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A NEW MODEL PRESIDENCY: JOSE MANUEL BARROSO'S LEADE RSHIP
OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Hussein Kassind

For decades a fragmented institution, where authavias diffuse and leadership
precarious, the European Commission has experieneadly a decade of strong
presidentialism over the past decade. Since 2084 Manuel Barroso has not only
centralized power in the Commission Presidencyhlastadopted a style of presidential
leadership that contrasts sharply with his elevedgcessors, including the two most
illustrious: Walter Hallstein (the first) and JaeguDelors (the eighth). The impact on
the Commission and on the EU more broadly has beportant and significant. The
Commission has demonstrated a greater capacityofogrent action, which in turn has
made inter-institutional cooperation easier to ecéi

The new model of presidential leadership develapext the past decade cannot
be explained as the culmination of a long procéssstitutionalization as in the case of
the US Presidency (Ragsdale and Theis 1997; Led@&;2McGuire 2004), the outcome
of a more general trend towards presidentializa{idoguntke and Webb 2001), or a
deliberate attempt by national governments to ereatpowerful presidential office
through constitution maing. Rather it came abolligib under somewhat propitious
circumstances, largely through entrepreneurial reffon the part of the President
himself. Reasoning that in an era marked by wasrabout further integration and in
an enlarged Union where the College had expandddeaty-five members (Bellier
2000) and would shortly become twenty-seven strahg)Commission could only be
effective if steered by a strong Commission Pregjd@arroso mobilized old resources
and developed new ones.

Evidence for these arguments is drawn from sunag dnd from a programme
of structured interviews with Commissioners, cabimembers and managers in the
Commission in 2009, conducted as part of ‘The EeampCommission in Question’
project (‘EUCIQ’)2 The combination of methods allowed views to bécitet from all
levels of the Commission and across all serviceége BEUCIQ data is supplemented by
further interviews carried out by the author betw2610 and 2012.

The discussion below is organized into four sedtiorThe first reviews the
powers of the Commission President. Comparison Wweéhds of government at the
national level brings out its weakness. The secemdmines how Commission

1 This paper draws on data collected as part of Htx@pean Commission in Question’ (EUCIQ),
funded by the ESRC (RES - 062 - 23 — 1188), EU €nihand two private donors. | should like to thank
the members of the research team — Michael W. B&aa Connolly, Renaud Dehousse, Liesbet
Hooghe, Andrew Thompson and especially John Peatergan that project for their useful insights tie t
topics covered by the paper, the officials who cletgal the online survey or who agreed to be
interviewed during the course of the research oichwthis paper is based, and participants of warksh
and conference panels, who offered helpful commemisarlier drafts, especially Morten Egeberg,
Miriam Hartlapp, Jarle Trondal, Gary Marks, Wilkeath and UIf Sverdrup.

2 The project created original date from two sourcesponses to an online survey administered to a
structured sample of Commission staff in autumn&@B3-4621; the achieved sample of 1901 fell to 1820
after iterative proportional sampling); and a stuued programme of interviews conducted with
Commissioners (n=5§abinetmembers (n=28) and senior and middle managers @)t the first half

of 2009. For further details, s@ép://www.uea.ac.uk/politics-international-medigi@pean-commission-

in-question




Presidents before Barroso approached the officehaws that his predecessors adopted
one of five strategies, each defined by the typeesburces mobilized. The third section
focuses on the Barroso Presidency. It highlights dtrength of Barroso’s leadership
and discusses what distinguishes the Barroso Fresydrom previous presidencies. It
then considers how the new style of leadership camoat. The fourth section compares
the advantages and disadvantages of a strong enéisideadership of the Commission,
investigates the impact of the Barroso Presidencyhe Commission, and considers
whether the model is likely to endure. The condaossummarizes the main arguments,
reflects on the significance of the emergence efrtbw model, and suggests lines for
future research.

Two points of contextualization are necessary atdhtset. The first is that
paper is narrowly concerned with leadership of the Commission only -- essentially
the Commission President’s relationship vis-a-vis the College and the Commission
services - and that it investigates changes in the Commission Presidency as a
political office, the leadership strategy and style of Commission Presidents, and the
resources mobilized by its various incumbents. While it makes reference to studies
that have examined leadership in a broader sense, such as Endo (1999), Grant
(1994) and Ross (1995), the paper does not make wider claims about, for example,
the Commission President in the context of leadership of the EU or Europe -- or
about the policy achievements of any particular Commission President (see, e.g.,
Toémmel 2013). The second point is that the analysis presented below falls within
the interactionist school of leadership.3 It recognizes that leadership is the
outcome of a combination of the incumbent’s characteristics and the environment
in which he or she operates. It also acknowledges that the mobilization of
resources by an individual outside the organization may have implications for his
or her standing inside it. In the case of the Commission President, the ability to
perform effectively in the European Council or in the European Parliament is likely
to have an impact on his or her authority within the Commission.

THE COMMISSION PRESIDENCY: LEADERSHIP WITHOUT POWER

Whereas most international organizations were edetd provide a permanent forum
for cooperation and exchange between governmdmgs:tiropean Communities bound
member states to a system of collective governamadich governments share powers
not only with each other but with common institaodesigned to assist them in the
pursuit of their agreed goals. In contrast to itairgerparts in these international
organizations, which serve principally as interoadl secretariats, the European
Commission was given a broader mission. Its spediiinctions include: a near-

monopoly over policy initiation; executive and mgaeent roles; and responsibility for
enforcement of primary and secondary legislation.

As the head of this unique body, the CommissiorsiBeat quickly assumed a
visibility and prominence unrivalled by any otheffieeholder among EU bodies.
Although the office became ‘fundamental to the afien of the Commission and to the
coherence of the Eper se (Spence 2006: 27), it remained largely undefirngee EEC
Treaty failed to outline any distinctive role orsp®nsibilities, or even to differentiate

3 For discussion, see Elgie (1995).



the Commission President from other members ofCbikege (Cini 2008%. It is only
recently that the formal powers of the office haxmme to approach its profile and
importance.

In the absence of a blueprint for the office, @emmission Presidency
developed through a process of improvisation. ottkt shape largely in response to
managerial requirements arising from the functiensusted to the Commission under
the treaties and the need for the Commission teepeesented in its interaction with
other institutions. It was also strongly influedceéy Walter Hallstein, the first
Commission President, who had a clear image of Kimel of organization the
Commission needed if it were to be able to exertheeauthority and independence
presupposed by its responsibilities under the igedHallstein 1965; Noé&l 1992; Loth
et al. 1998). Many of the principles and procedwsesing out how the Commission
was to operate as an organization, including the Bnd responsibilities of the
Commission President, were subsequently codifieghiinternal Commission text, the
Rules of Procedure.

Historically, and certainly until the 1990s, ther@mission Presidency has been
weak compared to most heads of government. Thegitref prime ministers is often
measured in respect of three resources (see,Egie, 1995):procedural which give
influence over where, when, and how decisions akert within a collective decision-
making contextpolitical, which concern powers, formal and informal, th#deh to the
office and the personal legitimacy of the incumbantdadministrative which relate to
the size of the personal office, powers of appoerttrwithin the administration, and
wider prerogatives concerning the administratioa agole.

The Commission Presidency did not score highly wégpect to any one of the
three. Neither custom nor the Rules of Procedure dhe office a ‘monopoly over
procedural weapons’ (Spence 2006: 28). The ComamdBresident has one vote — the
same as his peers -- when formal decisions arentdie simple majority. The
Commission President convenes and chairs meetihgseoCollege, establishes its
agenda, and approves its minutes. However, otherbees of the College may ask for
items to be added to the agenda or for postponewfediscussion of a particular
dossier, and College minutes must be countersigpede Secretary-General.

Although the President has the power to establific@mmittees, he cannot use
this prerogative to circumvent discussion or pusiough policy options he favou?s.
The College is the Commission’s supreme decisiokimgabody® and its authority

4 Like other Commissioners, the President was apgdiby common accord of the member
governments. Unlike them, however, the Presidaatis of office expired mid-way through the life of
the College and he had to be re-appointed by conmanocord if he was to continue.

