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ABSTRACT


This paper reports on an on-going research project on the impact of enlargement on the European Commission.  The focus of this phase of the research is on the process of recruiting staff at all levels into the Commission, the profile of those who are hired, and their adaptation to life in the Commission.  Younger staff are quite similar in background to those who have been recruited in the past from older member states:  most have strong educational backgrounds, good command of languages (although often not French), international work or study experience, and a private-sector employment background.  In most Directorates General (DGs), they appear to adapt quite easily and are not seen as significantly different from their peers.  Coming into the Commission at a management level is much more challenging.  The Commission has found it more difficult to recruit managers, and those who do join the Commission may face a less welcoming environment.  While it is too early to identify the broader impact of this enlargement, it is clear that those entering from the CEE countries are younger, more likely to be female, and more anglophone than those previously hired.  In general, they support reforms that would reduce the complexity of the bureaucratic processes they have encountered, but it is too early to tell whether they will be able to make a lasting impact.
INTRODUCTION

All organizations face the challenges of melding staff who come from different backgrounds; developing effective means of communication within the organization; fostering an organizational culture with shared values, understanding of mission, and management style; and, in the case of public organizations, bringing the staff together to make policy recommendations or decisions.  All these challenges are far greater for international organizations, with staff from multiple countries who speak different languages and who may come with different institutional experiences and communication and management styles.


In 2004, ten countries, eight of them from Central and Eastern Europe, joined the European Commission, and two additional countries became members in January of 2007.  A number of scholars have addressed the impact of EU membership on those states, but there has been little attention thus far on the arrival of staff from the new member states and their on the European Union itself, and especially on the European Commission.  This process of enlargement provides us with an ideal laboratory to study the process of entry and socialization of staff into the Commission and its staff and, over the next several years, the impact, if any, of these new arrivals.

The key questions driving this research, then, are about adaptation in two directions.  First, how do staff from the new member states come into the Commission and how do they adapt to this very unusual organization and its distinctive culture?  Second, how does the Commission adapt to them?  Are they, in fact, able to change the culture or management approach of the Commission?  Previous enlargements have each left their impact on the Commission, shaping its culture and language use and introducing diversity in management approaches (Spence and Stevens, 2006:174), and this one will, most likely, be no exception.  


This is the ideal time to focus on the first question, as the staff from the new member states are now arriving and can describe precisely what it was like to join the organization.  The second question will require long-term efforts in order to track the impact over time, but some initial effects are already clear.  This paper provides a report on work in progress.  My focus is primarily on hiring at the non-supervisory level, although I will briefly discuss the challenges of hiring mid-level and senior managers, as well.
METHODOLOGY

This paper provides a preliminary report of data from a large-scale and on-going research project, which includes extensive interviews of staff both from the new member states and of other staff, within three Directorates-General (referred to in Commission jargon as DGs):  DG Environment, DG Regional Policy (known as DG Regio) , and DG Single Market  (known as DG Markt).


In addition, I received a grant from the European Commission to visit six of the new member states to interview key people within the government and in universities, and those visits are currently under way.  Finally, I rely on reports issued by the European Commission and an evaluation of recruitment and hiring from the new member states, done under contract to the Commission (Research voor Beleid, 2006), which provide overall statistics for all parts of the Commission.

THE ARRIVAL OF OFFICIALS FROM THE NEW MEMBER STATES


In this section, we examine the establishment of hiring targets, the success to date in bringing in officials from the new member states, and the complex process of hiring.

Hiring targets

An important value within the European institutions is that the workforce should reflect the composition of the European Union, so at each enlargement, there has been a systematic effort to recruit people from the new countries.  Since this enlargement is so large, the recruitment target for the 2004 new members for the European Commission, which is by far the largest employer among the European institutions, was 3,441, to be hired during a seven-year transition period, from 2004 to 2010.  Then, several months after the accession of Romania and Bulgaria, their target was set at 253, bringing the total for all 12 new members to 3,649.  By comparison, the overall workforce of the Commission as of January, 2007 was 29,117 (European Commission, 2003 and 2007a), which means that, if the target is met, well over 10 percent of the staff of the Commission will come from the new member states.

This overall target was divided into targets for each new member state, based on three factors: the number of inhabitants, the weighting of votes in the Council, and the number of seats in the European Parliament (European Commission, 2007b).  Targets were also established for each Directorate General (DG), and it is clear from my interviews that progress in meeting the targets is being watched closely, both by Commission staff, by staff in the Offices of Permanent Representation of the new member states, by members of the cabinets of the Commissioners, and, of course, by citizens and media within those countries.  
Success at meeting the targets

Overall, hiring as of January 2007 was meeting goals.  For assistants (AST), the 609 officials and 200 temporary agents actually represented 113% of the 2004-2006 target, while for administrators (AD), the hiring of 1069 officials and 298 temporary agents represented 93 % of the goal for that period (European Commission, 2007b).

These overall figures, however, hide differences both by DGs and by country.  While some parts of the Commission moved quickly, others have been much more reluctant to take on staff from the new member states.  According to the evaluation report:

With regard to the recruitment of A* grade officials [i.e., professional staff, now called AD]…one sees that five DGs have already reached their targets, 5 DGs have reached 75% to 99% of the target, 17 DGs have reached 50% to 74% of the target and 12 DGs are below 50% of their target. (Research voor Beleid, 2006:116) [It is interesting that the authors of the report chose not to identify the DGs at each level.]


Similarly, while the nationals of some countries appear to be very interested in working for the European institutions, the numbers signing up to participate in the competition from other countries have been below expectations, and the success rate in passing the competitions has, in some cases, also been lower than was hoped, resulting in uneven rates of hiring by country, with, on the one hand, Estonia actually a bit over the target for the initial phase and, on the other hand, Poland, with by far the largest target, at less than 50 percent of target (see table 1, in appendix).

At the middle management level, the target for 2004-2006 was for 134 recruitments, again allocated by DG and by country.  While two separate competitions were held, in 2004 and 2005, “overall, both rounds of competitions produced fewer laureates than expected and the numbers allocated to the Commission were never sufficient to reach its targets at any given time” (European Commission, 2007b: 6).  Thus, by January, 2007, 103 middle managers, 77% of the target, had been hired.  At the senior level, the goal is for 41 Directors/Principal Advisors by 2010 as well as for at least one Director-General from each of the 10 new members.  “Overall progress in the recruitment of senior officials is considered as satisfactory” (European Commission, 2007b:7).
The Competition

One fact that stands out is that, while accession was in May, 2004, it was not until the middle of 2005 that significant numbers of new officials arrived.  To understand both the slowness of the process and the uneven numbers of new hires, it is important to examine the hiring process.
  In brief summary, the process has the following steps.  First, the applicant goes to the website of EPSO (the European Personnel Selection Office) and completes an on-line application.  Since, for most competitions, EPSO receives thousands of applicants, the next step is a preselection examination, designed to eliminate the vast majority of applicants.  The test includes multiple-choice questions on verbal and numeric reasoning and factual questions on the European Union.  In the past, this was a paper-and-pencil examination, administered at the same time in each member state, in a huge hall, sometimes with several thousand people.  Both for cost and logistical reasons, and to make the process more flexible and pleasant for the test-takers, the preselection test is now administered on a computer, with testing centers in each member state.  This allows the candidate to make an appointment to take the test at a time that is convenient.  

