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FOREWORD 

The guiding theme of the recent Austrian Presidency was a ‘Europe that protects’. The chairman of 

the European Round Table of Industrialists called for ‘more sustainable stakeholder capitalism’. 1 

This is definitely what the vast majority of citizens expect after a decade of various crises and a 

sometimes overly narrow focus on economic and monetary policymaking. It is the best response to 

the decline in legitimacy and efficacy from which the EU is suffering at this moment.  

Economists have long known that the benefits and downsides of policies and regulations are mostly 

unevenly shared.2 But with policy coherence, compensatory mechanisms and incentives, 

acquiescence can be achieved and trust be restored.  

A real wake-up call for the EU was the stakeholder consultation synopsis report3 in preparation of the 

next framework programme for research and innovation, which concluded that society is concerned 

by almost the same issues as this High Level Group and which points to fostering R&I across the EU as 

the major policy challenge of the EU. Furthermore, and not surprisingly, this report names as the 

biggest failure of the previous programmes, “not addressing unemployment and social disparities”, 

clearly the least well-addressed challenge of all eight previous research programmes.  

Alignment of research policy with policy strategy objectives is a real issue that needs addressing, 

alongside the growing education divide and insufficient development of future-oriented capacities. 

Creation of knowledge is broader than research excellence and involves researching potential 

impacts on markets and societies. It requires challenging path-dependent policymaking by a multi-

disciplinary approach (including sociology, history, behaviour, management sciences and other 

disciplines) by fuller understanding the complexity of social-economic and ecological ecosystems.  

Alignment of policy strategy objectives with societal demands is the other challenge. The post-crisis 

electoral trends prove that society is demanding a renewed socio-economic system that secures the 

Common Good across the entire European Union4. These trends will not recede by ignoring the 

causes of Euro-scepticism and so-called populism, which will then only move further mainstream. 

Radical innovative thinking and prudent daring is needed to design and implement macro-economic 

and monetary policies that respond far better to the current societal demands, provide a better 

future for every citizen, and at the very least correct the significant welfare losses as a result of the 

financial crisis and deficient steering of the digital transition in the economy.5  

In parallel, Europe is experiencing a shift in its cultural undercurrents, where the modernist paradigm 

on which industrialisation was based is giving way to maybe a new Enlightenment which wants to 

respect the primacy of the natural environment.6 While science and technology can offer some 

answers to ecological degradation, ways of living cannot remain unaffected either.    

                                                           
1 Financial Times interview, 23 April 2019, p 1. 
2 The Kaldor-Hicks criterion, T. Scitovsky, A note on welfare propositions in economics, Review of Economic Studies, 1941, vol 9, nr 1.  
3 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1540388236020&uri=CELEX%3A52018SC0309  
4 Klaus Gretschmann, Joint Action versus Free Ride: EU Financial Crisis Management Based on a Common Good? In Sonja Puntscher-
Riekman  & others, Is there a European Common Good? 2013. 
5 Estimated at 6 to 9 % of GDP by Jeroen Dijsselbloem, De Eurocrisis, 2018. 
6 Hartmut Rosa, Resonanz, eine Theorie der Weltbeziehung, 2016 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1540388236020&uri=CELEX%3A52018SC0309
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The complexity of the European system based on a heavily legalistic, technocratic and silo-based 

modus operandi and on a superposition over subsystems in order to create a European Single Market 

and a Monetary Union has neglected the importance of social, ecological and cultural inclusive 

thinking and methods to achieve it7. This is a reality that questions the efficacy and legitimacy of the 

EU system as a whole. Therefore, the focus must now shift towards the key concerns of citizens using 

methods which can certainly not be the same as those used for the construction of the Single Market 

or the EMU.8 The link between these economic achievements and what traditionally protects 

citizens, national welfare systems, needs to be strengthened and updated in line with new contextual 

conditions. This will require significant cross-disciplinary research and innovation efforts in the years 

to come and a fundamental reorientation of Europe’s research priorities.  

To increase efficacy of delivery and improve the balance between technocratic and democratic 

governance, and between functionalist economic views and ecological and social objectives will 

require deep operational and cultural innovation in the European and national public sectors to 

facilitate this shift. More pragmatic forms of collaboration and management are needed, adjusted to 

a digital age. 9 The new framework programme for funding innovation, research and investment 10 (in 

the EU budget 2021 to 2027) insufficiently addresses the challenges outlined. A total sum of 94 

billion euros will be allocated to different clusters under a three-pillar scheme. The key and still 

unresolved issue is how to link this increased funding to improving the efficacy and impact of these 

funds for the new policies demanded by citizens. Just continuing along the current paths or sticking 

on a few new labels is no option for the future. The proposed mission approach is only the tip of the 

iceberg of systemic reforms needed.  

The EU must respond to the overriding imperative to restore a feeling of security among a large 

section, if not the majority, of the population. As President Em. Herman Van Rompuy said, ‘People 

want a place in the world, they do not want to feel lost in a space’. 11 Feeling secure again in their 

urban or rural living environments and about their future in the world, about the European way of 

life and the preservation of its core values, about the consequences of technological and geopolitical 

change, about the impact of climate change, and having trust in those governing them. 

This equally implies paying more attention to European shared value systems than lip service. It 

requires a courageous and respectful handling of existing and emerging identities, whether 

traditional national or regional, territory-based identities or new networked identities. This requires 

the development of a new European narrative which takes into account and is able to address the 

various sociological strata in today’s more individualised societies.   

The governance innovation of the EU system is all the more important because it is a pre-condition 

for achieving the new mega-objectives. Technological innovation always leads to innovation in 

companies’ production and management, which leads to market innovation, and this in turn uproots 

society’s paradigms, together with generational change. It is unrealistic to assume that a European 

                                                           
7 Maurizio Ferrara, Governing the EU after its phase change, in Luuk van Middelaar & Philippe van Parijs eds., After the Storm, 2015  
8 Frank Vandenbroucke, The idea of a Social Union,  in Luuk van Middelaar & Philippe van Parijs eds., After the Storm, 2015 
9 Stefan Schepers, Collaborative Governance, a promising method for innovation, in Klaus Gretschman & Stefan Schepers, Revolutionising 
EU Innovation Policy, 2016, p 149-192 
10 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1540387631519&uri=CELEX%3A52018PC0435  
11 Speech at the Charlemagne Prize ceremony, Aachen. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1540387631519&uri=CELEX%3A52018PC0435
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governance system designed for different objectives over sixty years ago can deal with current and 

future challenges and contextual conditions.  

 

The EU institutions are faced with five Herculean works in the next five years 

Two are primarily economic, two are primarily social, while the fifth is needed to achieve the other 

four. 

I. Managing the risks of climate change: reducing the insecurity about climate change and its 

potential impact on people’s lives and futures, by halting climate deterioration and preparing 

to soften its impact through a radical transition in the way industry and agriculture uses 

produces energy towards a circular and carbon-neutral economy and an equal 

transformation in the impact of private households; but also by preparing adaptive capacities 

just in case global efforts do not succeed.  