S Subcommittees have typically been used as a mierhaa affirm collegiality, and to improve the work
of the College, rather than as an instrument t@ade the Commission President’'s agenda (Coombes
1970: 124).

6 The principle of collective responsibility, whi€assese and della Cananea (1992: 80) contend is
‘implicitly required by Article 163 of the Treatylas ‘later specified by Article 1 of the intermales of
procedures, adopted on 9 January 1963’ (see Cooh®7s 181-5). The organizational implications are
well described by Michelmann (1978: 16): ‘Even tiely trivial matters, which would be routinely
decided by senior civil servants at the nationatleare at least formally decided by the commissio
Decisions within the commission are made by majaritte, although every attempt is made to attain
unanimity, at least on important matters, and ammissioner can stall action on a decision. Theardw
funnelling of all matters, and collective decisimaking, are devices to assure that few, if anyisiats
can escape the attention of any Commissioner gudiical advisers, and that consequently anyoacti

3



cannot be delegated to its inner bodies or formati&ince the organization’s earliest
days, decisions have been taken by the entire bb@pmmissioners, meeting weekly,
on a day devoted to that purpose. A proceduralraahrough which the President can
influence the policy agenda is the weekly meetih¢special chefs’ that precedes the
Monday meeting of the chefs de cabinet and thapgres the weekly Wednesday
meeting of the College, since the ‘special chefs’chaired by a member of the
President’s cabinet (the Secretary-General presidessthe hebdo.)

The political resources historically available he tCommission President have
often been even sparser. Appointed by common aafditte member governments, he
had neither the legitimacy that a popular mandattdws nor, since he was neither a
party leader nor the head of a coalition, any ef issources—electoral mandate, party
discipline, or formal coalition agreement— thatnpei ministers can mobilize in order to
hold sway over their ministerial colleagues. Nance other members of the College
felt no sense of personal obligation, did the Cossion command significant patronage
powers.

More broadly, some Commission Presidents have bbento derive authority
from external sources. Where the climate has besitiye, governments have looked to
the Commission for major policy initiatives, or waéhe has been a respected performer
in the European Council, the Commission Presidastdeveloped a standing that has
increased his authority vis-a-vis his colleaguesha College and the Commission
administration. The same is true when the Comunis$tresident has enjoyed the
backing of major national capitals, most notablgnB or Paris. However, such capital
has often proved to be elusive or disappears aklglas it was accumulated.

The political resources available to the Commisdtwasident have, however,
increased from this relatively low basis since #éaely 1990s. The first step was the
1992 Treaty on European Union, which gave the nemiior President a voice in the
nomination of other members. Five years later, Alnesterdam Treaty gave explicit
recognition to the Commission President’s pre-emieein the organization, declaring
that: ‘The Commission shall work under the politigaidance of its President’ (Art.
219 TEC). The 2001 Nice Treaty added the powelltzae portfolio responsibilities
and, with the prior approval of the College, to @ipp Vice-Presidents from within the
College or to require that a Commissioner resigme Tisbon Treaty retained these
provisions and extended them in respect of the iapppent of the High Representative.

Over the same period, the method by which the Casion President is
appointed has changed in ways that confer a stropgesonal mandate to the
incumbent. Again the process began with the Treafuropean Union, which granted
Parliament the right of approval over the membewregoments’ nominee for
Commission President (Westlake 1998). More regetite Treaty of Lisbon stipulated
that the European Council must take account ofdbalts of the preceding elections to
the European Parliament in selecting their Presiglenominee, a move intended to
align the choice of the heads of state and govemhméth the expressed will of
European citizens. Combined with recognition of Bresident’s pre-eminence and the
appointment powers granted to the office, the éffies been explicitly to acknowledge
the leadership role of the Commission President tandive the incumbent genuine
patronage powers for the first time. Importandy,discussed below, Barroso was the

that may be interpreted as being rashly unfairi@sdal can be attacked by other nationalities.’s®
Dimitrakopoulos (2008).



first beneficiary of these changes.

The administrative resources of the office have aksen limited in comparison
with most heads of government. The Commission Beesiis not able to determine the
number of portfolio positions in the College. Nontil the Treaty of Nice provided that
the Commission President ‘shall decide on [the Ca@sion’s] internal organisation in
order to ensure that it acts consistently, effitjeand on the basis of collegiality’, did
he have much say about how the administration shioeilstructured — although its size
and the number of officials appointed at each leeetain within the preserve of the
EU’s budgetary authority -- the Council and the dp@an Parliament acting jointly.
Meanwhile, his powers of patronage over senior agpents in the administration
have been constrained by the national shares systieich was monitored and enforced
by the cabinets backed by permanent representations and nataapatals® Though
larger than the private offices of other Commissignthe Presidentsabinetis small
relative to the range of his responsibilities.

In addition, while the UK prime minister has bedseato rely on the Cabinet
Office, the chancellor the Kanzleramt, and the Eheprime minister the Secrétariat
général du gouvernement to communicate their viamd to monitor, oversee and
coordinate the work of government, the equivaleotlybin the Commission — the
Secretariat General — has traditionally been a diaarof collegiality, serving and
supporting the College, rather than acting as a&goed office of the Commission
President (Kassim 2006). Although the relationdiepveen the President’s cabinet and
the Secretariat-General has been central to thetifuming of the Commission, the two
bodies have been distinct and separate. Indeedpbthe Secretariat-General’s main
functions has been to represent the administradidne Commission President.

In short, for most of the Commission’s history, tleeources at the Commission
President’s disposal were considerably out of st the responsibilities of the office.
The incumbent has typically been little more thampranus inter pares within the
College (see Coombes 1970; Ross 1995; Kassim 201).challenge has been to
balance ‘effective chairing of College, collegiatensensus, and leadership of policy
orientation’, without being able to exercise ‘maeagl control’ or to ‘impose policy
positions on his peers’ (Spence 2006: 27-8). Thdisteof a biographer of one former
President captures the weakness of the positionhenchallenges faced by incumbents:
it was ‘an impossible job. Indeed, . . . hardly a.job at all’ (Campbell 1983: 181). Key
powers over the organization lay in the hands dermal stakeholders, while the
procedural, political and administrative resourcagailable to the Commission
Presidency were meagre.

The challenge of leadership in a fragmented organagion

The lack of resources available to the office leditthe ability of Commission

Presidents to exercise strong leadership with dl saenber of exceptions (discussed
below). It also had an important impact on the capaf the Commission to carry out
its responsibilities effectively, which in turn haoh effect on the EU as a political

7 The first is set out by the Treaty and decidedrnismber governments as contracting parties; thenseco
is decided by the EU’s budgetary authority — thei@il and the European Parliament acting jointly.

8 See, for example, the comment made by Delors tecRirs-General, recorded by Ross (1995: 121) and
cited by Spence (2006: 138)—If | could hire anetfhere, I'd go after at least five or six of you In a
government, I'd be able to remove people. But eteare all barons, it is hard to shake you upBut

I'll get you nonetheless’.



system more broadly. The absence of centralizeitigablauthority that makes coherent
government possible in national political systenf®etérs 1998; Hayward 2004)
rendered coordination -- a perennial challenge iy axecutive — an even more
formidable task in the case of the Commission (Kas$06; Kassim and Peters 2008).
Strong centrifugal pressures were difficult to ceurand the Commission became a
fragmented organization where leadership has beeblgmatic. As a result, the
Commission has been characterized as a ‘multiczgdon’ (Cram 1994), where
Directorates-General (DGs) are feuding ‘baroniésilos’, or ‘fiefdoms’, quasi-
autonomous and introspective institutions that peitheir own agendas and are fiercely
protective of their turf,cabinetsare in perpetual conflict with each other, and the
services are permanently at odds with the cabif@embes 1970; Spierenburg 1979;
Ross 1995; Stevens and Stevens 2001; Spence witarési 2006).