The second phase is a written examination focused on the subject matter of the competition, such as law, economics, accounting, or communications.  It includes multiple-choice questions on this subject as well as a written essay.  Those who pass will then be invited to come to Brussels (with expenses paid) for an oral interview, conducted by a selection panel set up for that specific competition.  Pass rates at each of these two stages vary, but are often around 50 percent at each stage.  Those who pass the oral are referred to as “laureates” and are put on a reserve list, from which managers in all the European institutions can select people to interview for specific vacancies.(For historical background on the competition process, see Stevens and Stevens, 2001; For a more current discussion see Spence and Stevens, 2006.)

This process has some strengths.  It is generally perceived to be at least reasonably objective and it is completely immune to political or national pressures, particularly for non-supervisory positions.  It also has some obvious weaknesses.  It is a long and complex process, which means agencies waited for many months before they could start hiring people from the new member states into permanent positions.  It is also a confusing process for people coming from the new member states, since one is applying simply to get onto a list, with no knowledge of what specific positions in what institutions might actually be available.  Further, according to an evaluation of the recruitment and selection process (Research voor Beleid, 2006), this method of testing was not one with which many applicants from the new member states had experience.  Since, like many of the administrative systems of the European institutions, the process is based predominantly on a French model (Stevens and Stevens, 2001), applicants from the old member states may be more comfortable with this approach.  Many of those who did succeed report studying for months and memorizing a lot of facts about the European Union, its history, current structure, the EU treaties, and the names and responsibilities of the current commissioners.  Some (and not just those who did not succeed) argue that the competition rewards memorization and speed in reading and responding, rather than experience or creativity, and that one needs to be a “bête de concours” (literally, a test-taking animal) to succeed.

The use of language for the exams caused some controversy.  In the past, for the EU-15 (i.e., the old member states), applicants could all participate in the competition in their own languages.  But those in the EU-10 (i.e., the new members as of 2004) were required to use one of the three official languages: English, French, or German.  Only in the written exam were they required to write a short summary of their essay in their own language.  Many applicants felt this put them at a disadvantage compared to those from the old member states.  It has taken EPSO some time to respond to the difficult policy questions posed by the language regime for the examination, but in March of 2007 the first competition open to all 27 member states was announced, for experts in the field of communication, and the new policy, starting with that competition, will be that everyone must take the exam in one of the three official languages, but that applicants may not choose their native language.  This puts everyone on an equal footing, in that they are required to know at least 2 languages, one of which is an official language, at a reasonably high level of proficiency, in order to take the examination.  
Disseminating information about career opportunities in the European institutions

While the examination process itself is so slow and complicated that it may deter some good people from applying, and so arbitrary (particularly in the preselection phase) that some good candidates may not succeed, the number of applicants may also have been below what was expected in some cases because of the uneven efforts to recruit people – to disseminate information and to encourage people to apply.  EPSO posts announcements of competitions on their own website, has them published in the official journal, has an e-mail distribution list, and shares announcements of up-coming competitions with the Offices of Permanent Representation of the relevant member states.  EPSO also places some advertisements in newspaper and does some active recruiting, such as sending representatives to career fairs.  But EPSO staff count on the governments of the member states to make further efforts at dissemination.  However, the evaluation report (Research voor Beleid,2006) and my own interviews in new member states make it clear that this is done very unevenly in the different countries.  In some cases, this information is shared mainly with people already working in government, in others it may be put on a government website.  Few governments if any are paying for additional advertisements in the media.  The evaluation report suggests that, particularly for higher level positions, this may not be enough:

According to several stakeholders, the Commission should not expect that simply posting a vacancy announcement and then sitting back and waiting for enough qualified applicants from their country to apply is sufficient these days.  Stakeholders therefore recommend the use of more aggressive recruitment practices and of more recruitment channels at the same time (and trying to use them more effectively) (Research voor Beleid, 2006: 157).
Selection criteria: the image of a good EU official

On my trip to Bucharest, I heard a story from a journalist, who told me of someone who had failed the oral examination and then asked two of the members of the selection board why she had failed.  The first, a man, told her that she was too aggressive and that they were looking for passive people who would not challenge the system.  The second, a woman, told her that it was because of the way she dressed:  her skirt was too short and she wore high heels.  This story is almost definitely apocryphal, since there are clear rules that forbid members of the selection panel to talk to candidates outside of the formal interview or to give them feedback on their performance.  I tell it because it reflects the fears of applicants from the new member states:  that they will not be chosen because they don’t fit the mold – the image of an EU official.  And it is clear, both from interviews with people who have participated in grading written exams or in conducting the oral interviews, and from the backgrounds and qualifications of the successful candidates, that some kinds of background or experience are favored.  
As we will see in more detail below, the successful candidates tend to be multilingual.  They have often studied or worked abroad or worked for a multinational company in their home country, and the majority have had some private-sector experience.  In short, in some way their history marks them as having a European perspective and not just a national viewpoint.  And having done a traineeship within the European institutions (often referred to in French as a stage) is a big advantage.  How much so is made clear by one of the people I interviewed, who had participated as a member of a selection board.  As he put it, “If you already worked in the Commission, you were a stagiare, or you’d been employed, you had a 100% chance of passing your oral exam because this is already a colleague, so go through.” [DG Markt 10]
It is important to note that I saw no indication that those standards were being applied differently to people from the new member states.  The result, generally, whatever the country of origin, is that this is an elite group, almost all of whom have had advanced education and varied life experiences, and who, hopefully, bring both the skills and confidence needed to move quickly into what are often very difficult and challenging positions.


The oral examination is also clearly designed to weed out those who would not fit in, in terms of personality or communication style.  Given that so much of the work of the institutions requires strong communications and negotiation skills, this is appropriate, and yet one is left wondering whether the result might not be to eliminate people with strong personalities or strong views on issues, who could bring fresh perspectives and shake up the organization.