 

II. Enhancing economic security through competitiveness, cross-fertilising and cross-border 

innovation ecosystems in favour of a circular economy: prioritising the Single Market and 

strengthening the  Euro area by stimulating policy interconnections and synchronisation, in 

addition to a more self-confident policy of managing economic interdependencies in the 

world, in order to ensure that they primarily serve the above goals; but also by considering 

potential de-globalisation and local production as a consequence of new technologies. 

 

III. Nurturing and empowering welfare and a territorial dimension in policymaking: ensuring a 

feeling of security through innovative welfare mechanisms and by enhancing multiple and 

complementary identities (territorial, cultural, philosophical) through education and 

exchange systems and communication adapted to the new media context, and ensuring a 

feeling of belonging somewhere through a stronger territorial dimension in policymaking, in 

new infrastructures and in public services. 

 

IV. Research and innovation for the public good: ensuring that public money spent on research 

primarily serves the above goals and leads to innovation in public health systems, in 

education and training for employment in the new economy, and generally to socially useful 

market innovation and a proper return on public money spent. At the same time, there is a 

growing need to cope with an accelerating pace of innovation that challenges our society’s 

ability to adjust its institutional frameworks and behavioural patterns, and its underlying 

basic values. 

 

V. Public governance innovation: fundamentally reforming the dual system of EU policymaking, 

the supra-national and the intergovernmental parts, through innovative method(s) of 

ensuring complementarity and cooperation, taking into account multiple rationales, moving 

towards more inclusive and participatory methods of managing disruption and complexity. 

Upgrading the governance capacities of many member states is equally urgent.      
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These recommendations continue the work done by this tripartite high-level group as of 2012 and 

notably in 2014. The Juncker Commission valiantly attempted a number of reforms, and realised a 

few, but they were incremental ones, no game change has been considered, and if so, it would have 

been quickly supressed by vested bureaucratic or parliamentary interests. 

It is clearly the European Council, in cooperation with the European Commission, which still has the 

capacity to set the strategic and operational directions and to secure a future for the European Union 

and its citizens. These recommendations are addressed to them.  

 

 

 

Klaus Gretschmann       Stefan Schepers 
Chairman         Secretary General  

 

 

 

31 August 2019 
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Executive Summary 

The High-Level Groups are an ‘open innovation’ approach between governments, business and 

academia, to inject innovative policy ideas into the EU system.12 

In 2014, the High-Level Group on Innovation Policy developed a Blueprint to contribute to the 

European market of ideas as is its role. This Blueprint intended to create a framework for an efficient 

European innovation ecosystem.  

Five years later, the European Union is in a very different situation. While the worst threats of the 

economic and monetary crisis which started in 2008 may have been countered for the time being, 

the system’s legitimacy, however, has become ever-more questioned.  

Political developments in various member states have shifted the focus and interest away from the 

European Union, and there is less willingness in Europe´s society to rethink the ways in which we 

interconnect member states and the European Union and vice versa.  

The independent tripartite High Level Group on Innovation Policy has drawn up a Blueprint of policy 

recommendations on which the European Union should focus its efforts for the upcoming political 

cycle. This document is a summary of key challenges and proposals discussed among experts from 

various backgrounds – economic and institutional spheres, academia –, as detailed in the Blueprint. 

 

I.  Managing the risks of climate change  

 

Our society has come to a critical point where long-term economic stability and growth cannot be 

dissociated from climate and environmental stability. Tackling those risks requires a holistic effort to 

move from a linear to a circular economic model, based on a sustainable and responsible use of our 

natural resources and a drastic reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, not only within Europe but 

also with our international trading partners and competitors. 

 In particular, it is recommended to improve the coherence and management of the energy, 

climate and research policies, by building up an overarching sustainability transition policy 

that will reunite all instruments under a common portfolio with a coordinated strategy, e.g. 

via a Sustainability Transition Task Force under the leadership of a Commission Vice-

President. 

 Beyond setting up absolute objectives and milestones, it is recommended to encourage 

technological transformation and the relative progression over time of all economic sectors, 

on a gradual and measurable scale from the ‘brownest’ to the ‘greenest’ situation. Hence, 

incentivising and enabling R&D&I mechanisms should be further promoted via all means, in 

particular financial incentives, harmonised sectorial legislation, public/private funding and a 

                                                           
12 Members participate in their personal capacity. All recommendations for action and all ideas for further consideration 
have not always been agreed on by all members, but advice is based on a very wide consensus. The final version is written 
on the responsibility of the chairman and the secretary general.  
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robust European carbon price regime fully aligned with the Paris Agreement’s targets (via a 

coalition of willing countries). 

 The sustainability transition cannot succeed without a number of enabling framework 

conditions, such as a strategic technological mapping to drive research and innovation 

efforts towards commonly agreed technologies, operational carbon and environmental 

accounting for all companies, and value-chain cooperation mechanisms between sectors and 

countries. 

 It is also crucial to pay attention to the impacts of the sustainability transition on Europe’s 

trade dependencies and opportunities, and on the societal dimension of those 

transformations. 

 

II.   Enhancing economic security through competitiveness, cross-fertilising and cross-border 

innovation 

 

A new policy paradigm is needed to protect European economic security in the current world 

context. The EU is facing new divergent (and sometimes contradictory) trends, moving on from trade 

globalisation to trade tensions, and from a less industrialised economy to new forms of 

industrialisation (digitalisation, Industry 4.0…). In this evolving framework, stimulating innovation and 

turning it into successful business models is crucial to push Europe at the forefront of technological 

development and market leadership. 

 Reducing ‘innovation gaps’: the next big challenge to complete the Single Market. For too 

long, EU Single Market policies were limited to traditional economic development and 

territorial cohesion support. We recommend to focus our efforts on fostering innovation 

capabilities, i.e. stimulating economic empowerment of everyone, including the most remote 

and vulnerable regions and groups. This requires a more efficient use of public funds to 

stimulate the birth of research and innovation ecosystems, and an upgrade of lifelong 

educational and vocational training in coherence with digital transformations and new 

business models. 

 The European innovation steering structures need to be better aligned through a clearly 

defined instrument. This requires a reform of the European Innovation Council (EIC), which 

should act in the sense of a ‘milky way platform’ (or a ‘platform of platforms’) bringing 

together other platforms and stakeholders working together on a variety of innovation 

developments. 

 Financial instruments from all sources (EU and national public funding and grants, capital 

markets and banking finance, equity…) should be more keen on supporting European 

business niches and innovation clusters, both at the starting-up and scaling-up phases of 

projects. This is crucial to enable the development of inclusive and competitive research and 

innovation ecosystems with strong geographical and societal roots. 
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III.   Nurture and empower a welfare and territorial dimension in policy-making 

 

There is a growing societal belief that economic integration and globalisation have undermined 

traditional welfare state systems and social protection. Yet, the European integration process can 

only succeed if it meets its citizens’ needs, trust and feelings. A real Social Europe cannot be 

understood as a mere single market of welfare provisions; it should rather be designed as a strong 

combination of national welfare systems, aligned with new sources of economic shifts and instability. 

Eventually it will transform the abstract concept of European citizenship into a more tangible feeling 

of European identity.  

 

 There is room for improvement in reducing operating costs of welfare systems through 

technical innovation and digitalisation, e.g. on the collection and treatment of ‘big data’. 