The need for coordination within the Commissionvath any organization
arises from the task specialization that is a featf all modern bureaucracies. Since
decisions cannot be taken, implemented, or enforogda single individual or
administrative unit alone, it is unlikely that, the absence of specific coordinating
efforts, policy or action will be consistent or evént, or that problems of ‘duplication,
overlapping, and redundancy’ (Wildavsky 1979: 13@jll be avoided. The
Commission’s responsibilities for policy coordiratj management and executive, and
implementation and enforcement all require intewardination if its interaction with
external actors is to be effective and efficient.

Moreover, the principle of collegiality, fundamehnta the operation of the
Commission, requires cooperation between Commisssontheir cabinets and the
services. Although ‘each sector is the respongybitif a different member of the
Commission’ (Commission 2004), the administratisriane and indivisible’ (Spence
2006: 148), its unity affirmed by Article 21 of tiRules of Procedure (Cassese and della
Cananea 1992: 83). Collegiality is not only an afienal principle in the Commission,
embodied by the supremacy of the College, but gatbslic status as a legitimizing
myth, representing the claim of the organizatioadbon behalf of the common interest
of Community and thereby to rise above the pamigsiic national backgrounds of the
member states and of individual Commissioners (Dakopoulos 2008).

At every level, however, centrifugal pressureshe brganization have been
powerful, while countervailing forces have been kvé@oombes 1970; Michelmann
1978). At its top, the College has historically hee‘government of strangers’, whose
members have often not met each other before thegnable in Brussels (Coombes
1970: 252). Unelected on a manifesto or program@anmissioners are not’ as Page
(1997: 119) puts it, ‘commissioned by anyone toaagthing in particular’. With no
shared background, ideology, or common fate to baggther its members, often at
different points in their career and usually est@ing quite different career ambitions,
it is perhaps not surprising that Commissionersehtound it difficult to muster a
‘unified political purpose by which administratieetion can be oriented and guided’
(Stevens and Stevens 2001: 224) or that ‘Collegedyr become as cohesive as other
parts of the EU’s institutional arrangements’ (3n#003: 142). Large and unwieldy, it
is hard to resist Coombes’s judgment that the @elleas not been up to the task of
defining ‘the mission of the institution [or craad] an organization that is adequate to
fulfil it' (1970: 247).

Although originally established to support Comnos&rs in their collegial
responsibilities, theabinetsbecame over time national enclaves, motivated gmyrby



a concern to promote the interests of their Comongs’'s home state. In constant
competition with each other, they were typicallyaat odds with the services. Not only
were cabinetsimpelled by a political rather than a technicalito but their members
were set on different career trajectories from @eremt officials. The relationship was
one of perennial tension and frequent friction.

The Commission was also prey to interdepartmemalBowerful, introspective,
and resistant to cooperation, each with its ownsioigs networks, and culture (Cini
1996; Smith 2004: 4), the DGs were interested otgating their own responsibilities,
and in defending and extending their turf (Stevamd Stevens 2001: 196—-205). After
gaining significant organizational freedom early time Commission’s history, the
independence of the services has been strength®neate concentration of policy
expertise and experience in each department, lowldeof staff mobility between
services, and the absence of an overarching loyaltyhe administration as a whole
(Abélés et al. 1993).

At the same time, the mechanisms that typicallgilifate coordination in
national administrations are absent or weak inGbenmission. In national political
settings, for example, the Finance Ministry can dre important centralizing or
coordinating force. However, budgetary authoritythee sort that is exercised by the
Treasury in the UK simply did not exist within ti@mmission. Nor has the DG
responsible for personnel and administration wittiia Commission ever developed
authority over the allocation of human resources.

More generally, although responsible for coordmatnd despite the reputation
that it enjoyed as a result of the contribution smédg Emile Noél, its head for thirty
years first as Executive Secretary to the EEC Casiom then Secretary General to the
merged Commission, to the development of the Cosionisas an institution, the
Secretariat-General was unable to rival the authoifi similar bodies at national level
(Kassim 2006, 2010a, 2010b). For most of its lifey Secretariat General focused on
process: it ensured compliance with internal procest was keeper of the institutional
memory; oversaw the legislative process, includiregCommission’s interactions with
the Council, the Parliament and other outside agt@nd acted as guardian of
collegiality, assuring that the department resgaasfor drafting a policy proposal
consulted other interested D&slt operated a somewhat limited concept of
coordination, rarely intervening in the substantpadicy, except in the few areas — for
example, devising the Commissions’ response tB®BE crisis -- where it was given
direct responsibility. Although charged with coorating the Commission’s work
programme, it did little more than bring about ‘annual opening of filing cabinets’
(Ross 1995: 267-8, note 22). For their part DGsstext what they considered to be
interference by the Secretariat-General on thergisuhat the doctrine of collegiality
implied a principle of departmental equality thgpked as much to the Secretariat
General as it did to the line D&%.Hence, when one Commission veteran, Carlo

9 Over time, it has accumulated additional functieh as direct responsibility for competencied th
are new to the Union or for dossiers that are cermypensitive, or controversial, as well as coatiam
of the Commission’s input into treaty negotiations.

101t was largely on the grounds of collegiality tlsanior officials opposed Carlo Trojan’s greater
assertiveness. Trojan’s successor, David O'Sullipaojected instead a conception of the Secretariat
General as ‘a service at the service of the othices’, which provided the rubric for a strengtimg of
the Secretariat-General as a coordination hub.afisgs the reform, the Secretariat-General becdme t
home for an enhanced, centralized capacity— Stiaflgnning and Programming (SPP)—to govern

7



Trojan, became Secretary General in 1997 and atéshtp adopt a more pro-active,
interventionist approach, he encountered seriope®ipon and was forced to abandon
the experiment (Kassim 2006).

MODELS OF PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP: FROM HALLSTEINO SANTER
How, given the weakness of the office, did thetfitsn Commission Presidents
approach it? How can their leadership styles beéngdisished and summarized? Political
leadership has proved an elusive concept, but &etsos on an ‘interactionist’
approach, combining insights from agent-centred simdcturalist perspectives (see
Elgie 1995, Helms 2005), has emerged. Accordintpigsyncretic view, leadership is
contingent on interaction between the personalibates of the leader and the
environment in which they operate (Elgie 1995: 7)a~iew that has much in common
with studies of the Commission Presidency that lilgghthe importance of internal and
external resources and constraints (see, for exgripdo 1999; Spence 2006).

‘Personal attributes’ include ambitions and styldjch can vary significantly.
Some leaders have a small number of specific go#igrs a long list of general aims.
The ambitions of some are far-reaching, radicat, mansformative. Other leaders are
concerned simply to keep the ship of state on an dseel or to implement modest
changes. The level and scope of a leader’s ambiiigituence priority setting, which
has implications for the mobilization and investmeh resources, including personal
political capital. Leaders also differ in terms stfyle. They can be dogmatic or
pragmatic, assertive or responsive, active or pastieaders learn on the job, adjusting
and altering their aims and leadership style ovee t

‘Environment’ encompasses three elements: ‘ingtital structures, historical
forces and societal demands’ (Elgie 1995: 13, 188)for the first, the structure of the
College, the resources of the Commission Presidearay relations with other actors at
different levels of government are the key elemefitee second—historical forces—
highlights the extent to which the choices avaéabl the Commission today are shaped
by its previous actions. The appointments memberegunents make and their
preparedness to develop policy at the EU levelatse influenced by inferences based
on the Commission’s past performance. In termsoofesal demands, as an executive
body in an international organization, the Comnoisgs relatively remote and has little
direct contact with EU citizens. Instead, the viesfsdomestic publics tend to be
channeled via national governments, the EuropeahaP&nt, and interest groups.
These elements constitute the environment withirckvihe Commission works. They
can operate as either resources or constraints.

