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RECOMMENDATIONS ON EUROPEAN SECTOR INNOVATION  

 

During its 13th meeting on 26 June 2018 in Brussels, the tripartite, independent High Level Group on 

Innovation Policy Management, set up following an initiative in the Competitiveness Council1, continued to 

‘think outside the box’ on how to improve innovation policy-making.   

The HLG on IPM is an open innovation approach between governments, business and academia, aiming to 

inject innovative policy ideas into the EU system.2 This time, it discussed at length the proposals for Horizon 

Europe (see separate report) and on public sector innovation. 

Why does the HLG consider it so important for the current and next Commission? 

  

Introduction: System legitimacy is based on delivery  

More and more new objectives have been set for the EU. Not enough attention has been paid to delivery.  

In order to solve the convergent problems of the EU and to design an appropriate way forward, it can be very 

helpful to complement political-legalistic thinking inherited from the 1950s with systems and management 

thinking.  

Systems theory explains that one is faced with paradigm shifts when too many anomalies and dysfunctions 

occur simultaneously in a particular context and when these can no longer be explained within existing 

thinking frameworks. It then requires an equally radical shift both in mindset and operational modes.3  

Management sciences allow for an interdisciplinary approach to problem-solving and achieving desired 

outcomes, by looking at the management ecology and adapting management to objectives. 4   

Instead of seeking to fit new policies into existing steering models designed for other objectives, the 

operational models need adaptation to the new policies. Both are required in order to use the system’s 

leverage points and push it in the right direction. This will help the EU to deliver better its key tasks.  

 

 

                                                           
1 Council of the EU, 5-6 December 2011, Presidency Note.  
2 Members participate in their personal capacity. All recommendations for action and all ideas for further 
consideration have not always been agreed on by all members, but this advice is based on a very wide consensus. 
3 Thomas Kuhn, The structure of scientific revolutions, 1965 
4 Peter Drucker, Management for the 21st century, 2009  
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A discussion has already been launched about the reform of the EU, and five possible political scenarios have 

been proposed. Recently, a sixth scenario has emerged, combining elements of the others.5 Whatever may 

come out, simply continuing with the present governance system, designed for a different time and purpose, 

is no option to achieve new goals and expectations.    

In order to increase its efficacy of delivery while at the same time improving the balance between 

technocratic and democratic governance, at a time of a decline in functionalist economic views in favour of 

more ecological, cultural and social needs, deep innovation in its public sector will facilitate much-needed 

evolution.   

The focus must move towards efficacy of delivery, complementing political-legalistic thinking about 

competences.  More pragmatic collaborations are needed, better adjusted to a digital age. This can lead to 

more significant operational improvements than the current path-dependent thinking.  

Innovative public management can be applied to both the Community Method (CM) and the Open Method 

of Coordination (OMC), depending on competences, desired outcomes and political context.  

 

 

I.  PUBLIC SECTOR INNOVATION IN THE COMMUNITY METHOD 

 

Key recommendations 

In order to innovate its efficacy of delivery, and to enhance/restore both input and output legitimacy, bold 

thinking is required: 

- The future operation of the Commission should be inspired by those countries which have made 

innovative public management reforms and created steering mechanisms for policy innovation, and 

by the most innovative examples in the corporate sector. 

- Public sector innovation is of such importance that it should be included in the European semester 

evaluation. There should be systematic peer review with best practices in the Member States (those 

at the top of innovation and competitiveness ranking). Public sector innovation must be driven by 

clear rewards and consequences.  

- A COO type role is required to move policy implementation from a hierarchy and procedure-based 

approach towards a managerial one focussed on delivery. Its relationship with Directorates-General 

should be based on the task force management model. 

 

                                                           
5 Christian Calliess, Bausteine einer erneuerten Europaïsche Union, in Neue Zeitschrift für Verwaltungsrecht 
2018, 1-2 
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- Like Ministries correspond to the key social functions of governments, so Directorates-General should 

be re-organised according to the key functions of the EU, taking into account its strategic missions, 

and be responsible for their delivery. 

