambiguous?

4. When you consider the different ASCFs in youreDiorate, can you differ-

entiate between areas where your room of manoetbirg enough, and ar-
eas where you probably wish more room of manoeuvre?

IV. Looking forth: Actual discussions and prospects

5. The Commission is committed to zero personnalvgr until the year 2013.
Against this background, what does this limitatiowply for your Resource
Directorate?

6. In your Directorate-General as a whole, do yee ar discuss certain strate-
gies to compensate for this budgetary pressurbestaffing in the DG?

7. What do you think of the idea of having DG Faesiland a joint management
of certain ASCFs?

8. Do you see any function currently exercised dyryDirectorate that could be
better fulfilled by central services?

V. Conclusion

9. Is there anything you would like to remark aibhially?
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Annex 2: Questionnaire for heads of HR units

HHYNH Universitat
Konstanz

AT

Questionnaire

RESOURCE DIRECTORATE

HoU Human Resources

Interview Number:

Introduction

Role and tasks of your unit

Universitit Konstanz

University of Excellence

Department of Politics and Manage-
ment

Chair of Comparative Public Policy and
Administration

Prof. Dr. Christoph Knill
Dr. Michael W. Bauer

Box D 91

D-78457 Konstanz

Phone: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-5597

Fax: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-2381

E-mail: Michael. W.Bauer@uni-konstanz.de

Your views and experiences concerning work-shaang

rangements

Suqggestions for the future

Conclusion
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Il. Role and tasks of your unit

1. Could you shortly outline the main tasks of yaunit?

2. Recruitment
2a. What is your role and what is the role of DGMIDI?

2b. Is there any area in recruitment, where yolhwi®re room of manoeu-
vre?

2c. Is there any area in recruitment that couldbbter fulfilled by DG
ADMIN?

3. Staff appraisal
3a. What is your role and what is the role of DGMIDI?

3b. Is there any area in staff appraisal where w@l more room of ma-
noeuvre?

3c. Is there any area in staff appraisal that ctnddoetter fulfilled by DG
ADMIN?

4. Other tasks (please name)
4a. What is your role and what is the role of DGMID?
4b. Is there any area where you wish more roomasfaauvre?

4c. Is there any area that could be better fulfiby DG ADMIN?

lll. Your views and experiences concerning workssitaarrangements

5. How would you define the current role of DG ADWin HR Management?
6. How appropriately does DG ADMIN fulfil this rola your view?
7. Do you have the impression that the responsésilior HR Management of

both DG ADMIN and your unit are always clear orhet ambiguous? In
which areas?

IV. Suggestions for the future

8. In sum, is there any area where you wish mordagee by DG ADMIN or
more room of manoeuvre on the other hand?
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9. In your experience, are there tasks currentgrased by your unit that could
better be fulfiled by DG ADMIN? Which ones? Why?

10. Do you see any area where you could intens#ycboperation with the HR
units in other DGs?

V. Conclusion

11. Is there anything you would like to remark aiddially?
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Annex 3: Questionnaire for heads of communication nits

HHYNH Universitat
Konstanz

AT

Questionnaire

RESOURCE DIRECTORATE

HoU Communication

Interview Number:

Introduction

Role and tasks of your unit

Universitit Konstanz

University of Excellence

Department of Politics and Manage-
ment

Chair of Comparative Public Policy and
Administration

Prof. Dr. Christoph Knill
Dr. Michael W. Bauer

Box D 91

D-78457 Konstanz

Phone: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-5597

Fax: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-2381

E-mail: Michael. W.Bauer@uni-konstanz.de

Your views and experiences concerning work-shaang

rangements

Suqggestions for the future

Conclusion
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Il. Role and tasks of your unit

1. Could you shortly outline the main tasks of yaunit?

2. Media Contacts:
2a. What is your role and what is the role of DGNOD?
2b. Do you wish more room of manoeuvre in this area

2c. Is there any task concerning media contactsctiidd be better fulfilled
by DG COMM?