The ten incumbents came come to the office witly \diferent ambitions and
confronted quite different challenges arising frpravailing institutional, historical and
social conditions!! Only thumbnail portraits are possible here, big fgossible to draw

priority setting and implementation across the oizmtion

11 n fact, Barroso has eleven predecessors as felldvalter Hallstein (1 January 1958 — 30 June 1,967)
Jean Rey Franco 2 July 1967 — 1 July 1970; Mariidda2 July 1970 — 1 March 1972;

Sicco Mansholt 22 March 1972 — 5 January 1973; ¢aigaXavier Ortoli 6 January 1973 — 5 January
1977; Roy Jenkins 6 January 1977 — 19 January X8&3ton Thorn 20 January 1981 — 6 January 1985;
Jacques Delors 7 January 1985 — 24 January 19€%ela Santer 25 January 1995 — 15 March 1999;
Manuel Marinl5 March 1999 — 17 September 1999; Romano Pro8epbiember 1999 — 22 November
2004; José Manuel Barroso 22 November 20p4desent (term expires 31 October 2014dwever, since
he occupied the position on an interim basis arfughly exceptional circumstances, Marin is not
discussed here.



meaningful distinctions between individuals accogdio their level of ambition, style,
conception of the President’s role, attitudes talsgyolicy initiation, and the resources
— internal and external —they were able to mohilize

Based on these five variables, it is possible tostoct four ideal types of
presidential style: active presidential, steeredsjplential, primus inter pares, and
passive chair. The first two encompass Commissi@siéents who came into office
with high levels of ambition, intervene selectivety other portfolio areas and allow
other Commissioners autonomy in their policy doreairlowever, whereas active
presidents lead policy on specific dossiers, stepresidents take general charge of key
areas. A further salient difference is that actpresidents utilize the Secretariat
General, while steered presidents orchestrate thamagement of the organization
through personal networks centred on the CommisBresident'scabinet The primus
inter pares President has more modest or increimamiaitions, but is prepared to take
the initiative in some areas of policy. The passchair, by contrast, has limited
ambitions and is content simply to transact busimgthout launching major initiatives.

This schema makes it possible to distinguish betvike strategiesdopted by
individuals to occupying the position and is more suitable for the purpose of
comparing organizational leadership than classifications that are essentially
output focused. For example, Tommel's distinction between ‘transactional’
leaders, who essentially manage whatever items come on the policy agenda, and
‘transforming leaders’, who matter ‘as forceful promoters of the European project’
(2013:789), is helpful for comparing the achievements of Commission Presidents,
but not for investigating differences between the strategies that they pursue or the
different resources that they mobilise.
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In terms of the schema set out above and presémt€dble 1, five of the ten
Presidents who occupied the office before Barrosgewassive in their approach to the
Presidency and in their style, showed limited arabjttook a collegial approach to the
College, and mobilized few resources. Two were psimnter pares, but were
responsible for launching occasional specific policitiatives. A further two were
highly ambitious, strongly interventionist, and iaety mobilized resources. Only one
came to office with heroic ambitions, adopted eorggly presidential style, and
aggressively mobilized resources.

The Hallstein Commission was ‘an intimate and coleeseam’ (Coombes
1970: 253) that brought together several veterdngost-war integration. Walter
Hallstein was an ambitious President, who soughegtablish the Commission as
equivalent to national administrations. Althoughwees personally involved in the main
areas of policy, he permitted other Commissionetake the lead in key domains, most
notably, agriculture (Sicco Mansholt) and competit{(Hans von der Groeben). Inside
the Commission, Hallstein had a good working relaghip with Emile Noel, the
Commission’s first Secretary-General, who is cestlitvith ‘the Commission’s rise to
institutional maturity’ (Lemaignen 1964: 69-70). tEpnally, Hallstein was an
impressive performer (Noél 1998; von der Groebef8)9but encountered fierce
resistance from the French President, Charles déleéGand resigned following the
‘empty chair’ crisis persuade and convince hisofgllmembers of the European
Council. However, ‘three propitious contextual wdfes: national receptivity to
European solutions, international changes (espgci@erman unification), and a
favourable business cycle from 1985 to 1990’ (Rt285: 234—7) were critical to his
success.

Jacques Santer's more modest ambitions were caphyrénis promise to ‘do
less, but to do it better’. Although several impoittsuccesses were achieved during his
tenure and he was personally involved in initiagive reform internal procedures and
processes within the Commission, his Presidenaystithted the extent to which
historical factors and societal demands can opeaateconstraints. He had been
appointed to the office precisely because memberermgments had begun to be
concerned about Commission- led expansionism umdgiredecessor.

Romano Prodi also recorded a number of notableeaehients, but came
ultimately to be viewed as a weak President. Algilohe was the first Commission
President to benefit from the strengthening ofdfiiee under the Treaty of Amsterdam,
and on entering office had spoken of the Commissisma ‘European government’,
Prodi did not offer strong leadership to a Colléws included several imposing figures.
Nor was he effective in the European Council, despiside experience as a former
Italian prime minister. lllustrating how the ratinfja Commission President outside the
institution can affect morale inside, the lack appgort for the Commission in major
national capitals led to reports that ‘the Comnaeissas a whole is losing heart’
(Peterson 2006: 97).

Operationalizing the factors identified by EIgi@995) and distinguishing
between past Commission Presidents according smpal attributes and environmental
conditions, it is possible to identify four moded$ Commission Presidency: active
presidential, steered presidential, primus inteepaand passive chair. Of the first ten
Commission Presidents, five have been passivexhaih limited ambitions, passive
styles, collegial in the College, and modest in iimhg resources. Two have been
primus inter pares, with occasionally presidentigles on specific initiatives. Another
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two have been active presidential, with high arobii an interventionist style, and
active in mobilizing resources. And only one—Jagelors—deserves association
with the steered presidential model, defined by hi&roic ambitions, a strongly
presidential style, and very active—even aggressiasource mobilization. The
typology and categorization are shown in Tableeldiv).

THE BARROSO COMMISSION: A NEW MODEL PRESIDENCY

Barroso’s tenure has been significant not only bseahe has been a strong
Commission President, who followed in the wakewb trelatively weak figures, but
because he has centralized power in the office asskrted a form of personal
leadership through the mobilization of both longrsting and new resources. His
deployment of the latter largely defines the newdel@residency. They include new
powers created by amendments to the treaty. ImmitytaBarroso was the first
incumbent to whom they were available.

They also include resources that Barroso to a lagtent has himself
engineered. Foremost among them is the Secre@Geia¢ral, which metamorphosed at
Barroso’s instigation from a service of the Colleg a presidential service, thereby
giving Commission Presidency a capacity for contnar the policy process lacked by
even the most powerful of his predecessors. Baweofurther able to strengthen the
Presidency in the transition from Barroso | to Bao |l.

A new model Presidency
Support for the argument that the Barroso Commiski@s been presidential in style
comes from a number of sources. It is a view thas wxpressed publicly by highly
placed individuals within the Commission early imrBso |. Danuta Hubner,
Commissioner for Regional Policy between 2005 abitD2 for example, testified to the
presidential character of the Commission in Fely280712 Barroso himself signaled
repeatedly before taking office and in the earfget of his first term that he saw strong
presidential leadership as the only way for the @igsion to remain an effective actor
within the Union, given the expansion of the Collég 25 Commissioners in 2004 and
to 27 in 2007 following enlargement, the assertagsnof the European Parliament, and
the wariness of member governments in the facetafraat the EU level3

Further evidence comes from data collected as plathe EUCIQ project.
Respondents were asked in an online survey admiadin autumn 2008 to a stratified
sample of Commission officials to assess the perdmce of the four Commission
Presidents from Delors to Barroso in regard toirgpta policy agenda, effectively
managing the house, delivering on policy prioritiasd defending the Commissidn.