- Cabinets of Commissioners should include members that can bring fresh ideas and networks from 

outside the system, and insiders that can bridge policy and delivery. 

- Human resources policy must be modernised and create more open career paths, based on 

achievements, more mobility with the private sector, and more temporality, ending lifelong 

appointments. Delivery and non-delivery must have clear consequences.  

- The black box approach used for the Multi-Annual Financial Framework needs replacement by a more 

modern one, based on future strategic missions, open consultations and co-creation. The role of 

comitology must be reviewed. 

- Overall, EU policy needs radical innovation strategies to respond to new contextual conditions and to 

move towards user-centred and co-created models.     

 

Specific recommendations   

 

Take a holistic view of delivery  

Management efficiency and efficacy in the public sector are needed to realize public policy objectives.  Failing 

to deliver undermines trust and legitimacy of governments and of EU institutions, and leads to a degeneration 

of democracy.6   

Interacting economic and social developments have led to a growing critique of technocratic governance. In 

a study about behaviourism, Jordan Peterson explains that all people want to lead meaningful lives and that 

they are thereby guided by maps of meaning, which have an objective and subjective dimension.7 The 

objective part of life is driven by rational, scientific, economic thinking and technology developments; the 

subjective part is driven by ancient myths and narratives, family memories, personal characteristics, 

expectations and opportunities. They continuously interact within each person, and they motivate people to 

connect with people with similar frames of mind, leading to group thinking and action. Modern media has 

increased connectivity, and thus the distribution of the behavioural effects of this phenomenon. However, 

maps of meaning differ between and within countries, creating an extra problem for supra-national policy 

making.  

 

                                                           
6 A.C. Grayling, Democracy and its crisis, 2017. Peter Mair, Ruling the Void: the Hollowing of Western Democracy, 
2013.  
7 Jordan Petersen, Maps of Meaning : the architecture of belief, 1999  
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European public sector innovation should therefore have as twin objectives to improve the quality of 

democracy and simultaneously to ensure effective governance which delivers the desired outcomes.  The EU 

governance sector was designed in the 1950s for different policy challenges and in a different societal and 

economic context. It is no longer adapted to the need for agile governance in the current context, often 

defined as volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous (VUCA). Its diverse components and the interactions 

between them face great difficulty in adapting to new paradigms.  

Useful ideas, promising initiatives and reform attempts get stuck because the ecology of management is 

insufficiently taken into account. There is little comparison possible between managing the integration of the 

factors of production into a common and single market and designing policies for climate change, research 

and innovation, managing global interdependence, cybersecurity or supporting modernisation of welfare 

state systems, to name a few contemporary policy challenges.   

It may be impossible to achieve radical innovation in the European public sector, but incremental steps can 

create a self-propelling change process if - and only if - they are part of a comprehensive ecosystem design 

and approach. The current better regulation policy is based on an overly narrow concept and on too much 

path-dependent thinking. The Commission should try again using modern management sciences.   

 

Shift from a legalistic to a management view  

To achieve systemic change, the EU should be seen as a cluster of national economic and social ecosystems 

that must be managed collaboratively instead of hierarchically. Only an ecosystem approach will help to 

overcome the present silos and bring about continuity, complementarity and coherence between European 

and national policy-making. A lot can be done without modifying the Treaties, but their modernisation will 

soon be inevitable.  

One needs to (learn to) think outside the box, to challenge path-dependent thinking, in order to develop 

governance agility which matches the current technological and economic agility.  

Why not learn from the private sector which is generally coping better with the new contextual conditions? 