3.Web tools (portals):
3a. What is your role and what is the role of DGNOD?
3b. Do you wish more room of manoeuvre in this area

3c. Is there any task concerning web tools andajsothat could be better
fulfilled by DG COMM?

4. Organisation of events & campaigns:
4a. What is your role and what is the role of DGNO@?
4b. Do you wish more room of manoeuvre in this area
4c. Is there any task concerning the organisatioavents and campaigns

that could be better fulfilled by DG COMM?

l1l. Your views and experiences concerning workssitparrangements

5. How would you define the current role of DG COMMExternal Communi-
cation Management?

6. How appropriately does DG COMM fulfil this ralke your view?
7. Do you have the impression that the responsdsifior External Communica-

tion Management of both DG COMM and your unit alwags clear or
rather ambiguous? In which areas?
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IV. Suggestions for the future

8. Coming back to the different areas of Externam@unication. Is there any
area where you wish more guidance by DG COMM or then contrary,
more room of manoeuvre?

9. In your experience, are there tasks currentgrased by your unit that could
better be fulfiled by DG COMM? Which ones? Why?

10. Do you see any area where you could intenk#gycboperation with the Ex-
ternal Communication units in other DGs?

V. Conclusion

11. Is there anything you would like to remark aiddially?
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Annex 4: Questionnaire for heads of policy units

. . E=E Universitét | Universitit Konstanz
Questionnaire Konstanz

FoTH —  University of Excellence
AL

Department of Politics and Manage-
ment

(IR Chair of Comparative Public Policy and
Administration

Prof. Dr. Christoph Knill
Dr. Michael W. Bauer

Box D 91
. . D-78457 Konstanz
Policy Units Phone: ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-5597
Fax:  ++49 (0) 7531/ 88-2381
E-mail: Michael.W.Bauer@uni-konstanz.de

Interview number: Position and DG:

Date of Interview: Beginning (Time):
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Throughout the last decade, administrative modernisation has led to a decentralisation
of management functions like Human Resources Management and External Commu-
nication or IT support. They are now fulfilled within special units of your DG and at
central level — for example, in HR many issues are now tackled quite autonomously by
colleagues “locally” in your service. Similar divisions of labour exist in the other man-
agement support areas.

How would you assess the impact of this decentralisation of management support func-
tions on your own work in the following areas? Please indicate on a scale from 1 (De-
centralisation has not affected my own work) to 10 (Decentralisation has affected my
own work to a large extend).

1.1 Human Resource Management

1121314567 18]9]10

Decentralisation has not [[_||[_JIL I I ]| Decentralisation

affected my own work has affected my
own work to a
large extend

1.2 External Communication

1121314567 18]9]10

Decentralisation has not [[_||[_JIL I I LTI ]| Decentralisation

affected my own work has affected my
own work to a
large extend

1.3 IT support

Decentralisation has not [[_||[_JIL I I L] ]| Decentralisation

affected my own work has affected my
own work to a
large extend

1.4 Programming and Budgetin

Decentralisation has not [[_||[_JIL I I ]| Decentralisation

affected my own work has affected my
own work to a
large extend
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2. |In your experience as manager of your unit, how important is it for you to have local
management support units within your own DG as opposed to have these manage-
ment functions carried out only in a centralised body or at a central level?

| 2.1 Human Resource Management

It is very important to have officers in my own DG

I prefer to have them at a central level

Neutral

Don’t know

No Answer

‘ 2.2 External Communication

It is very important to have officers in my own DG

I prefer to have them at a central level

Neutral

H NN

Don’t know

No Answer

2.3 IT support

It is very important to have officers in my own DG

I prefer to have them at a central level

Neutral

Don’t know

HREN

No Answer

| 2.4 Programming and Budgeting

It is very important to have officers in my own DG

I prefer to have them at a central level

Neutral []
Don’t know []
No Answer
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In your experience as manager of your unit, how would you assess the intensity of your
professional and direct contact with responsible LOCAL services of management sup-
port on a scale from 1 (hardly ever contact) to 10 (intense contact)?