12:Ey commission sees civil servants' power grow), Bbserver, 22 02 2007,
http://euobserver.com/political/23553

13 As one Commissioner, interviewed as part of th&€EYproject in 2009, recalled: ‘I've discussed it
with him [Barroso]. | said, “You have to establslpresidential system here”, and he said, “Thikés
only way our Commission of 27 can be organized e@tfse, decision-making would be impossible™
(interview 85).

14 The first points to the Commission President’ee&tif’eness in articulating policy priorities, thecend

to the management of the Commission as an orgémizahe third to securing the passage of key golic
initiatives, and the fourth to protecting the Coresidn’s prerogatives and policy proposals, in thie E
system. Collectively the four dimensions embodyrd@ractionist approach, combining the expression o
personal attributes with sensitivity to the envirant in which the leader operates.
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Two findings are noteworthy. The first is that tia@king of Commission Presidents by
Commission insiders largely coincides with assesgsnén the academic literature.
While Delors emerges as the strongest, Barroselased second, Prodi third and Santer
fourth. Second, the same individuals received whffe scores across the found
dimensions. Delors received close to a 100 per iimtg for setting a policy agenda,
delivering policy priorities, and defending the Qummsion, but only 44 per cent of
respondents regarded his management of the houtarlgisor very strong. Barroso,
meanwhile, was regarded as strong by up to a tiiafficials. He is viewed by senior
managers and members of cabinets as strong in ingndtge house, delivering on
policy priorities and defending the Commission.

A similar message was communicated in face-to-fisiegviewees — also part of
the EUCIQ project. The testimony of these respotelenespecially important as they
work closely with the Commission President andsitédf on a daily basis. Three of the
five the Commissioners interviewed had no hesitatio qualifying the Barroso
Commission as presidential. According to one: ‘Véwéhclearly a presidential system
now, and a very strong one’ (interview 85). A satoeflected that: ‘I've been in the
[name of a member state] government . . . [anddgteed with the Prime Minister] but
he allowed me to pursue my policy. With Barross itbt the case . . .’ (interview 115).

Both cabinetmembers and senior managers commented on the eatediich
decision making has become personalized under 8arr®ne senior manager noted,
for example, that Barroso liked to put his own sigme on policy proposals agreed by
the College, such as the services directive andREB&CH directive. Barroso has also
taken personal responsibility for certain key dexssisuch as energy and the negotiation
of the successor to the Draft Constitutional Treatyd championed a number of pet
projects, including the European School of Techgyplo

What is arguably at least as significant is thedkai Commission Presidency
that Barroso has brought about as defined by theurees that he has mobilized in its
service. Unsurprisingly, he has drawn on some efléhg-standing resources available
to the Commission President. Thus, he has usegrteedural resources available to
the Commission President to select which issueshrédg College table and those that
do not. One Commissioner reflected that: [ijn t@ismmission, we normally do not
have controversial points, or contentions . . . Pmesident simply doesn’'t want that.
Yeah? And he doesn’t put it on the agenda, as &mnthere are still different views.
(interview 85). Pointing specifically to the Commsien President’'s preference to
minimizing debate within the College and ensurihgt tdecisions had effectively been
made before they reached the full body of Commiesi®, he continued:

In this [Barroso] Commission there was never a vote Well, normally, a vote is
not needed. . . . It does not happen. But herecdingsensus in this Commission is
achieved before the college meets. Before. TheiRCothmission, that was still
normal, but at least two or three agenda points-khyeavere on the agenda, where
consensus was achieved during the meeting, anbefote. . . . | mean, the reality,
because in the majority of cases the Commissiomethe President are never
involved, yeah? This is the matter and this thesdkled at the level of cabinet
members of the President, officials in Sec-Gen, yod cabinet members. | think
that is the normal way—it is normally the exceptiba Commissioner is involved. .
.. (interview 85).
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Other interviewees pointed to additional ways byiclithe Barroso has been
able to control the policy agenda. Ooa&binet member, interviewed alongside his
Commissioner, compared the role played by the Casion President’'sabinetunder
Barroso with the Prodi Commission:

| always felt that when we were dealing with thenmbers of Prodi’s cabinet their
job was to make sure that what the portfolio Consioiser was wanting to do, fitted
into the overall picture of what the Commission whsng. At the moment it's
slightly bizarre. You have the impression that thember of Mr Barroso’s cabinet
that is following the work of a given Commissioné&,almost a kind of second
Commissioner wanting to drive forward that interest(interview 85).

Other interviewees highlighted how in meetings sidecial chefs’, the Presidenthef
de cabinetwould delayed or sideline policy proposals, thdfeatively preventing
further discussion.

Barroso’s strengthening of the Commission Presigéras, however, depended
to a significant degree on new resources. WhenTteaty of Nice, agreed in 2001,
came into effect in 2003, Barroso was the firsumbent to benefit from the expanded
powers extended to the Commission President. Nyt was he given an important
voice in the appointment of members of the Collegahject to approval by the
European Council and the European Parliament, dwds able to allocate portfolios to
his preferred candidates for particular jobs. Mesx, he was the first Commission
President to have the power to request the resggnaff individual Commissioners.
These new powers, although not without their owobf@ms, underlined the pre-
eminence of the Commission President vis-a-vis rothembers of the College. This
status was further reinforced by the selectionhef Commission President by member
governments and approved by the European Parliametht in the wake of the
European elections, which was intended to grantGbmmission at least a mediated
and personal mandate, and prior to the appointwifestther Commissioners. The result
was significantly to enhance the formal authorityh® office. The effect was felt even
more strongly with Barroso Il, where the CommissRnesident’s previous experience
of incumbency further strengthened his statusgame to the other Commissioners.

While these new resources strengthened the Comumigsesident vis-a-vis the
College, Barroso extended the grip of the officerothe Commission more generally
through his redefinition of the role of the Secratia General. Though formally
accountable to the Commission President, the Se@etGenerally had traditionally
served the College and acted as a custodian cégrality. Barroso turned it into a
service of the Commission Presidei€ye thereby not only also turned the Secretariat
General into a political boddf, granting it licence to intervene in the name o th

15 wWhen asked in the online survey for their viewtlo@ proposition that the Secretariat-General is a
‘neutral arbiter between the services in policyrdamation’, a plurality (37 per cent) of respondent
disagreed. Fifty-nine per cent, however, agreat! tihe Secretariat General is becoming more ipalit
and more influential in the life of the Commissiotiterviews with senior and middle managers presgid
further and more specific evidence. In responghdajuestion ‘Some respondents thought that the
Secretariat-General is becoming too political ia life of the Commission. What is your view?’ 4% pe
cent either agreed or strongly agreed.33 When @dessany confirmed that they viewed ‘more political
to mean ‘serving the Commission President’.

16 According to one senior official the Secretaria@r@ral is “becoming more political no doubt .and]
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Commission President in the substance of policartcextent that had not previously
been possible, but also considerably extended twis mfluence throughout the
Commission.

For the first time, the Commission President catddl upon a body that was
equivalent to a prime minister’'s office. As well poviding procedural expertise, the
Secretariat General has been the Commission’sutishal memory (Kassim 2004,
2006). It is the only body to know what is goingiarevery Commission service and at
level of the organization, as well as monitoring irogress of legislation through the
Council and the European Parliament, and manadiegGommission’s interactions
with other EU institutions and outside actors. Mwer, the Secretary General herself
chairs key meetings, including the weekly meetihthe chefs de cabinethat acts as a
clearing-house prior to the meeting of the College.

The Secretariat General is also the locus of thar@isgsion’s planning capacity.
Historically, its role in this regard was limitechdh its powers weak (Kassim 2006).
However, as part of the administrative reforms enpénted under the Prodi
Commission, a new machinery for Strategic Planaing Programming (SPP) had been
created and placed in the Secretariat General thwttaim of enabling the Commission
to set political objectives, detail tasks to beriear out at various levels of the
organization, and allocate human and other reseufi€assim 2004a, 2004b; Schon-
Quinliven 2011). The SPP capacity has developedrpssively since the early 2000s.
Similarly, as a result of the same reforms the &adiat General is able to manage its
responsibilities for overseeing coordination mdiffeatively. Historically, its powers to
ensure that the lead DGs consulted other interepdrtments in timely fashion were
weak. However, its capacities were strengthenedhbyKinnock-Prodi reforms. In
particular, it has used information technology tampel the services to comply with
their obligations to consult.