WHO ARE THE NEW OFFICIALS

While the hiring of officials from the new member states is still very much a work in progress, there are already clear patterns that emerge and that show some significant differences on demographics and experience between those arriving from the EU-10 and those already in place within the European Commission.  In this section, we examine five  factors: gender, age, education, knowledge of languages, and prior work experience.
Gender

One very obvious difference between the people joining the European Union institutions from the new member states and those already serving is gender.  People coming from the CEE countries are much more likely to be female, at all levels.  Table 2 provides the overall numbers by country, as published by the Commission on January 1, 2007.  The table includes data for all the CEE countries that joined in 2004, the average for the whole Commission staff, and, for comparison, the percent female from the three countries at the very bottom of the list.


There are several reasons for this difference.  The first is that the earliest hiring was for translators and interpreters.  In many countries, these are positions that are more likely to be held by women.  Secondly, many of these new employees were hired at the bottom of the ladder, in entry level AD5 positions, and they reflect the changed role of women more generally across Europe.  But it is also true that even the hiring at higher levels, including management positions, reflects a much higher number of women.  One might interpret this as reflecting one of the more positive aspects of past Communist societies, which, for all their faults, did provide equal education for women, including in technical and scientific fields, and which did promote women, at least up to the mid-management levels.  On the other hand, there is also another possible explanation, one that several interviewees provided. As a senior manager from a Baltic country explained:

My generation actually had more women in civil service because men were doing business.  After all of this liberalization and everything, this was a very intensive outflow from any kind of management and research, which was much less well paid than the private sector.  Men went to the banking sector and to private business, so naturally the population of potential applicants was more dominated by women.[DG Regio 15]
According to another person interviewed, salaries in the public sector in many CEE countries are so low that people who are most ambitious are likely to stay only a relatively short time.  Whether it is because of different values, different levels of ambition, or hiring discrimination in the private sector, the men are more likely to move to the private sector, leaving more women who stay and who move up the ladder into management positions in government.  Finally, the perception of one informant (in Lithuania) was that the Commission is using the new member states to solve their gender problem by favoring women, a trend that clearly made this person (who was a man) more than a bit uncomfortable.


Of course, it is also true that table 2 is not a completely fair comparison, because it compares those hired from the new member states, almost all of whom are very new to the organization, with the existing workforce, which includes people hired over a period of 20 years or more.  Within my own sample, I found that looking at hiring by decade told a slightly different story.  Table 3 provides an overview of my sample by gender and by decade of entry.  It makes clear that all hiring shows an increase in the entry of women over time, although clearly the entry of the staff from the new member states has accelerated that process.  Of the three DGs studied, two (Environment and Regional Policy) showed a consistent pattern: the majority of those I interviewed who were hired from the CEE countries was female.  Only in DG Markt was this not the case; of the eight new hires from CEE countries, only two were female.

The on-line survey conducted as part of the evaluation of the recruitment process (Research voor Beleid, 2006) was completed by 935 non-managerial staff from the new member states, and 66 percent of the respondents were women.  This reflects, in part, the positions they occupy.  Only 41 percent are in professional positions (A* or AD), 21 percent are in the linguistic services, and 38 percent are in AST (B* or C*) positions, which are assistants and secretaries.  

Age

The staff from the new member states are also typically younger than those entering from the old member states.  The average age of respondents to the on-line survey cited earlier was 33 (Research voor Beleid, 2006: 134).  Especially at managerial levels, the differences in age stand out.  For those who move up into management positions from inside the organization, it would be unusual to reach the level of Head of Unit before the mid-40s or to reach Director level, let alone Deputy Director General or Director General, before one’s 50s.  In contrast, people are entering from the new member states in very high positions even in their late 30s.  This reflects both different rates of career progression within the new member states and a conscious decision (discussed in more detail below) to reduce the number of years of experience required for entry into management positions.
Education

As one would expect, the new officials come with solid academic credentials.  Of the people I interviewed, only one, an AST contract employee, had only a bachelor’s degree.  Some arrived with PhDs or with multiple graduate degrees.  In DG Environment, with its need for specific technical knowledge, officials from the CEE countries, like other officials, were more likely to have scientific backgrounds, with law the second most common degree.  In DG Regional Policy, economics was by far the most common educational background, while in DG Single Market and Services, those entering from CEE countries were primarily trained in economics or business, while those from the “old member states” were more evenly divided between economics and law. (See Table 4.)

One common element among all the staff hired from CEE countries was the frequency of academic experiences out of one’s home country.  In DG Environment and DG Markt, almost all those interviewed (8 of 9 and 7 of 8 people) had studied abroad, and in DG Regio five of eight CEE staff interviewed had educational experience out of their home country; in all three DGs, this was far more than was the case for officials from other regions.  This is probably the reflection of two things.  First, those with international educations often pursued degrees that focused specifically on European law or policy and were familiar with the European institutions and, indeed, chose their degree program specifically because it would prepare them for a career in the EU.  At the same time, as we will see in more detail below, those who are doing the selection clearly see international education as a sign that this is a person who can adapt to another culture and who will fit easily into the life of a European official and may thus rate them more favorably. 
One nagging problem reflects the structure of the competition process, specifically the fact that the qualifications reflect a minimum level of education and experience, but not a maximum.  That means that people often compete for positions for which they are, based on education or experience, overqualified.  People with management experience are entering at the professional entry level of AD5, people in management positions often have held higher-level positions in their home country or other organizations, and some people with masters or PhD degrees choose to take the competition for AST positions as assistants or secretaries, as a way into the system.  Specifically, according to the Research voor Belied study, of those entering in AD positions, 82% had masters degrees and 9% had PhDs, but for those entering as AST (former B*), 61% had masters and 7% had PhDs, and even 45% of those coming in as secretaries had masters degrees (P. 134).

So it is not surprising that the on-line survey found that around 45 percent of those responding felt “that their current job is beneath their level of education and/or work experience” (Research voor Beleid, 2006:142).  This problem of overqualification is particularly acute at the AST level, leading, according to some heads of units, to serious difficulties in finding people who actually want to accept positions as secretaries.

Knowledge of languages

In general, the people entering from the new member states get high marks for their knowledge of foreign languages.  Many of their colleagues are particularly impressed by their command of languages, and, indeed, as Table 5 shows, those entering from the new member states speak, on average, more languages than their colleagues, either from northern or southern countries.  I should note that my coding of language skills erred on the conservative side.  If people listed several languages and said “I also speak a little” of other languages, I did not count those languages but rather coded only languages in which they could actually work.  Still, a number of those joining from CEE countries speak five or more languages.

The problem, however, is that many of them do not speak French.  In the early days the European Commission was predominantly francophone.  That has changed with successive enlargements, most recently with the arrival of Finland and Sweden (along with Austria) in 1995, which moved the Commission more toward the use of English.  By 2004, at the time of the enlargement, some DGs, including DG Environment, were mainly anglophone, while others, including DG Regional Policy, were still more francophone.  The third DG in my study, DG Markt, was mixed, reflecting its history as the merger of two separate organizations, one traditionally anglophone and the other more francophone.  