Instead of always following legalistic pathways,  why not for once compare the EU to a large joint venture or 

holding with 27 operating companies (Member States), each responsible for their own line of products and 

services to their customers (citizens)? Why not be inspired by their matrix management approach, combining 

horizontal functions, relevant for the overarching strategy and all product lines, and vertical, line-based 

functions (sector policies)? What about collaborative sharing of responsibilities, joint ventures, innovation 

deals, voluntary agreements, and other models for reaching desired objectives? Innovative, adaptive 

corporations have dynamic management methods; they are better at avoiding or rapidly eliminating 

contradictory arrangements. What would this mean for the Commission, the closest we have to the Executive 

Management Committee in a large corporation?      
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Create a COO function 

To achieve a departure from traditional public administration thinking, the Commission should have a new-

style general manager, a COO (Chief Operating Officer). The current function of Secretary General could 

become like the COO in large private sector organisations, supported by the same horizontal functions (such 

as CFO, HR, Legal), forming together an executive team, and responding to the Board of Directors  

(Commission), which in turn responds to the Supervisory Board (European Council) that sets down the 

strategic directions.8   

Public administrations in need of adaptation to paradigm shifts must learn from enterprises with strong 

dynamic capabilities and how they shape innovation, collaboration, learning and involvement. They can also 

learn from governance methods of countries with top ranking for innovation and competitiveness and how 

they achieve strategic agility. Such strategic capacities are equally necessary within EU institutions if they are 

to play a role in stimulating and guiding the inevitable digital transformations and the radical shifts in policies 

and regulations that are needed.  

 

Define grand policy missions 

No corporation can function without a clearly defined long-term strategy related to the expectation of its 

customers. In the political market this is not fundamentally different. But one can label it differently for ease 

of marketing to its customers (citizens). Call it ‘missions’, like the original EU one (restoring peace and 

welfare). The Innovation Union idea is a good embryonic start in this direction; it should not be limited to 

research and innovation. 

A mission is an overarching policy direction with a clearly defined objective and a framework of the various 

issues to be taken into account.9 Missions require cross-disciplinary inputs and cross-sector collaboration of 

people with core and secondary competences, from different policy levels (EU, Member States) and from the 

private sector (business, civic society). Missions require an ecosystem approach to achieve the objectives 

through co-creation and complementary implementation by the various stakeholders.  

A mission requires a leader to bring together and steer the various actors, like the director of a symphony 

orchestra. In the Commission, the role of the Vice-Presidents should therefore be enhanced. Instead of 

dividing competences among them, which is the old way, they should be given missions. These can overarch 

the vertical division of competences and set more complementary policy directions.10   

                                                           
8 In the dominant legalistic approach, HR management, the key in knowledge-driven systems, sits in a separate silo 
making an objectives-driven management more difficult. Other examples abound.  
9 Mariana Mazzucato, The Entrepreneurial State, 2011. 
10 The Commission has moved in this direction, for example when it seeks to link health, environmental and 
agricultural policy. If one would have an overarching mission of healthy nutrition for citizens, then one creates a 
deeper mind shift which facilitates management shifts.     
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Needs abound, such as completing the Single Market; managing global interdependence (and the SDGs); 

economic and social digital transformation; protecting citizens’ rights. These and other potential missions 

require comprehensive policy-making, coherence and involvement of a variety of actors to achieve results 

and co-design, across sectors and administrative competences.  

Setting missions, based on extensive foresight and evidence, can help also to avoid a key problem in systems 

thinking: that of using the leverage points to push for change, but in the wrong direction.11 The path-

dependent thinking in some policy areas (e.g. agriculture) may be an example and a cause of declining 

efficacy and system credibility. 

 

Develop more efficacious stakeholder dialogues 

To reduce the tension between technocratic and democratic governance, one must resort in the first place 

to meaningful dialogue methods.    

Real dialogue must start with problem definition, an exercise equally as important as solving any problem 

identified. If this is organised in ways stimulated by open innovation thinking and methods, then it should 

not be seen as an extra burden. Time spent upfront will be time saved later on, not to mention increased 

quality of and adherence to policy or regulation. It requires starting with a blanco sheet, for example in 

hearings with multiple and diverse stakeholders present, to define needs and objectives. Internal and 

external knowledge must be combined, precisely because it can upset the established internal cognitive 

patterns. 