As a result of the changes introduced by Barropoésliecessor, the Secretariat
General achieved greater eminence among the deg@gmf the Commission, but it
still remained a primus inter pares. Although trezi®tariat General was significantly
upgraded, there was no fundamental change in datm. Indeed, David O’Sullivan,
Secretary General from 2000 to 2005 and a key playthe reforms, conceived of it as
a ‘service at the service of other services'. Ratthe transformation of its role began in
November 2005, when Catherine Day, an official ohsiderable experienéé,was
appointed to head it. The new Secretary General seasidered to share not only
Barroso’s liberal economic values, but also hiswibat the Secretariat General should
be more interventionist and play a more politicdkrin the organization.

As a result of the new relationship between the @@sion Presidency and the
Secretariat General, Barroso was not only able doess the latter’'s experience,
intelligence and knowledge, but also to expandolwsa ability to direct and drive the
organization as a whole. The introduction in 201@he Commission President’s State
of the Union speech to initiate the Commissionanping cycle is an excellent example
of the new relationship. Its construction was aejdeliberate strategy on his part. As
two senior officeholders recalled:

clearly transforming itself into the President’'swsees . . . they are no longer the Commission’s
Secretariat-General (interview 150).

17 Day joined the Commission as an administratordndl She served in the cabinets of Richard Burke,
Peter Sutherland and Leon Brittan, then in DGs figelaent, External Relations and, as Director
General, Environment.
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When Catherine arrived, she got a very clear manflam the President, who as a
former prime minister, like his predecessor but beaymore, and a different
generation of prime minister, said, well, Catherihevould like the Sec-Gen to be
my service, and if | want to be a political presilef the Commission, | need the
Sec-Gen to be also a political part of this systernerview 159).

Crucially, therefore, presidentialism under Barrdsas been defined by this new
relationship. As Danuta Hubner observed: ‘The plesiial system doesn't mean the
president is making all the decisions; it meand tih@re is a strong role of the
Commission Secretariat’. It is the relationship hwithe Secretariat General and
especially the assistance provided by the Secatt@eneral in devising, rolling out and
defending the Commission President’'s programme egotations with other
institutions that marks out the Barroso Presideasg new model presidency (see Table
2).18

Moreover, the relationship with the Commission Riest gave the Secretariat
General a new standing. As well as providing praitbacking that it had previously
lacked, the Secretariat General drew on its newagily to take a more interventionist
approach to policy coordination and to develop fioms beyond its traditional tasks. In
the words of one interviewee, the Secretariat-Geriesed to be a coordinating body
focusing pretty largely on procedures. It is begigrto become more a prime minister’s
office, a large prime minister’s office, trying focus on policy’ (interview 144).

This in turn has further extended the influencetr@f Commission President.
Barroso’s new relationship with the Secretariat &eahincreased his powers through
the addition of its existing capacities, but aseauft of the political authority it has
gained, the Secretariat General has been able mandx its functions and
responsibilities, which has further broadened #aeh of the Commission President.

Under Barroso, a model of presidential leaderskdp Bmerged that is quite
different from its predecessors. Barroso is a pnéent President, but his Presidency
draws on resources and a conception of the offiaé departs from his predecessors.
Whereas Hallstein and Delors relied on personaldatg and authority, and in the case
of the latter a powerful cabinet and personal néiwdhroughout the Commission,
Barroso’s power has been rooted in the constitatistrengthening of the office, the
appeal to centralized authority in an expandedéegell and in the transformation of the
Secretary General the annexation of a key orgaaiztresource. The new model is
‘presidential-organizational’, where the Presidemeyot primus inter pares, but pre-
eminent. Barroso exercises close control over tbbe@e agenda and takes personal
ownership of key policy initiatives. To an extentewously unseen, he runs the
Commission through a close partnership with the&adat-General.

In terms of the types of Commission Presidencyimed above, the Barroso Presidency
can be represented as shown in Table 2.

18 According to one middle manager: ‘The Presidentsees the Secretary-General as his office, his
department, therefore— and he is a very politieakpn. | mean, whether it's Barroso or not, it is a
political role, but he sees it as such, and sdesthhis department geared to drive forward the
programme, which he has presented to the Parligmpdtto the Council, and that the Commission as a
whole subsequently has presented’ (interview 53).
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Table 2: A model of the Barroso Presidency

Ambition:  Style Autonomy extended to Resources mobilised
level and colleagues
scope
Presidential- Modest and Passive Close control over CollegePartnership between
organisational limited agenda, with active use of presidential cabinet and
delay and veto. Personal Secretariat General.
ownership of policy Active use of power of
initiatives persuasion in

Council/European Council
Source: Constructed by the author

EXPLAINING THE NEW MODEL PRESIDENCY

How did the new model presidency arise? The palit&cience literature suggests
several ways in which a political office in genevalthe executive more specifically can
be redefined. The first is as the intended redulietiberate ‘constitutional engineering’
(Sartori 1994) by the framers of the constitutiArsecond is presidentialization, where
it is contended that changes in political campaignand an increased focus on
individuals has led to the personalization of poweross liberal democracies (see for
example Poguntke and Webb 2005). A third is as rbsult of a process of
institutionalization (Ragsdale and Theis 1997; l£2002; McGuire 2004). The fourth
is through entrepreneurship, whereby an incumberatbie to redefine and expand a
political office by mobilizing new and existing agces. The argument in this paper is
that the last best explains the strengthening ef Gmmmission Presidency that has
taken place since 2004, not least because it remmicear as to whether the change to
the office represents a genuine transformationethier words that it will be permanent
(see below).

The change in the Commission Presidency cannoatisfactorily explained by
‘constitutional engineering’. Although the formabwers of the office were extended
through a succession of treaty reforms from 1992aimway that differentiated the
Commission President from other members of thee@ell the aim of the contracting
parties (i.e. member governments) was not to creatong presidency. Indeed, this
outcome was one that, in the post-Maastricht catffon era and in the wake of Delors,
they wanted to avoid.

Rather the reforms that they introduced were ireenals a response to calls to
address particular problems. By linking the setettof the Commission President to
European elections, for example, the member govemntsnsought to respond to
pressures to remedy the democratic deficit (Maj@®®2; Rittberger 2005) and
specifically to connect the appointment of the €gd to the expressed will of European
citizens, while by recognizing the pre-eminencetrif Commission President and by
allowing him to request the resignation of indivatilCommissioners they hoped to
create the capacity within the Commission to avaidepeat of the crisis that had
ultimately provoked the resignation of the Collesge masse in March 1999 when the
government of the home state of the Commissionainagwhom allegations had been
leveled refused to support her removal. In shbe, tew formal powers granted to the
Commission Presidency were significant, but theyrewenotivated by pragmatic
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conditions and were incremental in character. Tleye not informed by a desire to
engineer a radical reconfiguration of power.

A second possibility is that the strengtheningtled Commission Presidency
under Barroso should be read as an instance of e mgeneral process of
presidentialization that has been taking place sacideral democracies in the late
twentieth and early twenty-first century. In thenfluential volume, Poguntke and
Webb (2005) contend that in parliamentary systemsep has become increasingly
concentrated in the hands of the prime ministestadicing him or her from his or her
colleagues in government. They find that presidénation is the result of greater
leadership resources and autonomy within polif@aties and the executive, and to the
rise of leadership-centred electoral processes.