Those arriving in all of the DGs received strong pressure to learn French as quickly as possible.  They were encouraged to take the free language courses provided, although this proved difficult in some cases because of work that demanded heavy travel.  And the need to do so was reinforced by the new rule that, in order to receive one’s first promotion, a new official needed to master at least two of the official languages.  This was, not surprisingly, seen as discriminatory by some of those coming in from the CEE countries, although, in the future, it will be applied to all new hires.  This requirement seemed ridiculous to some working in an anglophone environment, but even there, people reported being at external meetings that were in French or in mixed language and finding it frustrating not to have at least a passive knowledge of the language.  By mixed language, I mean the tradition in many DGs that, in meetings, people can speak in either French or English, depending on which they are more comfortable speaking.  So one person may pose a question in English, but the response may be in French.


Even in DG Environment, some people from the new member states report receiving pressure to speak French, not always put politely.  As one END appointee reported:

What I do not like is a very severe francophone mentality toward non-francophone speakers.  A very good example:  I learned Italian in 9 months.  Simply for the fact that even if you say “bon giorno” to an Italian, they just take down all the stars for you.  I had been here for two months, and I had to talk to someone who was francophone, and he started complaining to me that how the hell I was still not speaking French after two months.  And you know, this kind of attitude first made me extremely angry….  Why is it not possible for the francophones to learn another language to be able to communicate?”  [DG ENVIR 3]


Within DG Regional policy, the politics of language are far more in evidence.  On the one hand, those coming from the CEE countries, including people at a high level, are sometimes frustrated by the continued use of French in meetings.  As one told me:
When [a senior official] is talking about important issues … and he switches to French knowing that [we]  do not understand, and then he expects us to follow something, sorry, in my understanding this is simply impolite.  If you want to convey a message, you can say, “Okay, I will tell it in French because my French is better, but this is the summary.”  Or…prepare a note in English, at least something, because you simply feel cut out.  [DG REGIO 15]
On the other hand, those who have been used to speaking French are also frustrated because of the need to switch to English, in which they are less comfortable, and feel it should be up to the new people to learn French and to adapt to the traditional culture of the organization.


Another problem is posed by the fact that German is an official language, and people can choose to take the competition in German, but in reality it is rarely used.  Some managers complain that people on the AST list, particularly secretaries, often don’t have an adequate working knowledge of either French or English. (Research voor Beleid, 2006).
Prior work experience


My initial hypothesis for this research was based on an assumption that most people joining the Commission staff would have prior experience in the administration of their national government and would be shaped by the management style and culture of that administration.  That hypothesis was not confirmed by my interviews, particularly for those entering non-managerial positions.  In fact, most often the new entrants began their careers in the private sector or in universities (either as a researcher or instructor).  In DG Environment, this was also the case for those from non-CEE countries, but the trend was far stronger among the CEE officials.  Subsequent positions might be in the public sector, and, indeed, several moved into government positions after the transition.  (see Table 6).  These results, however, include two people who are in DG Environment as detached national experts (END) appointees, both of whom come from ministries in their home countries.

In DG Regional Policy, the majority of those coming from CEE countries began their career in the private sector (although this was even more true for those not from CEE countries), and all had at least some private sector experience before joining the Commission, and a high proportion had worked at some point in their career out of their home country.  

In DG Markt, there was a more even balance, with half (both of CEE and of total interviewees) starting in the public sector and half beginning their careers in the private or university sectors.  Over half of those coming from CEE countries had work experience outside of their countries, in many cases as stagiares in the European Institutions.  Others worked for international firms within their home countries.  It is clear that this was seen as a very positive quality by employers.  For example, one head of unit who showed me a resume he had received, that he rated this candidate particularly highly because he was currently employed by one of the top international accounting firms.  The Research voor Beleid study provide a broader overview of previous work experience.  Senior managers mainly came to the Commission from their home government (80%) but three-quarters had had some international work experience (p. 72).  Mid-level managers were less likely to enter from the public sector; 42% came from government, and almost 40% came from the private sector (with almost half of those coming from positions outside of their home country).  And the non-managers showed the lowest level of previous experience in the public sector, at only 23%, compared to 25% from the private sector in the country of origin and 18% from private companies in foreign countries (Research voor Beleid, 2006: 135).
ADAPTATION TO LIFE WITHIN THE COMMISSION

In this section, I explore, first, the experience of joining the Commission, as told from the perspective of the new employees from Central and Eastern Europe themselves, focusing on those entering at entry level in nonsupervisory positions.  I then compare this to the perspectives of their fellow employees and their supervisors within the three agencies.  Finally, I examine separately both the qualifications and adaptation of those entering into head of unit and director positions.
The transition process

It is important to note that the Commission was well aware of the challenge of integrating and socializing so many new staff so quickly.  A newcomers’ training course was made mandatory, and almost all new staff actually did attend, although for some it came rather late, at a time when material such as how to find a place to live in Brussels was less relevant.  This training gets mixed remarks, as several people found it too long and to general, but it nonetheless is an important effort at giving everyone a basic knowledge of institutions.  And, because it is inter-institutional, it was, for many new staff, a first chance to meet people both in other DGs and from other EU institutions.


Within each DG, there were differing levels of effort at formal training and at on-the-job socialization.  DG Regio was a leader in this area, with a very systematic approach, tailored to each employee, which included an individual training plan, designation of a coach as well as a mentor for non-work issues (if desired), and formal feedback meeting after one year with the employee, the supervisor, and a representative from human resources.  Most of the new staff entering into non-managerial positions report getting good institutional support, including coaching on the new job.  This contrasts sharply with those who came in several years ago, many of whom felt they got inadequate support and were, rather, ‘dumped’ into the job, which they had to somehow learn on their own.  New staff from the CEE countries report good help from their colleagues and a generally collegial work environment, in all three DGs.