Some countries are quite innovative with stakeholder consultation processes; these can inspire new 

European ones. Digital technologies can help to build networks of consultation across sectors and countries 

which go beyond box-ticking, such as Skype consultations, video conferences and use of specially designed 

algorithms. If business can use them to learn about consumer preferences, why do the Commission and 

governments not use them to understand citizen preferences better? Eurostat provides a useful tool for 

testing opinions in the Member States, provided it does not fall into the trap of seeking specific outcomes; 

however, it does not constitute a system of dialogue.  

New technologies can help to bridge the tension between technocratic and democratic governance through 

the development of innovative systems of stakeholder engagement and co-creation. The current systems of 

consultation are often just an appearance: (self-selected) stakeholders are invited to comment on a prepared 

text or questionnaire, to listen to speeches or to tick boxes.   

 

 

                                                           
11 Donalla Meadows, Leverage points : places to intervene in a system, The Sustainability Institute, 1999  
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Engage with the Member States as partners  

In a two-tier governance system, it is necessary to organize dialogue/engagement also in a two-tier way, and 

bottom-up. But given the diversity among national governance systems, many of which do not have a culture 

of or well-established methods for stakeholder consultation, this could lead to very unequal results. If the 

dialogue/engagement process were limited to the EU level alone, one would neglect the economic and 

sociological realities (the objective and subjective maps of meaning) in the Member States. Oligarchic or 

bureaucratic characteristics of many Brussels-based civic society and business associations make them 

unsuitable to provide the required cognitive inputs.   

Therefore, it is advisable to start with jointly organized consultations in each of the Member States. The 

Commission and national governments should set up open platforms, where own priorities and concerns can 

be brought up, economic interdependencies can be identified, the role of technology shifts can be explained, 

demand can be identified, and policy shifts can be explored.  

It is important that the Commission and each government start these platforms in a listening mood, because 

one of the reasons for the decline in legitimacy of current governing and intellectual establishments is their 

real or assumed ‘closed mind’.12 Moreover, people resent a ‘there-is-no-alternative’ approach from 

authorities when in fact there often are alternative scenarios possible.  

However, not every self-appointed activist is representative of societal interests. Therefore some criteria 

need to be established to prevent these processes from being hijacked. Such criteria could include: 

representatives mandated by members of (i) established organizations with clearly defined objectives and 

legal status, (ii) business and trade union organisations, academic and other experts with peer reviewed 

publications, or (iii) decentralized authorities. Participation should be diverse in order to avoid dominance by 

incumbents.  

To allow individual citizens to express themselves, these platforms should start with an open access 

approach: inputs resulting from it would then be grouped under a certain number of concerns and 

suggestions, which can be further refined in a limited number of key issues to be taken into account. Modern 

technology (algorithms) can greatly facilitate these input processes.        

 
Modernise personal policy 

The EU has moved from a relatively stable environment into a permanently evolving one, and it is undergoing 

a deep shift from a focus on functionalist (economic) policy-making to policies which affect the maps of 

meaning of citizens differently and more profoundly.13   

                                                           
12 Jan-Werner Muller, Populism, 2017  
13 For example, framing migration in the economic context of globalisation, without the social-cultural concept of 
cosmopolitanism, leads to a narrowing of the discussion and of solution finding. Nada Kakabadse & Nadeem Khan, 
Cosmopolitanism or globalisation, in Society and Business Review, 2018, vol 11.    
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It is necessary therefore to move beyond a culture of regulation and control, and towards a culture of flexible 

and incentive-compatible mentoring and coaching of all stakeholders, without excluding regulation when 

proven necessary. This implies a radical change from consultation to dialogue. In principle consultation is a 

hierarchical, linear process; dialogue is non-hierarchical engagement with stakeholders. It has to be learned.  