Although the presidentialization thesis is a plalesreading of developments in
national political systems, it has considerablg lpgrchase in the case of the EU, where
the same agencies and the same dynamics are senhpreMost significantly perhaps
the Commission President is not a party leaderjsiire Commission an elected body.
Indeed, the EU is not a parliamentary system. Rathe EU combines elements of
both mixed government (Majone 2005) and the sejparaif powers (Hix 2005). To
paraphrase Neustadt (1991: 29) in regard to ther]gbarties in the Union have not
combined what the treaties have kept separate—easit they have not done so yet.

The institutionalization of the executive is a thinypothesis (Ragsdale and
Theis 1997; Lewis 2002; McGuire 2004). Although ythemphasize different
dimensions, scholars who have applied the conaephed executive (usually the US
Presidency) use institutionalization to refer tmag-term process as a result of which
the office is able to exercise institutional autmyoamong other attributes. It is
debatable, however, whether the concept is appaprior understanding the
development of the Commission Presidency. Fingt,dffice is far smaller in terms of
the administrative resources that it commands tieeds of government in national
systems. Second, it is debatable whether the dieatian that has taken place even
under Barroso will provide to be enduring. Thirde tCommission Presidency is most
similar to the top post in international administbas. These positions are almost
always weakly institutionized. International orgaations themselves tend to be less
well-entrenched or stable, because in institutideams they are relatively new (or
adolescent) and are multiply dependent on outsittgesa— mainly national governments
-- for their powers and resources.

The most convincing explanation for the rise of tle&v model presidency lies in
entrepreneurialism on the part of Barroso. Barress able to mobilise existing and
new resources in the service of a conception of dffece that fitted the post-
enlargement environment. As with prime ministera imational setting, relations within
the ‘core executive’ are recast to a degree byva aygointment to the top office. On
becoming Commission President, Barroso has inswtetthe need for the Commission
to adopt ‘presidential-style’ leadership if it was remain effective. In order for the
College to avoid what he termed ‘fragmentation’Reilkanisation’ now that following
enlargement it had expanded to twenty-five membaedswould shortly thereafter grow
to twenty-seven, he argued that needed ‘a Presitiantis seen by members of the
Commission as a last resort and authority’. SirtyJaassuming office in a climate that
was wary of further integration, Barroso took thewthat the Commission would need
to cooperate closely with member governments armd BEhropean Parliament. He
reasoned that strong leadership of the Commissicluding tight control over the flow
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and quality of policy initiatives from the organiza would therefore be essential.
Importantly, both arguments were accepted withia @ommissiod® Moreover, it
followed from both that the Secretariat General udthonot only become the
Commission President’'s service, but that it shobéve a wider remit, be more
interventionist, and become more extensively ingdlin policy20

Based on this understanding, which he expresséticiyl Barroso sought to
strengthen the Commission Presidency and espetiaflxpand its control over policy
formation within the Commission. The beneficiary mcent treaty reforms that
underlined his pre-eminence vis-a-vis other memhdrgdhe Commission, Barroso
engineered a new relationship with the Secret&@eteral, which provided him with a
powerful new organizational resource that extendedreach into the services and
thereby expanded his influence throughout the ardtnation.

ASSESSING THE NEW MODEL PRESIDENCY

The centralization of power within the Commissidnce 2005 is a significant and
important development. It has implications for iemmission—not least because it
responds to long-standing criticisms of weak leskigr fragmentation (see for example
Spierenburg 1979), and a lack of control over decisnaking and resource
allocation—but also for the Union more broadly. h&lugh there is much about the
changes that is positive, there are also costsisksl

On the benefit side, a strong Presidency enabéesrtmnization to speak clearly
with a single voice, diminishing the risk of sergliout contradictory signals that may
be politically damaging. It also makes it easielattune the political initiatives of the
Commission to the prevailing climate, since presi@ control makes it easier to dilute
or delay initiatives, or to overrule colleagues whant to bring forward unpopular or
badly-timed proposals. In addition, it clarifiesugs of accountability, and significantly
enhances the coordination capacity within the aegeion.

It has also enabled the Commission to remedy leng-tproblems that have
beset the organization in developing and presemtiogherent policy programme and in
coordinating action between the Commission’s depamts. Backed by the political
authority of the Commission President, and follogvihe Commission President’s lead
role in setting policy priorities, the Secretar@eneral has been able to orchestrate
action across the organization with unprecedenttttarenes£! Evidence from the
EUCIQ project points to enhanced capacity in pratyi@nd implementing a coherent
Commission project. One interviewee expressed alwiteld view as follows:

19 several interviewees speculated that the Presidemtcern to maintain a tight grip over policy
derived from concerns about what was necessanat@ma 27-member College workable. One manager,
commented for example: ‘There’s been a heavy ciezdteon of what we do, but | think to myself that
that’s inevitable, given the size of the Collegatérview 134).

20 According to two senior officeholders: ‘After agueest, a clear request from the President . . .
[Catherine Day] said, ‘well, our work vis-a-vis t@®uncil and the Parliament, in particular, shawbd
just be a role of note-taker of the meetings werattthere. We should influence their work. We stioul
listen to the political discussion out there, te thhange of the composition of the Council’. Theveno
from fifteen to twenty-seven member states was bgehe President and by Catherine as a major
opportunity for us, for the Commission, to be asgrer player ‘(interview 159).

21 EUCIQ report on coordination; and attribution tec&tariat General
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Under Catherine Day . . . and indeed, prior tourater David O’Sullivan as well, . .

. there’s been a big effort of coordination of Bgiive programming, which has
been very effective, because in the old days, wh@med the Commission first,
twenty years ago, every DG worked as a little komgddf its own, and there was no
coordination of policy; there was . . . a yearlgi#ative work programme, but it was
sort of bits and pieces . . . Now, that has changed . . . this has been driven by
[the] need to have good policy coordination (inievw 162).

Evidence from the EUCIQ survey shows not only tbadrdination is no longer as
problematic as it was in the past — 55 per cemegipondents regard it either as effective
or are neutral -- but attributes its improvementi@anges in the roles of the President
and the Secretariat General or to mechanisms fahwhey are responsible:

[T]here is [an]other [kind of ] coordination, whicis centrally initiated by the
Secretariat-General, and . . . | perceive tha ihcreasing. . . . [P]erhaps one of the
more significant changes in the more recent pastasthey work on substance. So
they do not only formally coordinate . . . but theg trying to strongly influence the
substance, the outcome of the coordination. Thisl&ively new (interview 52).

There are two different layers that develop indejeatly. . . . [T]he procedural layer
has become more and more heavy. . . . But the taeateGeneral, especially the
present head . . . focuses on policy a lot . . [f&¢ the internal market, the new
document is written by the Secretariat-Generaktinew 158).

| think [the role of the Secretariat-General] hagsicantly changed. . . . | think
there are more and more people aware . . . ofattettiat on quite [a lot] of the key
policy and legislative files over the last few yg#nat Sec Gen has played a leading
role: guiding, coordinating, whatever you want &l d@ . . . which is stronger than
what we might have seen in the past (interview 127)

On the cost side, while personalizing authority meke decision-making more
efficient, it carries the danger that the Commissaactions will be too ambitious or,
more likely in an era of member state re-assertibat they will not be ambitious
enough. Barroso |, for example, was marked by oaulind what some considered an
excessive sensitivity to the preferences of Bedimd Paris. Although perhaps
understandable given Barroso’s wish for reappointnreorder to serve a second term,
such perceived timidity caused some frustration dods of morale among
Commissioners, cabinet members, and senior officialdividual Commissioners and
their services felt inhibited and discouraged frpraposing major initiatives. There is
also a normative dimension. An important claimegitimacy on the Commission’s part
Is that it represents the general interest of thejean Union. Collective or collegial
decision-making is key to this claim, which may Wweakened if excessive power is
concentrated in the office of Commission Presidency

Face-to-face interviews with Commission officiatapinet members, and senior
managers revealed an ambivalence about the stemgth of the Commission
Presidency under Barroso. Although increasing gesgial control was acknowledged,
interviewees were divided on whether this centadilan of authority was good or bad.
Some respondents highlighted the benefits of agtpsesidency. Some understood the
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necessity, but were concerned about the implicatiddthers, on various grounds,
voiced disapproval. For example, the Director-Gahef a large and powerful DG
issued the following warning:

| would say that the main risk | see now is a tapdentralization in terms of policy
shaping and that . . . the Directorate-General motl be asked enough their opinion
on the policy content’ (interview 133).