While few people in non-managerial positions report any serious difficulties, there are some definite challenges for those joining the Commission.  They include getting used to working in a foreign language (or often multiple foreign languages), as well as adapting to the working style of the Commission.  Several people remarked on the hierarchical nature of the organization.  As a new official at DG Regio described this:

At the beginning, it was quite difficult to try to change my perspective from the corporate perspective to the administrative….A lot of bureaucracy is one thing, of course.  I mean all what was done by telephone contacts and by e-mails in the corporation here is, I would say, paperized.  This, plus quite formal hierarchy….In certain DGs I know that the hierarchy -- it is an attitude in verbal communication --is quite strong: saying “director” to the director and I don’t know what to the head of unit. But here it is-let’s say-an American style.  We speak to each other using…first names, and this is what is similar to the corporation, but on the other hand hierarchical—the need to confirm any potential decisions is much bigger than in the corporation.[DG Regio 18]


There is a paradox in the working style and culture of the Commission.  On the one hand, as this informant makes clear, there are multiple levels of review for all decisions.  Yet on the other hand, quite junior officials will have responsibility for quite complex and important files, and they will be required to represent the Commission not only in meetings with other DGs or other European institutions but also with outside actors, such as officials of member states and representatives of lobby groups.  In fact, one can characterize the work of the Commission as a process of almost constant consultation, and even very junior officials can be responsible for consultation and coordination and for external representation of the Commission, sometimes on a quite high level.  In these meetings, the official is speaking for the Commission, and this can be quite daunting:

One thing that was very difficult for me was the level of responsibility, and also the level of freedom that I got here as compared to national administration…  I would say that the first couple of months, I was sometimes scared, I was paralyzed, particularly because I deal with the international files, so there is a lot of responsibility, because those files require…coordination with people from the member states.  So sometimes you have to draft a document yourself.  You have to contact the presidency, you have to informally contact the member states, and you have to come to some common position, even if you have very strong national interests which are contradictory.  So that was quite difficult, the sense that a lot of things depend on me, on how active and professional I am, on the quality of my work.[DG ENV P3]
Others commented on the Commission style of communication, including the fact that, in the EU, e-mail was the preferred method of communication, but one needed to learn what was appropriate to say in e-mail.  And several people reported some personal challenges in settling in Brussels, ranging from bureaucratic problems to loneliness to problems bringing their families, especially since the EU did not negotiate with the Belgian government to permit the spouses of EU staff to work in Belgium during the transition period when labor mobility is limited for citizens of the new member states.  Still, overall, there were no reports of very serious problems of the kind that would make people choose not to stay.  

PERCEPTIONS OF COLLEAGUES AND SUPERVISORS


Do the perceptions of coworkers and of supervisors (both heads of units and directors) coincide with the reports of the new staff themselves?  For the most part, yes, although with some exceptions.

Positive perceptions: the Majority
 

In two of the three DGs in my study, the reports by coworkers and by managers on the qualifications of those entering from the new member states and on their adaptation to the organization were quite positive.  People remarked favorably on their motivation and energy, on their educational background, and on their command of multiple languages.  As one person from DG Environment summed up his reaction:

My experience with the young people from those countries is that these are great people -- bright people -- they have studied abroad everywhere, they speak more languages than we used to speak in the past, and I think that they are … people that you can use practically everywhere.  There is a new generation of this globalized economy, of people that could work everywhere.[DG ENV 18]

Indeed, I refer to the young people as the “new Europeans,” people who, while quite young, already have studied and worked abroad, and who have a genuine European perspective.  This view was confirmed by an experienced official at DG Regio:
I think the ones I have worked with are certainly very European in orientation.  I think particularly some of the colleagues from the Baltic states.  But also genuinely European, as well, and quite dismissive of some of the more national approaches that some countries have taken, disguised as European, if you see what I mean.  So particularly some of the attitudes that France has cast towards the new member states - Chirac told them all to shut up, and things like this - they are quite dismissive of them and determined to make Europe work as a whole.[DG Regio 01]
In fact, one director from DG Regio rated the people from the new member states as superior to those from the EU-15:
I think they are fantastic actually.  I mean I was reflecting the other day that I think we just have better quality people in comparison to the normal standard of people…we recruit from the EU15, or that we have recruited from the EU15 over the last few years, and the people we are recruiting from the EU10 are, I would say, significantly better.  I mean they are really fantastic.  They are very highly motivated, they have very good language skills, they are very hard-working, and I’m only speaking for my own field …, but they really are excellent, absolutely excellent.[DG Regio 20]

Not surprisingly, then, there are very few reports of difficulty adjusting.  The people from the CEE countries are seen as facing the same challenges, including adjusting to life in Brussels, but as fitting well into the organization and as having no particular difficulties adjusting.  There is a difference here between DG Environment and DG Regional Policy, as the latter is traditionally francophone, and so, there especially, acculturation is often equated with the speed at which people master French at least at a passive level.  

I work only with two people from the new member states at the moment.  With the Czech colleague, I just said, “Bravo,” because when she came, she only spoke English, and she didn’t dare to try to speak French, and there are French courses that are close to obligatory for the new countries, because in their daily life, as well, they need to learn it.  And she has made enormous progress.  Even if often in meetings, she speaks in English.  But when we speak informally, she has started spontaneously to speak in French, and I think that things are going really quite well.  [DG Regio 03]

Negative perceptions: the minority view

While the respondents in the first two DGs were generally quite positive, there were slight hints that all was not well elsewhere.  As one person from DG Regional Policy told me,”In this unit, their entry has gone very very well.  No problem.  But I have heard colleagues in other DGs where they had some adaptation problems.  I think here we did a good job of selection.” [DG Regio 02]


The only strongly negative assessments by supervisors came from two heads of unit at DG Markt.  Both told me that they had encountered difficulties in finding good people.  As one explained:
It is difficult to find officials of good quality, because – it’s completely understandable, but the people who pass the competition, the good ones are selected quickly and may even cause disputes between different unit.  The less good ones, even if they passed the competition, in my case, I have seen candidates who don’t meet the minimum standards that I require.  So sometimes I have had problems in filling positions, sometimes with positions remaining vacant for months and months, and that’s not very effective.[DG Markt 10]


This view was shared by his colleague, who reported that it was hard to find people who met his high standards, and who was very frank about his distaste for hiring to meet specific targets and the route he used to play by the rules, technically, but in fact to go around them:
Very difficult, very difficult…the only rule in the DG and in the Commission is we don’t care who you recruit as long as they have the right passport, which means Czech, Maltese, Cypriot; and then after a certain period, of course, you get the stats, basically you’ve got too many Poles.  Don’t recruit a Pole anymore, recruit a Hungarian, or—I don’t know—a Lithuanian or a Slovak, which is a pretty dumb-ass way to do it.  To use an American expression, “it’s stupid,” it’s plain stupid.  It’s even worse because the quality of the people that are out there, they are not—I set high standards; very few of these people meet my standards.  Either my standards are too high, or the good people have gone…I’ve recruited a crypto-new member states candidate.  The way you do it is there are ways around the rules.  So you look for people with the right passport, but basically who have never lived there or left soon after their birth….So, I’ve just recruited a new secretary…an American-speaking lady with a [new member state] passport from outside of the Commission.  [I am ]very happy…  So I’m meeting my stats, my criteria, and I’m getting the right people in.  That’s the way to do it.[DG Markt 9]

Overview of perceived quality

The findings of the Research voor Beleid study reflect the diverse reactions in different DGs to the quality of the non-management staff hired from the new member states.  As they summarize:
…in general the DGs were satisfied with the successful A* [now AD] grade officials.  Approximately 77% of the DGs assessed them as good to very good and almost one-fifth (18%) as average.  A small group of 5% of the DGs assessed them as poor.  Similar percentages can be found for the aspects international experience and integration within the culture of the Commission.  The DGs are most satisfied with their educational background and work experience (91% good to very good) and motivation (91% good to very good).  The DGs are less satisfied with the working knowledge of English, German and French (14% poor, but 73% good to very good) (Research voor Beleid, 2006: 133).