This requires new forms of collaboration between public administration and companies so as 

to maintain a high level of trust, privacy and cyber resilience. 

 To increase the efficiency of public health policies, there is a need to unleash the 

innovation potential of the European health care sector. Traditional policies are often 

limited to short-term damage mitigation, despite a high human and economic cost. Rather, it 

is recommended to rebalance prevention and cure so as to capture a broader range of risks, 

including lifestyle diseases and habits. This requires to enlarge the public health policy 

portfolio with a stronger focus on R&D and value chain development, e.g. by integrating 

digital data collection and treatment to monitor and measure specific risk profiles. 

 A Social Europe should not only protect citizens, it should also enable and create 

opportunities for them. We need an upgrade of our educational systems so as to better 

meet tomorrow’s needs and opportunities, in particular entrepreneurship for the digital 

market and society. Likewise, academia-business cooperation needs to be reinforced in view 

of further facilitating youth labour market integration and professional training.  

 

 

IV.   Research and innovation for the public good 

 

Europe faces repeatedly the same barriers when it comes to research and innovation. Funding 

mechanisms have been developed extensively and are often considered as the main instrument to 

boost innovation in Europe. However, this approach has proven to be incomplete: far too often, 

funding does not lead to tangible economic and social outputs, hence failing to transform research 

(knowledge development) into innovation (knowledge application).  

 There is a need for better embedding of research projects into strategic policy objectives, 

such as agriculture, food and public health, and energy. Hence, we recommend to better 

include expert research bodies into the policy-making process that will help to design sound 

and future-proof policies. This could include e.g. a closer integration of the European Political 

Strategy Centre, the Joint Research Centre and the reformed EIC in a coherent and 

collaborative way. 
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 The management of research budgetary policies needs a cultural change. European 

research funding suffers from a number of biases that leads to budgetary and project 

fragmentation. A cultural change is needed to switch from ‘bureaucratic’ to managerial 

methods, in view of mitigating path dependency and national interests to the benefit of 

excellence-driven impacts. 

 Strengthen alignment between market and policy actors to facilitate long-term 

investments in research and innovation: this is crucial to optimise the coherence between 

public and private sectors’ R&D efforts. Research areas with high spill-over effects in other 

sectorial policies should be prioritised, this is the case e.g. of the European Space Policy. 

 

 

V.   Public governance innovation 

 

It is broadly recognised that the complexity of current policy issues is continuously increasing. In 

order to deal with policy complexity at EU level, systemic innovations are needed. We recommend to 

develop more open governance methods and more agile regulatory architectures, based on multi-

stakeholder dialogue, concertation, scientific input and collective engagement, so as to overcome 

defensive self-interests and to achieve the four other ‘Herculean Works’ as outlined above. 

 

 Better Regulation: despite recent improvements made in internal institutional processes, 

more efforts are needed in the Commission, but even more in other institutions. As a result, 

the efforts of the Commission for better regulation can be undone by others in the decision-

making chain. 

 Simplification, transparency, legitimacy: those guiding principles should lead the path for 

future institutional reforms. This would include a revision of impact assessments and REFIT 

actions, i.e. through the establishment of an independent European Impact Assessment 

Agency. Public consultations, trilogues, comitology and dialogue with national parliaments 

should also be subject to a similar screening.  

 OMC and intergovernmental cooperation: not all cooperation has to be under the 

Community method, and new efficient forms of cooperation between the Member States 

should be developed, with the involvement of the Commission.   
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I. MANAGE THE RISKS OF CLIMATE CHANGE 

 

Climate change brings new forms of risks to every aspect of our lives: environmental resilience and 

safeguarding natural ecosystems, social welfare and cohesion, employment, competitiveness, 

economic and financial stability and ultimately public health. However, it also can bring new 

opportunities for economic competitiveness and for improving the quality of life of citizens. Tackling 

those risks and seeking out the opportunities requires a holistic transition effort to move from a 

linear to a circular economic model13, based on a sustainable and responsible use of our natural 

resources, a drastic reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, not only within the EU but also with our 

international trading partners and competitors. It requires to the intelligent combination of 

technological development and societal change through incentives and disincentives and a priority 

role for research & innovation policies. 

Yet the sustainability transition is tempered by the ‘tragedy of the horizon’ paradox, to quote the 

words of Mark Carney in his Lloyd’s speech in 201514: the long-term benefits of the transition (and 

the long-term risks of inaction) are often misperceived against short-term imperatives and costs. 

Substantial political efforts and public mobilisation have arisen since the ratification of the Paris 

Agreement on Climate, although the required policy instruments and regulatory framework to 

enable a smooth and radical transition are still not in place. Not surprisingly, the EU system was not 

conceived for this or other new challenges. System change is hardly discussed. No substantial 

innovation can come about without it. 

From 2014 to 2019, the EU drove a number of flagship initiatives on sustainability and climate 

change, namely the Circular Economy Package, the Energy Union and Clean Mobility Packages, and 

the Sustainable Finance Action Plan. Sustainability is also becoming a transversal objective of other 

policy-areas such as ICT and digitalisation (e.g. Industry 4.0, smart energy grids, smart buildings). The 

result of these initiatives is a clear set of measurable targets to be reached by the year 2030 in 

various economic sectors, from construction to transports and from energy production to energy use 

and manufacturing. However, more attention is needed for multimodal transport optimisation and 

spatial planning and organisation.  

In addition, considerable progress is still imperative in other sectors, in particular biosphere 

(agriculture and forestry) and private household transition, which are often more adverse or exposed 

to the economic risks of transition policies. Hence, governments should pay further attention to the 

societal dimension of the transition to ensure broad public acceptance and assistance for the most 

vulnerable groups.  

 

                                                           
13 A circular economy is one where the linear economic model of the industrial economy is gradually replaced by one in which resources 
are kept in use for as long as possible, reducing waste throughout the value chain by improving resource efficiency and developing a 
sustainable economy. It is by definition the basis for a carbon-neutral economy. See High Level-Group on Innovation & Stockholm 
Resilience Center, Through Resilience Thinking towards Sustainability & Innovation, 2016  
 
14 Mark Carney (Governor of the Bank of England and Chairman of the Financial Stability Board), ‘Breaking the tragedy of the horizon: 
climate change and financial stability’, Lloyd’s, London, 29 September 2015. 
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Efforts are also needed on the concrete transition roadmap to reach the EU 2030 and 2040 energy & 

climate targets, and ultimately the 2050 carbon-neutrality objective. More than a vision, the EU 

needs a method on how to reach these targets, in particular by putting in place the appropriate 

conditions to stimulate R&D&I and radical technological innovations to make Europe a global leader 

of the sustainable economy. Buy-in efforts of citizens in all member states are insufficient to create a 

Union wide consensus on what to do and how. 

But achievements depend on more policy agility and new methods of governance for the European 

Union, focussed on pragmatic delivery instead of legalistic division of competences and focus on 

procedures. Therefore, policy impacts need to be evaluated regularly. The other difficult challenge 

will be the adaptation of behaviour in sociologically increasingly diverse population.