There is a need for a cultural change in EU institutions towards outcome, and less on procedure. But efforts 

to simplify and optimize the procedures must involve careful consideration of the speed of transformations 

and their often uncertain outcomes. Temporarily or task-related, experienced managers from the private 

sectors (business and not-for-profit) should be brought in, and officials should move out into the real world 

for sufficiently long periods of time. Lifelong contracts should be terminated, certainly for all new 

appointments.    

Human resource policies in public institutions (EU and national) need to develop leadership skills for 

alignment of different views and interests, for open innovation and life-long learning; the latter must become 

part of evaluation processes for a purely merit-based promotion system. In line with the regularly changing 

operational needs of realising the policy missions, the HR manager therefore should operate in the executive 

team led by the COO. The current HR policy and organisation, inherited from the 1990s, requires radical 

innovation.  

 

Manage on evidence basis 

No corporation can be managed successfully on the basis of assumptions. In the political market, it is not 

fundamentally different, though methods to achieve it may differ. 

To properly assess paradigm shifts and to align various agendas, it is essential to involve not only stakeholders 

but also the centres of knowledge creation, to deliver their understanding of markets and marketability. To 

make use of different perspectives and different modes of thinking and probing, a culture of deliberation, 

discourse and dialogue is need, to bring about a shared vision and mutual understanding and cooperation.   

Of course, opposing interests and diverse preferences may prevail and the EU should not shy away from 

them. Research has shown that there is a positive correlation between a society’s degree of tolerance for the 

independent, unorthodox, creative and entrepreneurial-minded and its economic success and social 

benefit.14 Therefore, outside-the-box thinkers and sceptical, critical stakeholders may have positive effects if 

they are taken seriously instead of being excluded upfront.  

Evidence inputs can only be delivered by a variety of stakeholders, followed by a strictly scientific and multi-

disciplinary testing. Positions not validated by scientific peer review should be resisted and not become 

politically validated because of electoral expediency. This requires better use of existing own resources and 

outside ones. 

                                                           
14 Richard Florida, The rise of the creative class, 2002 
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The Commission can rely on in-house bodies, the EPSC and the JRC, which can carry out foresight studies and 

impact assessments respectively. Their usefulness could be strengthened by ensuring their independence 

better and by involving them more within European/global scientific networks, building high-quality cognitive 

clusters. Impact assessments (IA) to prove pre-determined outcomes must be rejected.  

For this purpose, it is advisable to have an IA Board assess upfront the proposal for IA studies (methodology 

of problem definition and solution scenarios, scientific network involved, etc.) as well as evaluate the 

outcome. The composition of the IA Board should be reviewed in favour of a variable, dual composition: 

European civil servants plus scientific experts proposed by stakeholders (depending on the issue).  Its 

deliberations should be confidential in order to ensure mutual trust and accountability.     

A rethink of the JRC positioning in the administrative system is needed; in fact, strategy support functions 

should be managed by the COO.  

The new Innovation Principle Task Force should be systematically involved to evaluate potential effects on 

economic and social innovation and to provide a bridge with (European and national) research and 

innovation policies. In practice, its contributions are needed throughout the process, and in particular during 

REFIT evaluation and in the Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB), which should be composed at least 50% of 

independent experts.  

For this, it should be able to rely on a reformed or additional European Innovation Council, operating as a 

network with innovation policy experts in order to plug into national innovation ecosystems.15       

 

More discussion of taboos 

There are three dominant taboos which hinder European public sector innovation. The lack of real public 

sector innovation in the other EU institutions involved in the decision-making process leads to a systemic 

weakening and an own goal for national governments. The other gap is the insufficient compatibility of 

national public sector systems and the disparities in their operational capacities. The third is insufficient 

preparedness for dialogue participation by stakeholders, in particular business.   

Some countries have developed a custom of announcing state reforms, but in practice little changed to 

improve efficacy, efficiency and use of public money. More than half of the Member States have not even 

seriously tried to reform outdated systems, weakening European policy making performance and regulatory 

implementation as a whole. The obstacles are always vested interests and a tyranny of legal competences, 

leading to path-dependent thinking and subtly undermined reforms, inappropriate management change 

processes, and lack of political leadership. In a VUCA world, this is a major cause of common inefficacy 

(migration and development policies are but two examples).  