ENTERING THE COMMISSION AS A HEAD OF UNIT OR DIRECTOR: A TOUGHER CHALLENGE

The Research voor Beleid found markedly more negative perceptions of those entering at management levels.  The researchers asked representatives of all the DGs to rate the quality of the senior managers and mid-level managers who had been recruited from the EU10 countries.  At the senior management level, they found that:

DGs are more or less satisfied with the general management skills, social skills, professional experience and integrity of the EUR 10 senior management recruits (more than 40 % of the dGs rate these skills as good to very good).  The DGs are less satisfied with the adaptability of senior managers to the culture of the Commission (16 % of the DGs feel this is poor to very poor).  The DGs are mixed in their satisfaction with the technical expertise and specialist knowledge of EUR 10 senior managers (Research Voor Beleid, 2006: 72).


Their findings regarding perceptions of mid-level management quality were somewhat more positive, but at this level, the ratings of specialist knowledge were somewhat more negative, and 4 percent rated adaptability as poor (p. 104).


While it is not easy for anyone to come in to a complex organization such as the Commission and to learn how the system works, the challenges are far greater at the management levels.  These challenges come both from the backgrounds of the people recruited and from the reactions of their new colleagues.  Those from the old member states whom I interviewed expressed decidedly mixed views, sometimes so bluntly and so specifically that quoting them directly is inappropriate.  They also provided some context for these findings.

A number of the people I interviewed remarked on the differences between the younger people being recruited and those who were over 40 and who had worked first under Communism.  One informant from DG Environment saw a very clear generational difference:

Some of the colleagues that would have grown up and been educated during the Communist regimes carry some psychological baggage with them, which means that they carry the scars, and I'm not sure how aware of that they are.  Because their attitudes towards hierarchy, towards taking initiatives, or being seen to take initiatives, my observations are that in some cases they can be quite passive.  If you tell them that this is what I want you to do, they work very hard, but there is a very clear generational split.  Those above 40- 45, some of them recognize it, and struggle to overcome it. There are others that don't even recognize they are carrying that baggage, but those younger than 35 are some of the best colleagues I have worked with.[DG ENV 15]

Another informant from DG Environment saw a similar problem, including at the level of head of unit:

The problem is with the little older because you had to have some heads of unit and…and these older people sometimes are very difficult because they-it is very difficult to make them work; they have their own ideas in the way they were brought up which is not always the most flexible, and with these people…I have encountered linguistic problems and cultural problems stronger than with the young people.[DG ENV 22]


Finally, a manager from a new member state had a nuanced view of the impact of having work experience under Communism:

The post-Communist countries are much more used to command and control style, and you could have two approaches to that.  They either hate it or use it.  But it’s much more expressed – one or the other way.  Whereas the culture from the UK, Netherlands, France and so is much more using the soft tools, knowing there is also the stick behind.  But this is not the first thing they would say.  Whereas the Eastern people would say “You never use the stick” or they will say “this is a good tool.”


In fact, the Commission understood the challenge of bringing on-board managers from countries that had so recently undergone the transition from Communism, and they adjusted their policies accordingly.  As an official in DG Personnel and Administration told me:

It is hard to come in as a mid-level manager, but it’s worse at the senior level.  For a lot of these candidates, we lowered – this happens at every enlargement – for this one we lowered the number of years of experience required, because otherwise we would have excluded everybody except for the old Communists.  All the young people would have been too young to apply.  So for the middle management, you have to have ten years experience of which three years of management at the A9 level.  And for the higher level, you have to have ten of which 5.  So it is quite possible to come in and be in  your mid-30s, especially because these places have the Anglo-Saxon model of finishing university at 21-22.  So it’s perfectly possible to come in in your mid 30s.  

As this quote makes clear, one of the results of this hiring policy is that the managers entering as a result of the enlargement are often quite young, and, like those coming in at entry-level, more likely to be female.  In both senses, they are different than their peers, and this may affect how they are perceived.  Further, in order to make room for the new-comers, DGs have, in effect, blocked promotions from below.  The normal route into these management positions is through internal promotion, so the people moving into these posts typically have had years of experience, know how the system works (informally as well as formally), and have built up over time their own informal networks within their DG and throughout the Commission.  


A manager from DG Markt articulated very clearly the challenges this poses, identifying the lack of experience and thus of networks as a key problem, leading, sometimes, to a lack of power at higher levels:
Now for managers here, in particular at the level of director, it is very important to have a network.  Now what I see is that those directors, but also heads of unit, that come from new member states that haven’t worked in the Commission before, they have a big difficulty in understanding what is their job.  First of all, they haven’t got a clue how the organization works, and they haven’t got a network.  So they’re overruled by all the other directors all the time because they don’t know what it’s all about, and it will take several years for them to understand how they should work as a director, as a head of unit, because they don’t know what is expected from them.  No one tells them also. [DG MARKT 07]


Coming in from outside is also a major challenge because the new manager may be greeted by suspicion and even resentment on the part of those passed over for promotion, an issue raised by one senior manager in DG Single Market:

We are supposed to recruit four further heads of unit.  And every time that gets mentioned, I can see people begin to feel uncomfortable, because that’s four internal promotions that won’t happen.  So yes.  I don’t think it’s resentment so much against individuals but more generally unfocused feeling of unfairness.  There probably is some resentment against individuals who - but that’s always been the case - individuals who are appointed otherwise than on merit.  There is parachutage from the cabinet, and that always sparks resentment, and that is probably true, as well, about these senior posts - that people are being appointed purely because of nationality and they are not really up to the job, and that is resented.  [DG MARKT 17]


On the one hand, respondents in DG Single Market were somewhat more likely to express a belief that standards had been lowered a bit in order to meet targets at managerial levels, something that had perhaps happened in the past but that “perhaps has been a little bit more felt [now] because it has been a big enlargement.” [DG MARKT, 19]  On the other hand, at least one senior manager acknowledged that the new managers came from different backgrounds but that means that they are willing to challenge the status quo:

People are prepared to be much more critical about the way things are done, and to express much more clearly a desire for change, than was previously the case.  Whether that energy and enthusiasm and determination is eroded by the institutional resistance that will inevitably form, I don’t know.  But that’s there for the time being. [DG MARKT 17]


Certainly, those placed in senior management positions are aware of these challenges, and some expressed the difficulties very frankly:

I felt in the first days very unsure.  Because I was not really aware about how the system works… And then I had a meeting with my staff, and that was something like, I have seen seven new faces, all people working here for years, very experienced, knowing the system and so on.  And I am …comparatively younger than they are.  So I had a feeling they are looking on me as something exotic, coming from the East, you know, very young, without experience.  So, “show what you know,”  you know, this feeling, on the spot…


But still now, after one and a half years, I am learning about the Commission procedures, the way to proceed in political influencing, which is a big problem because it’s much more complicated and much less straightforward than [what] I was used to.