Recommendation 1.1 - Improve coherence in the objectives and management of the energy, 

climate and research policies and envisage the creation of an overarching energy transition policy  

It is recommended that a single European energy transition policy be developed beyond what is 

contained in the Energy Union approach that will reunite market, policy and research instruments on 

energy and climate under a common portfolio, in parallel to pushing for a general mainstreaming and 

coordination of sustainability efforts into all other EU policies. This could take the form of a 

Sustainability Transition Task Force under the leadership of a Commission Vice-President, with a 

strong involvement of all the DGs concerned.  

Improvements are required in the consistency of tools and objectives managed under those policies. 

The EU energy and climate policies emerged late in the European integration history during 2000-

2010. Historically, the energy portfolio was inherited from the competition policy of market 

liberalisation and modernisation, while the climate portfolio was built upon the need for market 

interventionism and public support for low-carbon and renewable technologies (and pushed by 

international climate negotiations)15. Those two simultaneous processes have sent different signals 

to energy market players and investors, hence distorting cost-based competition as a driver for 

investments and innovation.  

Energy transition policies at EU level are currently dispersed amongst various policy portfolios and 

DGs of the European Commission, namely DG ENER (responsible for the internal energy market 

policies, energy supply security, energy sources and technologies, energy efficiency), DG CLIMA 

(responsible for stricto sensu climate policies: European and international carbon markets, ETS, 

international negotiations and coordination between climate strategies) and DG RTD (responsible for 

the strategic and operational management of R&D&I policies and EU funding for research in 

sustainability). 

 

 

                                                           
15 Lionel Taccoen, Lettre géopolitique de l’électricité, n. 89, 30 January 2019; Jos Delbeke, Peter Vis, EU Climate policy as a driver of change 

in Susane Niels, The European Energy Transition: actors, factors, sectors, Claeys & Casteels, 2019, pp. 33-50. 
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Efforts have been made during the 2014-2019 cycle to enhance coherence and trans-sectorial 

synergies across all policy-areas, but more is needed. Multi-disciplinary evaluation of policy impact 

until now can be a useful tool for innovation. Once strategic targets are set and past policies have 

been evaluated, co-design between the research and business sectors and the Commission can help 

overcome inertia and silo thinking.    

 

Recommendation 1.2 – Engage a gradual and organised transition policy centred on technological 

innovation and progression ‘from brown to green’ 

The large-scale, long-term nature of those investments requires a gradual and organised transition 

policy that should focus on the relative progression over time, rather than an absolute and unilateral 

policy that would bring regulatory shocks, uncertainty for research and investments and economic 

insecurity. This transition should be both gradual and well planned and should cover all European 

R&D programmes. 

Massive and coordinated (European, national, regional) research and development investments are 

required to put in place greener and more sustainable industrial processes. Based on EU estimates, 

an annual investment to fill the gap of EUR 180bn is required to reach the 2030 targets of the Paris 

Agreement16. Estimates by the industry vary widely but are often above this number. This includes 

both incremental innovations (i.e. marginal improvements of current industrial processes over 10-20 

years to reduce the level of carbon emissions and to improve energy efficiency) and radical 

innovations (i.e. R&D investments to develop future infrastructures and technologies over a longer 

horizon, in view of reaching carbon neutrality by the year 2050). 

A gradual transition: to be successful, the sustainability transition should be designed on the concept 

of graduality, i.e. the relative progression of all economic sectors from the brownest to the greenest 

situation over time through innovation. This involves a progressive switch of energy technologies 

from the most carbonised to the most sustainable ones, considering intermediary steps to gradually 

decrease carbon emissions in all sectors (e.g. power generation, transports, industry and 

manufacturing, etc.) 

A planned transition: based on the above, it is recommended that common R&D investment criteria 

be defined for a gradual transition at EU level, which could complement the EU taxonomy for green 

economic activities17 and which would apply equally for all innovation-supporting funding 

instruments managed directly or indirectly by EU and national administrations, including public 

grants and subsidies (typically needed in the support of pre-mature technologies), and loans 

(typically needed in the scaling-up phase of mature technologies). The revised EIB energy lending 

criteria could serve as a starting point18. 

 

                                                           
16 European Commission, Impact Assessment of the Proposal of the Energy Efficiency Directive, data based on PRIMES model projections, 

SWD(2016) 405, 2016. 
17 Pending EU taxonomy proposal for green economic activities: Proposal for a Regulation on the establishment of a framework and a 
unified classification system of green economic activities (2018/178 COD). 
18 https://www.eib.org/en/press/all/2019-003-eib-launches-energy-lending-consultation  

https://www.eib.org/en/press/all/2019-003-eib-launches-energy-lending-consultation
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Recommendation 1.3 – Identify, develop and promote strategic European low-carbon and carbon-

neutral technologies on the global market  

1.3.1 - Strategic, technological mapping is needed to coherently drive research and innovation efforts 

from all funding sources (public and private) towards the development of low-carbon technologies, 

which would eventually be incorporated into the long-term investment strategies of EU R&D 

programmes, structural and regional funds. 

Identifying the technologies required to achieve the sustainability transition demands the careful 

analysis of the share of each economic sector in the total of European greenhouse gas emissions. 

According to 2015 EU estimates19, 78% of emissions were generated by energy production, of which 

transport accounted for a third. The rest was split between agriculture (10.1%), industry and 

manufacturing (8.7%) and waste management (3.2%). 

The EU needs to carry out strategic, technological mapping of the technologies required to mitigate 

greenhouse gas emissions, focusing on gradual transformation efforts (‘from brown to green’), taking 

into account the relative weight of each economic sector and its needs and the growth potential for 

Europe to become a global leader in efficient technologies. This would include in particular 

alternative transport fuels and energy storage (batteries, green hydrogen), decarbonisation of 

industrial heat and manufacturing (CCS/U-Carbon Capture and Storage/Use technologies, CHP-

Combined Heat and Power, renewable gas/power-to-gas) and sustainable farming.  

1.3.2 - It is recommended that trans-sectorial innovation partnerships be developed with all the links 

concerned of a value-chain for the development and scaling-up of each strategic transition 

technology identified with a view to ensuring that European public and private R&D investments are 

linked to concrete European industrial applications and ultimately contribute to European 

competitiveness, and that R&D investment efforts are deployed collectively and spent more 

efficiently.  

The transition towards a low-carbon economy will inevitably affect the balance of trade between the 

EU Single Market and its trading partners. In the process of identifying and developing clean 

technologies, the EU should also rethink its global trade dependencies and opportunities both on the 

supply side (procurement of raw materials and primary energy imports) and on the demand side 

(promotion and export of European technologies abroad). Trade-offs between economic benefits 

and climate mitigation objectives should be made in a transparent and democratic way.  

1.3.3 -  The EU should promote the vision that the climate is a common good to mankind and link this 

vision to its research and to innovative trade and development policies. 20Given that 80% of CO2 

emissions have a non-European origin, focussing on Europe alone will bring only a modest result.  