                                                           
15 See HLG report on Innovation Council, Stuttgart 2017, www.highlevelgroup.eu  

http://www.highlevelgroup.eu/
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The next Innovation Europe program should therefore take national public sector innovation seriously and 

offer support to ensure both better compatibility and improved capacities. The next MFF should reserve 

some funds for public sector innovation in Member States which need it, at least all those below average in 

the EU Innovation Scoreboard and under the average GDP per capita, two clear indicators of governance 

inefficacy.  

In a multi-layered system, it is unhelpful for the quality of policy and rule-making if, after IA by the 

Commission, it can be amended without independent or with low-quality IA, due to lack of qualified staff or 

lack of input from independent research institutions. Despite some small improvements, this is an issue which 

should be high on the political agenda when discussing the MFF: the key is not just the size of budgets, but 

also how to get the highest economic and social return for it and to measure it. European taxpayers expect 

a much more effective use and open, transparent, independent evaluation with consequences attached. If 

this is not remedied, it will be a source for further increasing EU scepticism.    

On the private sector side, corporations themselves are ill-prepared to deliver their part of what they ask 

from the Commission and governments. The business side does not have the capabilities to deliver timely  

and relevant inputs in impact assessment (such as comprehensive socio-economic analysis) nor the legal and 

regulatory expertise, nor the political insights into all 27 Member States’ interests and public administration 

operability, to be able to have a meaningful chance in the co-decision system. Industry should innovate its 

own corporate management to work through the many regulatory complexities in the EU regulatory chain 

(from proposal to co-decision procedure to agency & committee operations) in order to build innovative 

frameworks that integrate multiple stakeholder demands, create alignment and reduce the regulatory 

burden.  

 

II.  PUBLIC SECTOR INNOVATION IN THE OPEN METHOD OF COOPERATION (OMC) 

 

Key recommendations 

As for the Community method, a management approach is needed to accompany. A certain shift from the 

Commission to the European Council seems inevitable because of the democratic legitimacy of Heads of State 

and Governments: it facilitates solutions in crisis situations or setting strategic directions in existing or new 

policy sectors. It is in fact a form of Europeanisation of national policy making.16  

An innovated and better structured OMC should share following characteristics: 

- It is based on collaboration. This is not the same as coordination. Diversity and mutuality should be 

the guiding principles.   

 

                                                           
16 Luk van Middelaar, The passage to Europe, 2013 
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- The choice of policy direction to achieve common goals remains at national level. EU legislation, if 

needed, is restricted to framework legislation.  

- National policy choices are defined as matters of common concern and efforts are made to reach 

agreement on common objectives and clear benchmarks. 

- Governments present their plans for achieving common goals and peer review their performance. 

- Collaboration is voluntary and without formal sanctions. 

- Coordination with policies developed under the Community Method is essential and can be done by 

the Vice-Presidents.  

Inspiration can be taken also from Eurozone management, in particular the benefit of having a presidency 

nominated by consensus for a longer period of time than in the Community Method (2 years versus 6 months). 

This can increase coherence and efficacy. 

Mutatis mutandis public sector innovation recommended for the Community Method can also be applied to 

the Open Method of Coordination, in particular the creation of a COO role (in the Council), evidence-based 

policy making, national stakeholder dialogues with European orientation, focus on delivery of outcomes 

instead of legalism and procedures, and a new personnel policy.      

  

Specific recommendations 

 

Give a more constructive place to the OMC 

There is a natural continuation of the history of the EU as a de facto joint venture between states: to minimize 

the costs of their respective economic and social priorities in an increasingly interdependent context. This 

required a (limited) transfer of legal competences and led to a more efficient allocation of resources, but at 

the cost of national sovereignty and democracy.17 Marketing the joint venture towards citizens was done on 

the basis of values, the principal one being the consolidation of peace; but this narrative has lost its appeal 

because of a new contextual conditions and the arrival of a new generation.  