3.1 Human Resource Management

1121314 (5]6[]7]8]9]10

Hardly ever contact CITCITC T T T deat intensively

with the respec-
tive unit in my
DG

3.2 External Communication

1121314 (5]6[]7]8]9]10

Hardly ever contact CIVCITC T T T deat intensively

with the respec-
tive unit in my
DG

3.3 IT support

Hardly ever contact CIVCITC T T T deat intensively

with the respec-
tive unit in my
DG

3.4 Programming and Budgeting

1121314567 18]9]10

Hardly ever contact CIVCITC T I T T deat intensively

with the respec-
tive unit in my
DG
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In your own experience, how would you assess the intensity of your professional and
direct contact with responsible CENTRAL services in the areas of management support

on a scale from 1 (hardly ever contact) to 10 (intense contact)?

4.1 Human Resource Management

1121314 [5]6[]7]8]9

Hardly ever contact |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

I deal intensively
with DG
ADMIN

4.2 External Communication

1121345167819

Hardly ever contact |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

I deal intensively
with DG COMM

4.3 IT support

1121314 (5]6|7]8]9

Hardly ever contact Hiininlnlnlnlininin

I deal intensively
with DG DIGIT

4.4 Programming and Budgeting

1121314 [5]6[]7]8]9

Hardly ever contact |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

I deal intensively
with DG BUDG
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5. |If you compare the current way the division of labour between central and local ser-

become more efficient than in the past?

Try to distinguish between the various areas of management support.

vices concerning management support is organised in the Commission with the situa-
tion some years ago: In your personal opinion, have standard operating procedures

| 5.1 Human Resource Management

More efficient

Less efficient

About the same

Don’t know

L]

No Answer

| 5.2 External Communication

More efficient

Less efficient

About the same

Don’t know

AN

No Answer

5.3 IT support

More efficient

Less efficient

About the same

Don’t know

HREN

No Answer
| 5.4 Programming and Budgeting
More efficient [ ]
Less efficient []
About the same []
Don’t know [ ]
No Answer
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The opinions about the effects of the recent decentralisation of management and
support functions are divided. Some think this kind of decentralisation was very posi-
tive since it brings necessary support services closer to where they are really needed.
Others fear that the dispersion of technical expertise and resulting higher coordina-
tion needs between the services and central units offset these advantages. What is
your personal opinion?

| 6.1 Human Resource Management

I see Decentralisation rather positive

I see Decentralisation rather negative

Neutral

L]

Don’t know

No Answer

| 6.2 External Communication

I see Decentralisation rather positive

I see Decentralisation rather negative

Neutral

AN

Don’t know

No Answer

6.3 I'T support

I see Decentralisation rather positive

I see Decentralisation rather negative

Neutral

HREN

Don’t know

No Answer
| 6.4 Programming and Budgeting
I see Decentralisation rather positive [ ]
I see Decentralisation rather negative [
Neutral []
Don’t know [ ]
No Answer
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7. |If you were to reorganise management support, how would you change the current sys-

tem in the HR management and External Communication?

| 7.1 Human Resource Management

Further decentralisation

Re-centralisation

Leave it like it currently is

Don’t know

(]

No Answer

In which area should then your local unit or a central DG
(depending on answer) play a greater role?

| 7.2 External Communication

Further decentralisation

Re-centralisation

Leave it like it currently is

Don’t know

HENN

No Answer

In which area should then your local unit or a central DG
(depending on answer) play a greater role?
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Thinking over your time in the Commission, what have been the most important
changes that you have experienced in the area of management support?

One or two most important POSITIVE changes:

One or two most important NEGATIVE changes:
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9. | Finally, thank you for responding to our survey. Please share any views you may have
on the topics covered or on the questionnaire itself.

10. [IDENTIFICATION

AGE:

NATIONALITY:

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND:

TIME OF SERVICE IN COMMISSION:

End of Interview (Time): Beginning (Time):
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