In this respect, the EU should consider establishing an institution, modelled on CERN, for research on 

climate impact and how to deal with it. It should be independent and without monopoly, and given a 

clear mission and operational capacities. CERN’s success can be replicated and an institution of this 

                                                           
19 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20180301STO98928/greenhouse-gas-emissions-by-country-and-sector-

infographic 
20 In fact, managing interdependencies, as recommended by the High-Level Group on Trade Policy Innovation, June 2019, 
www.highlevelgroup.eu  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20180301STO98928/greenhouse-gas-emissions-by-country-and-sector-infographic
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/headlines/society/20180301STO98928/greenhouse-gas-emissions-by-country-and-sector-infographic
http://www.highlevelgroup.eu/
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kind can prevent the tendency to create institutions and agencies that are politically motivated but 

too small to make a difference.     

 

Recommendation 1.4 – Rethink the carbon price regime and its contribution to R&D, innovation 

and modernisation investments  

1.4.1 - It is recommended to broadly reflect on how to redesign the European carbon price regime 

and how carbon pricing could better contribute to the development of research and innovation into 

low-carbon technologies. As of today, many corporations in Europe (and beyond) are already self-

imposing an internal carbon price above the actual price, so as to anticipate future price variations 

and the transformational investments required. There is a net surplus of capital that should be 

allocated to finance R&D for low-carbon technologies via incentivising tools. The innovation and 

modernisation funds of Phase 4 of the ETS (2021-2030) could serve as a starting point. 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) represents around 80% of greenhouse gas emissions in the EU, and accounts for 

at least 64% of man-made global warming – the rest being composed of methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 

(N2O) and hydrofluorocarbons (HFC) 21. When setting up the Emission Trading Scheme (ETS) in 2005, 

the EU intended to internalise the environmental externalities of carbon emissions via a market-

based carbon price regime. Today the ETS covers about 45% of European emissions in 31 EU-EEA 

countries, with more than 11,000 heavy-industry installations falling within its scope, in particular 

power stations, energy-intensive plants and airlines. 

Yet, the ETS still lags behind the optimum price to meet the Paris Agreement targets, which should 

ideally be situated between USD 40-80 (EUR 35-70)/tCO2 in 2020 and USD 50-100 USD (EUR 44-

88)/tCO2 in 2030 according to the international Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition.22 Moreover, 

practice has shown that the actual ETS effects on the reduction of carbon emissions were highly 

limited for several reasons such as macroeconomic fluctuations, market anticipation strategies and 

international trade (carbon leakage), and the concentration of the ETS costs at specific points of 

industrial value-chains which impeded any broader cost pass-through effect.  

1.4.2 - Socio-economic and environmental research is required in the field of carbon accounting 

methods and instruments. This is an essential precondition for the implementation of a fair and 

acceptable carbon pricing regime. A precise, scientific and objective measurement of carbon 

emissions at all stages of industry and agricultural value-chains is required, as well as the 

environmental impact of final consumers. 

 

 

                                                           
21 European Commission, Causes of climate change, June 2019: https://ec.europa.eu/clima/change/causes_en  
22 CPLC, Report of the high-level commission on carbon pricing, 29 May 2017. 

https://ec.europa.eu/clima/change/causes_en
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II. ENHANCING ECONOMIC SECURITY THROUGH COMPETITIVENESS, CROSS-

FERTILISING AND CROSS-BORDER INNOVATION ECOSYSTEMS 

 

Europe’s future competitiveness will be largely determined by the ongoing digitalization of 

production (in industry, agriculture and services). It will have widespread effects on individual 

customer requirements, the configuration of dynamic European or global value chains and 

engineering processes, investment decisions, to name but a few. The 4.0 industrial revolution will be 

based on cyber-physical systems and cooperation within social network, and will be associated 

cultural changes. Cyber-physical systems and the internet of things (IoT) will enable objects to be 

connected in a universal digital network and operate in a smart environment. The collective 

intelligence of human beings integrated through collaboration, communication and digital networks 

will become a global asset.  

New innovative and emerging businesses no longer offer customers a traditional product but provide 

them with innovative services or solutions. Big and smart data will facilitate the handling of 

information and induce better process knowledge.  

Digitalization can bring connectivity and create new interaction and collaboration systems but it also 

bears cyber threats and concerns about ownership and the protection of private and business data, 

despite the progress brought by the GDPR. Digitalization of production changes workers’ 

qualifications but also results in automation of the economy and a potential loss of value in human 

capital. The effect of the “fourth industrial revolution” will be global but there is no common vision 

or understanding about which form it will take. It will deeply affect Europe’s competitiveness and 

requires a much bigger investment in research, including in social sciences, to be able to design the 

required policy frameworks and regulatory architectures. The GDPR shows that Europe can take 

leadership here.  

These developments require an update of education and vocational training systems and ensuring 

lifelong learning opportunities. They also require new thinking about Europe’s competitiveness, the 

crisis of the euro area and the need for innovative macroeconomic policies. 

The basic economic objective of EU economic policy is to ensure its global competitiveness and foster 

the economic wellbeing of its people. This focus on competitiveness is clearly linked though not 

identical to competition as a driving force, as laid down in the Union’s competition policy.  

Competition is among other things (a) a mechanism for the discovery, adaptation, knowledge 

creation, growth and social differentiation; (b) defined as efforts by individuals, groups or nations to 

strive for goals and objectives which cannot be obtained by all to the same extent (rivalry criterion); 

(c) an ingenious instrument to control the power of incumbents in policies, economies, societies 

through competing forces as it outlines alternatives. Without competition, stagnation and sclerosis 

would prevail and competitiveness would be a Fatah Morgana. 
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The Global Competitiveness Report of the World Economic Forum defines competitiveness as “the 

set of institutions, policies, and factors that determine the level of productivity of an economy, which 

in turn determines the level of prosperity a country can achieve”. 

This involves the ability of economic agents to efficiently produce and sell goods and services, the 

ability to cooperate globally and in networks and value chains, the ability to adapt to changing 

circumstances and deep structural changes, the ability to activate knowledge and learn in order to 

survive economic turbulence. 

Moreover, the right economic framework needs to be provided by lawmakers and politicians: rules 

and regulations that governments impose on markets and companies, physical infrastructure, 

monetary and credit policies, taxation and public expenditure. These touch upon three different 

dimensions: the enabling environment, the ability of firms to drive and adapt to change and the 

ultimate results in terms of productivity growth, trade performance and economic wellbeing. 

Unfortunately, lately many professional economists and observers have been warning about the 

accumulation of risks and uncertainty that undermine investment and the economic growth in the 

EU in the years to come. The possibility of a no-deal Brexit, renewed market volatility as well as deep 

societal changes will negatively affect the structure of our EU economies and shake their 

foundations, i.e. climate politics, new energy approaches, new industrial and digital strategies etc. 

make the macro-economy undergo serious tectonic shifts in Europa and beyond.  

As the global growth outlook darkens, market indicators send strong recession warnings and shock 

waves through the global financial systems. Indications abound that some of the world’s leading 

economies are faltering amid deepening trade disputes, structural upheavals and problematic 

monetary policies. 

Today, the euro area faces the prospect of ongoing deep recessions in individual member states and 

concomitantly strong support for populist parties. It is possible though not probable that euro-area 

governments will bite the bullet and agree to a fiscal union including a degree of risk mutualisation 

and transfers between participating economies. Rather, we observe today a reverse thrust away 

from an ever-closer Union. Weak public finances in a group of countries, persistent imbalances, slow 

productivity growth, unemployment, etc. became increasingly overt and distinct over past years in 

spite of the euro area’s efforts in strengthening its institutions and policy toolbox.  