Indeed, the Commission can be a very unforgiving environment, one with low tolerance for this learning process.  The result can be a real lack of confidence in or respect for the new managers.  One of the most outspoken managers was very open in his disdain:
Have you seen them?  It’s absolutely dismal.  I mean…my Grandmother said, “You can cry or you can laugh.”  I’m just going to laugh.  If I start crying, I won’t stop sobbing anymore.  Just look at the quality of the people.  This is a complex organization; we’re paying top dollar salaries; you look at these people and you think “Oh my god, this is a joke. You can’t be serious.”  And every now and again you find that nugget and you hang to them, you train them…It’s attitude, culture, it is technical skills; but all through the organization, the political appointments, the directors, the heads of units, they are becoming complete disasters and problems in the organization.  

While this is an extreme example, not surprisingly there is an adjustment period for anyone coming in from the outside in a managerial position, during which that person needs to prove himself or herself, in order to win the support of staff and the respect of colleagues.  That process may take some time and, given the reactions quoted above, during that transition it may be difficult for new managers to know whom they can trust and who will give them accurate information on how things really work, rather than how they work on paper.  Thus it is not surprising that the new senior managers from the EU10 started meeting regularly.  Those meetings are now facilitated by a senior staff person in DG Admin, and they have been an important venue for discussion about the informal processes and rules of the game, and, as such, are an important part of the socialization of senior managers.  
CONCLUSIONS


While it is far too soon to examine the impact that enlargement will have on the Commission, the new officials coming from the new member states have clearly had at least a demographic impact on the Commission, as we have seen, changing the gender balance at all levels.  The linguistic impact is also clear, as this enlargement has accelerated the trend toward use of English (Azzi, 2006).  That is, of course, most clear in DG Regio, which was traditionally more francophone, and where the conflict over language use has been most visible, but it is clearly a Commission-wide phenomenon.

The longer-term question is whether the new staff, and particularly the management staff, can have any broader impact on the Commission.  Here, the profile of the people being hired is relevant, and the impact is a bit contradictory.  On the one hand, as we have seen, the people being hired, particularly at the junior level, are selected so that they fit in and adapt easily.  While they may bring some different perspectives, on the whole, their profiles are very similar to those coming from the EU 15 countries.  Further, these are people who will move up within the organization, and, by the time they reach management levels they will be fully socialized into the Commission culture and methods of operation.  So it is not clear that they will be a force for change from a management perspective.  Presumably on policy matters they will bring a greater understanding of the situations in their home countries, but if too many of them are what the manager cited above called “crypto-new member-state candidates,” even that is questionable.

The people who are better placed to initiate or at least advocate for real change are the managers, both heads of unit and, especially, directors.  Unlike the more junior staff, they don’t fit in or adapt quite as easily.  But by that very fact, they may see the organization from the perspective of outsiders, to have experience with other management approaches and cultures, and to perceive the need for change.  Do they, in fact, think that they can have a real effect on the organization?  Virtually all of them express frustration with the highly bureaucratic structures and methods they have encountered in the Commission.  As one put it, “The level of tolerance for over-bureaucratizing procedure is less, so it is changing the culture along the same lines as the Nordic enlargement did in a sense.  But it is too early to have any profound impact so far.” 

On the other hand, a head of unit from a CEE country expressed skepticism about his ability to have an effect: 
You cannot force the Commission to adapt.  It is too big.  It is an organization that is one of the biggest organizations in the world I believe, with 20 something thousand people, [and]…most of them are concentrated in one place.  So you cannot move this organization or provoke any consistent transformation even if you have enlargement.  It was a quite big enlargement but it was not big enough to move the Commission. 


Even managers find that their attempts to push for change encounter considerable resistance:
The structure of the Commission is probably the most disputed and discussed issue among the people here, but there is very few people who really believe that some principal changes are possible in [a] short time.  Unfortunately.  Coming from outside, you have a feeling you have to do something to make it more operational and more flexible and whatever.  But you always get a thousand responses why this is not possible.

But I will give the last word to a director who has, in fact, tried hard to push for change:

Maybe at this stage…already in a positive way are troublemakers because we are questioning and asking, and we are questioning and asking what has not been questioned and asked—it’s just not simply asking why, why, why, but it is probably fundamental things like why should we do this, or why do we do it this way if there are other things and other ways how we can do it?  So sometimes you cannot have an immediate impact but by questioning, by raising, you create awareness, and sometimes awareness leads to something else positive, and sometimes it doesn’t, because sometimes the reaction is “Who are you?”  I mean nobody says it blankly but “Who are you to question what and how we are doing it for 20 years?”  

Looking back over 10 years, many informants saw that the previous enlargement, bringing in the Scandinavian countries and Austria, had led to some real changes, including a movement away from rigid bureaucratic approaches and toward more openness and transparency in the organization.  Many of the managers, as well as the more junior officials coming in from the new member states, share these values and hope to have a similar impact on the organization.  It is important to recognize, however, that the new member states, while they share a common history of Communism, are, in fact, very different in their cultures and in the stage of political and social developments in their own countries.  At a policy level, they do not constitute a consistent voting bloc.  Thus judging their impact may not be simple.  Certainly, it will take five to ten years, at least, to see if the officials and managers from the new member states have succeeded in making a difference, within their DGs or in the Commission as a whole.
APPENDIX -- TABLES

TABLE 1  TARGETS FOR HIRING AND PROGRESS TO DATE

	COUNTRY
	PERCENT
	TOTAL
	NUMBER
	PERCENT

	 
	OF TOTAL
	TARGET
	IN 1/2007
	OF TARGET

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Malta
	2.4
	83
	72
	0.87

	Cyprus
	3.2
	110
	63
	0.57

	Estonia
	3.4
	117
	125
	1.07

	Slovenia
	3.9
	134
	128
	0.96

	Latvia
	4.5
	155
	121
	0.78

	Lithuania
	7
	241
	145
	0.60

	Slovakia
	8.1
	279
	177
	0.63

	Hungary
	14.2
	489
	368
	0.75

	Czech Rep.
	14.3
	492
	273
	0.55

	Poland
	39
	1341
	615
	0.46

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	100%
	3441
	2087
	0.61


Source for targets: European Commission, 2003, Texte E ; Communication relative au recruitement de fonctionnaires de la Commission des nouveaux états membres ; Communication de M. Kinnock, Secretariat Général, C(2003) 436/5 (version révisée), 14 fevrier.
Source for recruitment numbers: European Commission, 2007a, Bulletin Statistique le Personnel de la Commission, DG Personnel and Administration, January.