A similar concern was voiced by another experierRadctor-General: ‘We are in the

process of centralization. A bit too much. We wiye much decentralized before. |

hope we will find the right balance’ (interview 15Df course, these more negative
opinions may reflect frustration on the part of Goissioners or senior managers who
found their pet projects blocked. Nevertheless,lemrcambivalence was expressed
within the organization.

A similar ambivalence was evident in respect & 8Secretariat General’'s new
role, status and functions. Strong support was esgad for the new relationship
between the Commission President and the Secitetaeneral. Many regarded this
closeness as normal:

[The Secretariat-General is] serving the institutand it is the President who leads
the institution so that’s completely normal (intew 160).

[1]f the Secretariat-General identifies with theeBident, it's normal. He’s their line
manager. Why wouldn’t [they] identify with the Pidsnt? (interview 142)

[The Secretariat-General is] working for the Consiaa’s President, are they not? |
think it would be absurd to think of the Secreta@#neral that was in some way
independent and autonomous of the President aCdmemission; absurd! (interview
139).

Some approved, because it promised to strengtlee@dammission:

Given that criticism of the Commission—the last t@ommissions were too weak in
political terms, . . . every effort and every cdmition to counterbalance or to
cultivate this aspect is positive (interview 116).

One interviewee felt that a close relationship wesessary for the Commission
President to operate effectively within the Eurap€auncil:

In my view it [the Secretariat-General] would nevsr too political. It should be

extremely active in the political sphere, because t . . main interest of this

institution is that the President is fully suppdrte its role as member of the
European Council. That's the main interest . . ouf President is weak, all the rest
will be weak. We need to ensure that everythingkaan order to give him the

brightest ideas, the best products, and the toptytiaat we can deliver. In order to

get there you inevitably need some political sfeem the top, and the Secretariat-
General can give that steer. . . . But of courgeiththe Commission so it will never
become a Cabinet Office (interview 72).
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Others were supportive because they had longetthéo€ommission to present a more
coherent policy programme. In the words of one @enmanager: ‘I think | can only
subscribe [to] the idea and the attempts to sthEmgupstream coordination, and feel
this is absolutely necessary’ (interview 116). Ob@ector-General offered the
following view:

| think that the Secretariat-General’s role shduddto look for policy coherence, so
that what is done is coherent with what has beeme doefore, has been done
elsewhere in a related field. . . . Their role|soao observe that policies are in line
with the President’s and the house’s overall plisi(interview 52).

Indeed, some wanted the Secretariat-General to exse further away from its
traditional role:

[Plersonally | feel that in coordinating the roletbe Secretariat-General could be
improved, because [it has become] very bureaucrdttibecame a very heavy
machine. They could do more coordination on polaythe same issues, in order to
create the common drivers for action other tharrdioating the bureaucratic issues
(interview 14)

A head of unit in the Secretariat General explained

[W]hen you compare the Commission to ten or fiftgears ago, . . . [the] resources
that are devoted to any particular area . . . hagased dramatically.

And of course, one of the key issues is having tyyeaven Commissioners, because
if you have a Commissioner in a policy area, byirdgbn you have a need for
activity, for visibility, for whatever. . . . [S]an a body which is coordinating the
actions of twenty-seven people | think you neecstre which is possibly stronger
than it would have been when we had—you know, wthen Commissioner for
competition policy [who] also did personnel polidyydget, and consumer policy,
which | think Karel Van Miert had at one stage.JVim&bly, the amount of attention
he could give to consumer policy was slightly lésmn the single Commissioner for
consumer policy can give today. So, strong neeccdardination, and | think that
has to be the Secretariat-General (interview 107).

At the same time, some expressed cautionary vialtisough its orchestrating
role at the centre of the Commission is indispelesaany officials think that the
Secretariat-General should leave the policy leaDitectorates-General. According to
one middle manager in a large DG, with previouseelemce of working in the
Secretariat-General:

The Secretariat-General is the DG of the Presideni, think it would be no news
that there are some guidelines coming from thew,its true that it shouldn’t
interfere too much in daily life, but rather [setitpthe general guidelines. . . .
[W]hen the Secretariat-General actually consulteel DGs, | found that positive
(interview 56).
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Regret was expressed by a few who lamented thatSewetariat-General had
forsaken its historic role and was far too closdintified with the President. The
views of one experienced senior manager were reptasve: ‘| think the Secretary-
General is losing its identity. The Secretary-Gahshould be the guardian of the
house. They decentralize too much. They do tole lahd | am afraid . . . [that a]
private Secretariat is developing’ (interview 49).

Others, however, argued that, although there watedor the Secretariat-
General in policy, the Directorates-General shoetdin their lead:

I would hope that the Sec-Gen will not develop iatoinstitution that . . . is in the
driving seat and dictates to us what kind of envinental policy we have to propose.
That is not good. Coordination, fine. But the Ewgap Commission is what its DGs
are doing and what kind of ideas they have. If tdey’t have any, | really don't

think the Sec Gen would have better ones (inter@éjv

[1lt's not something that | approve of. | think gt'creating yet another layer. We
started speaking about coordination. | would ratteardinate with a colleague that
is in charge of agriculture or energy or whatevkan having to sit with someone
who is in charge of nothing but coordination (intew 144).

[N]ts not their job to focus on policy content..it's the DGs’, who are charged with
policy . . . [it's their job] to make sure we dogo too far off the general strategy of
the Commission (interview 125).

I wonder whether they should really focus on pokontent, frankly. They should
focus on policy harmonization and harmonizationtleé DGs’ work. And that
they're doing. | don’t [think] they should get taauch involved into the actual
content of the policy (interview 43).
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CONCLUSION

The Commission Presidency historically has beeninaportant, but weak, office.

However, findings from the EUCIQ project suggestt ramly that Barroso has

strengthened the office but that he has fashioneguite different model of the

Commission Presidency as compared to his predesessbbhough the change was
made possible by a series of treaty reforms anargement, which occurred before he
assumed the Presidency, Barroso seized the oppyrttvat they presented. His

reconfiguration of the Presidency has had an inapoiimpact not only on the working

of the College but on the Commission more generaien if the response to the
changes on the part of staff has been ambivalent.

It is unclear whether the change is likely to pramduring. First, whoever
succeeds Barroso may have a different conceptidheoPresidency. The changes that
he has introduced may not have been so deeplyutistialized or accepted by the time
that his term expires that they are irreversiblecddd, much has depended on the
willingness of other members of the Commission tty linto Barroso’s view that
leadership of a large College must be presidenfiature colleagues may not be as
compliant. Third, the relationship between the ey and the Secretariat-General
has worked effectively due partly to the persorehtionship between José Manual
Barroso and Catherine Day. Such a close partnemsajpnot be possible in the future.
Fourth, the EU as a political system is characteriy fluidity and improvisation. In
the words of one senior manager:

Power [in the Commission] is never with somebodydwery long time. It shifts all
the time, and as soon as you see that it is sonrewisble too long, it's rebalanced
somewhere else. So the automatic inner life of énganization is to ensure that
there is always a fair balance between differetgrests, and that's basically the
European idea. That's how we have always envisdagadd here it works (interview
72).

There may be grounds, on the other hand, for thqkhat the centralization of power
within the Commission Presidency may prove to bdueng. With a College of

twenty-seven or more members, each with an intémesach other’s portfolios, strong
‘brokerage’ may be a functional necessity. In dddit the more the Commission is
under siege, the more do officials appreciate eémnthority. Finally, when looking

back at the Barroso Commission partner actors @stitutions may appreciate the new
effectiveness that it has brought to the orgaropatind to the EU system more broadly
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