Novel thinking will make it easier to build political support for joint action across the euro area in the 

future. It is on fiscal policy of MS and Union that will be most crucial. Adjustment measures need be 

decided both at the Union and at the country levels, looking at cross-border spillovers. Rules have 

been reformed but a lack of co-ordination remains. 
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The troubles facing European economies are many and substantial. However, most of the problems 

that have materialized over the past few years have already fuelled the debate when the 

introduction of a common currency was discussed but they persist and need to be resolved: 

• The EMU was designed as a profoundly different policy regime, even though it was sold to 

the  public as a re-birth of the German monetary system. 

• The probability of asymmetric shocks, which had been analysed as a danger to a unified 

 monetary policy regime, was ignored or denied outright. 

• The one size fits all problem of a single interest rate for the Union as a whole was defined as 

 “manageable.” 

• The Stability and Growth Pact (SGP) was a poor substitute for the lack of a common or at 

least  a co-ordinated fiscal policy among member states. 

• No system of fiscal equalization was considered even though it would have been badly 

needed  to balance out the different welfare and income levels among member states. 

• The loss of the exchange rate mechanism in a monetary union was widely underestimated. 

• It was assumed that monetary unification would entail political integration in its own right; 

 however national interests and political rivalries remained. 

• Institutional and legal rules and regulations were subject to political expediency influenced 

by  ad hoc power coalitions. 

However, today looming threats to the functioning of the euro area should encourage member 

states to put their differences aside, find a basic consensus on novel monetary strategies and 

formalize greater fiscal co-ordination. This requires taking on board or at least seriously considering a 

whole package of innovative and novel macroeconomic policy ideas. 

 

Recommendation 2.1 - Prioritize the reduction of the innovation gaps in the Single Market  

2.1.1 - It is in the common interest to make a special effort to assist new member states to upgrade 

their economic structures, to reduce inequalities in rural areas in particular, and to modernize their 

governance systems in order to increase their capacities to deal with the challenges of the Single 

Market and EMU and of the deep economic and social shifts already under way. Without a 

comprehensive set of specific actions, the innovation gap in the Single Market will continue widening 

to the detriment of all.  

If one ignores the realities of systemic inefficacies in the public administration of a large number of 

member states, one risks repeating the 19th century mistakes of market integration leading to 

structural economic and social imbalances (such as the Italian Mezzogiorno). The EU needs to 

develop relevant operational structures (e.g. an agency for including coherence among the 

responsibilities of the Vice-President with responsibility for the Single Market) to stimulate and 

support the necessary innovations and to ensure interconnectivity with EU policies. For example, the 
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rapidly rising problem of cybersecurity offers a unique opportunity to stimulate research in the new 

member states, where already today over 30% of cybersecurity industries are located and where 

research and teaching in relevant disciplines has traditionally been well developed. 

2.1.2 - Therefore, the HLG recommends that more efficient use be made of Structural Funds to 

stimulate research and innovation ecosystem development in the member states below the EU GDP 

average. Given the differences between member states, a pragmatic approach is advisable, seeking 

to simply combine (European and national, public and private) funds, instead of a difficult, slow 

search for synergies. Financial incentives and structural support must be provided to encourage 

member states to engage in the national reform necessary to create a sound basis for European 

project funding. Horizon 2020 rules and Structural Fund rules conflict with each other and make 

coordination between R&I-related action in both of them rather difficult. 

This also applies to other organisations with the same member states, such as EUREKA, ESA and 

others which invest in research. The European Infrastructure Investment Program offers a valuable 

example of bringing together various funding opportunities too. 

It needs to be examined if and how the successful Erasmus programme can be extended to young 

workers in vocational training programmes, in cooperation with companies with locations in different 

member states. 

 

Recommendation 2.2 - Re-organize and strengthen existing innovation steering structures and 

mechanisms for the implementation of missions through innovation ecosystems  

2.2.1 The EU and each of its member states need mechanisms to stimulate alignment, create or 

complete the innovation ecosystems and overcome multiple fragmentations. Successful member 

states have done so, why not all of them? It directly affects competitiveness and budgets and it 

should therefore be part of the semester evaluation by the Commission and Council.  

To achieve this objective, there should be a clearly defined mechanism with overarching 

responsibility for innovation and competitiveness within the EU institutions and each member state. 

The European Innovation Council has been given a too limited role to fulfil this overarching role. It 

should become a collaborative mechanism responsible for innovation ecosystem emergence and 

completion.  

These mechanisms must guarantee overall coherence between countries, sectors, networks, clusters, 

departments and their rules and actions. They must address the innovation ecosystem in its entirety 

to ensure that the innovation-policy mix is coherent. They will also have a major role to play in the 

alignment of perceptions, preferences and objectives regarding innovations, technologies and 

institutions and in ensuring institutional adaptability to change and the resilience required. 
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2.2.2. The new approach to define inclusive missions is a welcome innovation in EU policymaking, but 

it should not be just a label. A mission must be a truly overarching policy direction with a clearly 

defined objective and a frame of the various issues to be taken into account.23 It focusses on mega-

challenges, such as inequality or climate change, and drives innovation to deal with them. They must 

not be developed top-down from Brussels, but bottom-up from the member states, with an 

important role for national parliaments.  

Missions require cross-disciplinary inputs and cross-sector collaboration by people with core and 

secondary competences, from different policy levels (EU, member states) and from the private sector 

(business, civic society). Missions require an ecosystem approach to achieve their objectives through 

co-creation and complementary implementation by the various stakeholders.  

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

symphony orchestra. In the Commission, the role of the Vice-Presidents should therefore be further 

widened and deepened. Missions must overarch the vertical division of competences and set more 

complementary policy directions. 24 They should also innovate the narrative of European integration 

and cooperation. 

Setting missions, based on multidisciplinary foresight and evidence, also helps to avoid a key problem 

in large bureaucratic systems: that of defining and using the leverage points to push for change. 25 

The path-dependent thinking in some policy areas or regulatory reform is one of the main causes of 

declining efficacy and system credibility.  

A reformed EIC is the right place to oversee mission implementation and to advise the Commission 

about this complex task. It should not be a technocratic EIC, but one in which key concerns such as 

solidarity between sociological strata or between urban and rural territories, should be discussed 

too. This can provide useful input for building more social cohesion and interest in the common good 

of the citizens.   

 

 

Recommendation 2.3 – EU Innovation funding and innovation ecosystems 

 

Innovation requires strategically targeted funding to support niches and (trans-regional) innovation 

clusters. EU funding is too static and slow in allocating money where it is needed to support scaling 

up. While money is certainly one of the problems in Europe with regard to scaling, the other one is 

the incomplete state of the single market. And the latter is probably the more important problem of 

the two. This deficit in realising a truly single market and its consequences are hampering the scaling 

of innovation. If this problem is not addressed, the new sources of money will be ineffective. 

Therefore, a different approach should be followed, an approach conceived by the European 

Innovation Council and implemented through a third party like the EIB (following the model of US 

DARPA). 