TABLE 2  DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICIALS AND TEMPORARY AGENTS BY NATIONALITY AND GENDER (ALL BUDGETS)

	COUNTRY
	PERCENT
	TOTAL 

	 
	FEMALE
	NUMBER

	 
	 
	 

	Latvia
	82.6
	121

	Estonia
	78.4
	125

	Lithuania
	75.2
	145

	Slovakia
	70.1
	177

	Slovenia
	66.4
	128

	Poland
	68.6
	615

	Czech Republic
	67.8
	273

	Hungary
	60.3
	368

	total CEE
	71.2
	1952

	 
	 
	 

	Cyprus
	50.8
	63

	Malta
	40.3
	72

	 
	 
	 

	EU Average
	48.7
	22,734

	 
	 
	 

	Italy
	39.5
	2555

	UK
	39
	1417

	Netherlands
	30
	743


Source: European Commission, 2007a, Bulletin Statistique le Personnel de la Commission, DG Personnel and Administration, January.
Table 3  GENDER BY REGION AND DATE OF ENTRY
DG ENVIRONMENT
GENDER BY REGION

REGION

CEE


North

South 

total

GENDER

female


7


3

2

12

male


2


5

6

13

Total


9


8

8

25

GENDER BY DATE OF ENTRY
1980s

3 active, 1 retired

all male

1990s

7



Male 4, female 3

2000-2003
4



Male 3, female 1 (from CEE)

2004-2006
11 (8 CEE)


8 CEE – 6 female, 2 male







Non-CEE 2 female, 1 male

DG REGIONAL POLICY 
GENDER BY REGION



CEE

North

South

Total

female


6

0

2

8

male


2

4

7

13

Total


8

4

9

21

GENDER BY DATE OF ENTRY
1980s


6
All male

1990s


5
Four male, one female
2000-2003

4
3 female (2 from CEE), one male
2004 or later

6
4 female, 2 male (all CEE)

TABLE 3, CONTINUED
DG SINGLE MARKET AND SERVICES

GENDER BY REGION




CEE

North

South

Total

female


2

2

2

6

male


6

6

2

14

Total


8

8

4

20

GENDER BY DATE OF ENTRY
1970s


1
Male

1980s


2
All male

1990s


5
2 male, 3 female

2000-2003

2
All male (1 from CEE)

2004 or later

10
3 female, 7 male (7 CEE)

TABLE 4
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

DG ENVIRONMENT

Education:

Out of home country:  Total: 13 of 25

CEE

8 of 9

North:

2 of 8

South:

6 of 8

Last degree:


TOTAL

CEE

Science


11 


4

Law



10


3

Economics/Business

4


1

General


1 [undergrad, EU studies] 1

DG REGIONAL POLICY

Out of home country:  Total: 8 of 21

CEE

5 of 8
North

1 of 4

South

2 of 8

Last degree:


TOTAL

CEE

Science


3 


1

Law



3


1

Economics/Business

10


4

Political science/intl rel
4


2

General


1 [undergrad, admin] 0

DG SINGLE MARKET

Out of home country

CEE

7 of 8
North

1 of 8
South

1 of 4
Last degree


TOTAL

CEE

Science


0


0
Law



10


2
Economics/Business

10


6
TABLE 5
KNOWLEDGE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES

DG ENVIRONMENT

Number of languages spoken:


CEE

North

South
Total

2
2

1

1
4

3
3

3

5
11

4
1

3

2
6

5+
2

1

0
3

Number with little or no French:
8 [6 from CEE, 1 north, 1 south]

DG REGIONAL POLICY
Number of languages spoken:


CEE

North

South
Total

2
0

3

2
5

3
3

1

5
9

4
2

0

1
3

5+
3

0

1
4

Number with little or no French:
3 (all CEE).  One from South has only passive French.

DG SINGLE MARKET

Number of languages spoken:


CEE

North

South
Total

2
0

3

1
5
3
3

2

2
7
4
4

2

1
7
5+
1

1

0
2
Number with little or no French: 6 (4 CEE).  
TABLE 6
EMPLOYMENT HISTORIES

DG ENVIRONMENT





CEE



NON-CEE

FIRST JOB

Public sector


3 (including one teacher)
6

Private/university

6



8

SUBSEQUENT JOB

Public sector


4



5 (including internatl org)

Private/university

1



5

NGO







1
Work experience out of

home country


2 (both stages)


9 (1 stage)

DG REGIONAL POLICY




CEE



NON-CEE

FIRST JOB

Public sector


3



1
Private/university

5



12
SUBSEQUENT JOB

Public sector


2



5
Private/university

4



2
NGO

Work experience out of

home country


5



3 (all stages)

DG SINGLE MARKET




CEE



NON-CEE

FIRST JOB
Public sector


4



6

Private/university

4



6

SUBSEQUENT JOB

Public sector


6



5

Private/university

2



2

Work experience out of

home country


5 (3 stages)


2 (1 stage)
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� This is an updated version of the paper delivered at the NISPAcee conference.  It includes analysis of interviews conducted at DG Markt, which had not been completed at the time of the conference. 
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�  Numbers interviewed were:  DG Environment: 25; DG Regio (i.e., regional policy); 21, DG Mark (Single Market and Services) 20.  In each DG, I selected specific units and drew a random sample within each, and then added one person who appeared to be from a new member state, if one did not turn up in the random sample, so there is intentional oversampling of people from the new member states.


�   To clarify the terminology, in the Commission, what I would call the hiring process is referred to as recruitment.  In US terminology, recruitment is more often used only to cover the process of disseminating information about job opportunities or active encouragement of applications, through career fairs, college visits, and other active outreach efforts, while hiring is the process of reviewing applicants’ qualifications, administering selection tests, and conducting interviews.  Selection is used to refer to the final selection, made by the hiring official.  In this paper, I will use the US terminology.


�  Because there are so few managers from new member states, when I cite interviews with them, I have chosen not to identify their DG, since doing so would, in some cases, effectively violate my commitment to confidentiality.