Three new major challenges have appeared which cannot be solved within the legalistic conceptual 

frameworks inherited from the 1950s and which still frame the Lisbon Treaty. They are driven by the 

consequences of monetary integration, geopolitical developments and the ongoing industrial revolution.    

 

 

                                                           
17 Klaus Gretschmann, Forging the iron or chasing the wind? New challenges to Europe’s governance, in Andrew 
Kakabadse & Stefan Schepers, Rethinking the future of Europe, 2014  
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The financial crisis has exposed a long-existing deep fault line in the system: the insufficient complementarity 

between supra-national economic and monetary policy-making and national welfare state systems.18 

Monetary integration requires exercising some influence over the adjustment policies by other Member 

States in order to avoid negative externalities in an integrated market, but the financial crisis has made this 

more difficult because of welfare losses and resulting tensions.  

Geopolitical developments in Europe’s neighbourhood exposed the inefficacy of previously agreed policy and 

regulation models in sectors touching upon sensitive national priorities and identities. These are largely 

based on national education and welfare provisions, already under stress by the collateral effects of the 

financial crisis. An overall loss of democratic legitimacy for the EU as a system has been the result.  

The original governance model (Community Method) sits uneasily with the characteristics of the new 

industrial revolution, driving by digital technologies. The new connectivity and speed of change requires a 

move away from a linear legalistic regulatory system towards more co- and self-regulation and flexible 

collaborative methods in order to deal with permanent and unexpected disruptions.19  

This is quite clear in the narratives about current big challenges: one always tries to frame them within the 

legal competences of the Treaties. This leads to a lack of openness for alternative scenario thinking and for 

the many ideas circulating in Europe’s rich intellectual and scientific community. 

 

Start co-designing future oriented forms of governance  

The managerial inefficacies of applying the CM to new policy areas have led to a pragmatic emergence of a 

polyarchic governance system. However, in order to ensure efficacy of delivery, complementarity and 

coherence of policies, a focus on management thinking, how to achieve desired outcomes without submitting 

to a tyranny of competences, is required, while preserving the checks and balances of the system.   

Deepening the existing Open Method of Coordination (OMC) should therefore be part of EU public sector 

innovation. It should evolve into an efficacious and efficient form of collaborative governance for the EU and 

its citizens/stakeholders to serve new needs in new conditions. It allows in practice a new role for national 

parliaments, real variable geometry, and innovative regulatory forms sharing responsibility with 

stakeholders. The  functionalist model of EU governance, dating from 1930s project management concepts 

and reinforced by economic theory in the 1980s, is undergoing correction towards a new importance of 

social, cultural, and ecological goals of public governance.  It is an opportunity not to be missed.          

 

                                                           
18 Maurizio Ferrera, National welfare state systems and European integration : in search of virtuous nesting, Journal of 
Common Market Studies, 2009   
19 Klaus Schwab, The fourth industrial revolution, 2018 
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Use new technologies to improve democracy   

A new OMC must also ensure more democratic legitimacy for the EU, which can only be done by deepening 

the involvement of national parliaments. New technologies offer the possibility for systemic consultation and 

virtual joint meetings between national parliamentary committees and their counterparts in the EU 

Parliament. 

The qualified majority system could be used in the OMC as in the Community Method. In case not all Member 

States would wish to participate, a proportionally adapted version of this system can be designed using the 

same principle of qualified majority voting. 

To ensure smooth operation of such a renewed OMC, there must be more emphasis on building alignment 

through analysis exchange and deep thinking, benchmarking and peer review. National governments should 

remain responsible for specific policy solutions, but they should do so by focussing on jointly defined 

problems and policy objectives, and they should consider their own policy choices within the framework 

definition of common European concerns.  

The HLG has only launched the discussion, it must continue in the European common interest. 
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