 

                                                           
23 Mariana Mazzucato, The Entrepreneurial State, 2011. 
24 The Commission is rightly moving in this direction, for example when it seeks to link health, environmental and agricultural policy. If 
there were an overarching mission of healthy nutrition for citizens, then a deeper mindshift would be created, facilitating management 
shifts. The approach should be extended to other policy areas.  
25 Donalla Meadows, Leverage points: places to intervene in a system, The Sustainability Institute, 1999  
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2.3.1 - A rapid response funding system should to be put in place, and the EIB should have a real (or 

virtual) common pot for funding high-risk projects with breakthrough potential. Besides, the many 

different EU innovation funding instruments (EIT, COSME, Eurostars, H2020) need to be reviewed 

(what works best, survives), and need to be better bundled. Lastly, the Capitals Market Union 

initiative needs a stronger political push and commitment to overcome fragmentation in the EU 

financial market and better incentive private equity. 

2.3.2. The European Innovation Council should become the starting point of a more ambitious 

process connecting Commission and governments more closely and more widely to the complex, 

multi-disciplinary and multi-sector, interactive innovation developments in the European economy 

and society. Therefore, the mission of the EIC should be clearly identified, with a precise 

understanding of its short and long-term roles and its organisation should be in line with the realities 

of the digital age. In fact, it should be a platform of platforms, inspired by the best examples in 

member states.  

The EIC should: 

 develop outside-the-box thought leadership on how to turn research and creativity into 

market opportunities which can bring prosperity and reduce inequalities;  

 become a change agent to create more innovation-friendly contextual conditions, bridging 

the two parallel universes of public governance and business operating in markets; 

 stimulate the implementation of the innovation principle throughout the multi-layered EU 

governance system and stimulate regulatory innovations; 

 improve the interface between research policies and other policies;  

 improve the interface between the Commission and national administrations or agencies 

responsible for innovation policy, via an ecosystem approach and help to overcome silo 

approaches in (European and national) governance institutions; 

 leverage public with private research investments and offer advice on how to improve their 

attractiveness for investment and researchers in Europe (tax systems, venture capital, etc.);  

 stimulate joint initiatives in top sectors and ensure a market-driven approach; 

 advise where the public interest and high commercial risk make public research funding 

necessary;  

 develop proposals to rapidly reduce the innovation fault lines in the Single Market and help 

member states with a low score to leapfrog; 

 evaluate the impacts of policy and research on innovation.  

The EIC should be a new experiment on how to organise bottom-up and multi-stakeholder advice in 

the digital age, and not copy previous models.   

This can be achieved by conceiving the EIC as an open digital milky way of interconnected platforms 

involving multiple stakeholders and focussing on a variety of innovation developments. Each 

platform linked to the overarching EIC platform itself should have a quadruple core composition but 

with open access. The platform conveners should ensure operational efficacy and transparency. 
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Recommendation 2.4 - Facilitate academia- business cooperation across the EU 

More than ever, the University of the Future has three key tasks to fulfil: education, research and 

entrepreneurship. Research cooperation with companies will benefit all three tasks. Cooperation 

should go beyond technical and scientific knowledge creation and extend to social sciences in order 

to enhance the public and social value of joint research projects.  

2.4.1 - There is still a need for the EU to actively encourage stronger participation of private 

companies within the ERA, in particular emerging new innovators and SMEs, in the form of public-

private partnerships and cooperation between research centres and enterprises. It is also important 

to enhance intersectional innovation capacity by better linking together researchers from different 

sectors, since many innovative breakthroughs take place at the intersection of sectors, fields and 

cultures. 

2.4.2 - Networks are key in the digital economy. They will naturally emerge bottom-up; but a top-

down approach may sometimes be needed and may be complementary. The EU and/or interested 

groups of member states (variable geometry should apply) or even wider groups, such as Eureka, 

should support emerging or potential ecosystems by incentivising and facilitating cooperation 

between universities and between companies and universities and by jointly eliminating obstacles, 

including traditional mind-sets and mobility of human capital. It should be made attractive for top 

researchers from outside Europe to work here.  

2.4.3 - The idea of ‘big’ projects is worth considering serving as an integrator of innovation 

ecosystems in the Single Market. But it is only worthwhile if from the start such projects are carried 

out without ‘national’ considerations and focus purely on research and the global market. Therefore, 

strict quality criteria must be established up front by a group of experts which include non-Europeans 

too.  

Such projects can serve not only to keep high added-value jobs in Europe, but also to attract top 

talents from outside. Project design and development should be done transparently and with 

stakeholder involvement. Special attention should be paid to the uptake of new or emerging 

technologies in traditional sectors including promotion and development in indigenous industries 

and to social innovation which has a huge potential for cross-sector cooperation.  

 

Recommendation 2.5 - Upgrading European education for a digitalised market and society.  

The digitalisation of the economy is an undeniable fact and a continuous trend which is merely 

starting to impact the labour market.  

Education, from kindergarten to university, is key if Europe wants to become competitive and less 

dependent on foreign knowledge. Developing interconnected relations between education and the 

labour market is the basis of a competitive work force which will be prepared for the changes that 

digitalisation is bringing to the way we work. This needs to go beyond the traditional thinking and 
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focus on enabling everyone for a digitalised future. It is imperative to avoid that any group of people 

being left behind and become digitally illiterate. 

The European education paradigms need to be reviewed with the aim of reconciling traditional 

curricula with a system more attentive to scientific, technological and entrepreneurial education as 

well as to continuous, life-long education and learning. This will result in the creation of an approach 

which is fit for a rapidly changing economic context and the digital economy. 

Enabling people through education in those skills which will allow them to operate, work, learn and 

live in a very different world from the one we live in now, is the ultimate task of European 

governments to secure the future of people. We need to break the silos in the disciplines and to 

rephrase what we mean when we talk about a social Europe: a social Europe is a Europe that 

protects but also a Europe that enables and creates the grounds for society to flourish. 

Education policies need to better introduce creative practices and methods in teaching. Focus must 

be given to training teachers to increasingly use thinking tools which trigger creativity and at the 

same time improve general technological and IT knowledge.  

2.5.1 - Excellence in education cannot rely on the evaluation of academic skills with a unique metric 

system. Education institutions over the last decades have faced the challenge of massification, and 

commodification to education institutions, which is the evaluation of the academic skills on the same 

metric systems, which ultimately relates financial incentives to performance, and this has impacted 

the quality of teaching, whose importance has decreased compared to research, which provides 

financial input for universities.  

2.5.2 - It is therefore necessary to refocus innovation as a problem solving tool for the challenges of 

the new era of digitalisation and with this having the capacity to consider what it means to 

institutions in order to deliver education and teaching of appropriate skills to deliver an educated 

society which can respond to the growing trends of the innovative technologies.  

All the potential of innovation as a problem-solving tool, needs to be brought to universities in the 

form of teaching.  

Alongside promoting digital skills at all levels of education, is the need to overcome the skills gap in 

advanced manufacturing and engineering. Innovation and the transition of industry towards 

advanced and high-quality manufacturing (“Industry 4.0”) require capabilities and knowledge of 

manufacturing management principles and technological components, preferably from an 

intersectional perspective. Learning these dimensions would help develop skills in problem-solving 

and solution-finding, both essential in enabling the innovation required to meet the present and 

future needs of businesses and public sectors. 

2.5.3 - Being in business where most innovation happens, a strong partnership between education 

institutions and business is needed, with these partnerships we will help the universities to provide 

people with the skills needed to facilitate innovation and deliver educated people for the end use of 

this innovation.  

To facilitate cross-border knowledge, Europe needs cross-border networks of companies which can 

be used for helping people to participate in different departments and collaborate with the other 

companies in the network. 
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Business actors should not act as mere passive ‘financiers’ but engage actively as partners with 

educational institutes in order to give students and researchers a comprehensive view of the 

innovation value chain and entrepreneurship. Involvement by businesses is fundamental in providing 

guidance on entrepreneurial aspects such as how to develop and manage start-ups. 

2.5.4 - Together with research investments, an effort is needed to upgrade education and vocational 

training systems at all stages in view of the future capacities needed. It is equally important to seek 

the development of research, education and training clusters, not necessarily in a strict geographic 

but in a networked form, and in cooperation with business. This in turn can boost coherence in the 

Single Market. 

  



 

 

24 

 

III.   NURTURE AND EMPOWER A SOCIAL AND A TERRITORIAL DIMENSION IN 

POLICYMAKING 

Bringing together member states around a more social and territorial Europe has to be at the 

forefront of the European Union as one of the new strategic leitmotivs to reconnect the European 

project with European society.  

A social Europe cannot be understood as some kind of single market of welfare provision (education, 

health, pension, unemployment protection), though it has links to the single market and its four 

freedoms, nor as one giant, centralist EU welfare state, but as a combination of national welfare 

state systems. A social Union requires a different mind-set, focussed on citizens’ immediate needs, 

away from rationalist, economic thinking although market mechanisms can play a role in order to 

ensure efficacy. However, the notion of a state-run public service should not be sacrificed.  

State welfare systems are a key part of national identities and of accountability of national 

governments and should remain so. As a collateral effect of unilateral focus of the Community 

method on economic and monetary integration, welfare systems have been weakened. For many 

citizens this is one of the reasons for their uncertainty or anger. In turn, the resulting electoral 

instability has negative economic and political effects, de facto leading to an overall systemic 

stagnation and decline. More attention should be given to policy effects on various social groups in 

society and on urban and rural areas as distinct territorial dimensions. The rising inequality in 

societies has multiple aspects.  

The belief that economic integration would strengthen welfare states has been undermined by 

globalisation and monetary crises and the one-dimensional way in which they were managed. The 

incomplete EMU makes overall management more difficult for governments and as a result 

maintains or deepens economic fault lines in the EU.  

There is an acquis of social rights, but this so-called ‘social dimension’ does not constitute a 

comprehensive, systemic approach which protects and adapts to the digital economy that has been 

achieved by national welfare systems before, and for the outgoing industrial economy.  

Thus there is a need for innovation in national systems and simultaneously for their combination into 

a kind of intergovernmental ‘joint venture’. It should be under the control of national parliaments, 

but co-managed by the EU Commission in order to ensure its interdependence with the economic 

and monetary union. This will require significant research into new governmental concepts and 

methods, focussed on managing interdependencies more than on traditional legalistic constructions. 

Its key purpose has to be to support national systems and to ensure their individual compatibility 

with the single market. Not a one size fits all approach as under the Community method. 

Labour market flexibility needs to be combined with education and training systems and other 

measures to protect employability and people’s income. But there should be a common framework 

within which to operate. 

Economic migration should not undermine state welfare systems (though assisting refugees is part of 

human values and a legal duty). The focus on freedom of mobility needs to be checked by other 

political concerns. 
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There is a political need to rebalance economic integration and social consequences in favour of 

people’s welfare and security. 

The 2013 Social Investment Package went in the right direction, but its implementation has been 

weak. Yet the digital economy demands a strong policy of social investments to prepare people for 

the economic shifts and instability driven by technological developments. This in turn will strengthen 

EU competitiveness on global markets. Japanese and Chinese education systems, for all their faults 

from our perspective, have a competitive advantage in this respect. 

Social Union requires the innovation of OMC and democratic control by national parliaments. 

However, a coordinating role should belong to the Commission to ensure compatibility with the 

single market and EMU, and vice versa. Both should be seen as having equal importance.  

This will require large-scale research into the economics of state welfare systems and their diverse 

components; links with EMU; the effects of digitalisation; social investments and the requirements of 

competitiveness; free trade, preparing for and managing its effects in territories and social systems; 

migration and new forms of citizenship. The current focus by the Commission on new technologies is 

one-sided and overlooks a very important dimension of the Union.  

Design of such a research programme needs to be done bottom-up and be interdisciplinary. It also 

needs to include sociological analysis in order to better understand the fault lines in various countries 

between social and demographic groups. 

 

Recommendation 3.1 - Improve welfare systems through the use of digitalization and innovation to 

reduce operating costs 

The 2018 Communication of the European Commission on enabling the digital transformation of 

health and care in the Digital Single Market needs to be supported but reassessed considering the 

responsibilities of member states. They are on the demand side, the EU on the product supply side. 

But the health sector is key in every welfare system and citizens’ concerns about the future, hence its 

importance at EU level too.  

Innovation and especially digitalization, can strongly contribute to reducing the running costs of 

welfare systems, thus mitigating budget pressures and enhancing competitiveness in delivering high-

quality services to citizens at low costs. However, one should bear in mind that precision medicine 

will lead to a cost explosion.  

In line with the ambitious objectives of Horizon Europe, member states should collaborate to bring 

the advantages of public cost reduction and improved products, service and delivery to citizens as 

soon as possible. The improvement of larger data sets (‘big data’) could bring considerable 

advantages in terms of cost-effectiveness and operational efficiency in a broad variety of sectors, 

healthcare being just one of them. 
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Innovation should be encouraged and activated through novel forms of co-operation between 

companies and public authorities in innovation partnerships to deliver new welfare services. Such 

arrangements could involve experimental initiatives enabling companies, in close cooperation with 

the public sector and users, to search for innovative solutions to societal challenges. The 

development of a more holistic and value-based procurement model, rather than price-driven ones, 

could make it easier to integrate consumer experience in areas such as healthcare, social care, 

elderly care or education. 

 

Recommendation 3.2 - Improve and innovate welfare systems through careful impact assessment 

of proposed policies and regulation on people and territories 

While respecting the respective competences of the EU and member states, the new format of the 

Impact Assessment as proposed should also include a full assessment of whether and how proposed 

policies and regulations impact national welfare state systems.  

Early estimation of the collateral impact on people and territories in member states will allow more 

comprehensive European policies to be designed, reducing potential antagonism, boosting creativity 

and transversal and vertical collaboration throughout the EU system. This requires more inclusive 

IAs. 

But the link to pension systems needs to be deepened and included in a holistic approach (healthy 

aging, environment, nutrition, social networks, and flexible forms of working for longer). Being an 

exclusive responsibility of member states does not exclude peer review and mutual learning from 

reforms. In addition, it can lead to innovation in those systems more rapidly through the stimulation 

of research and the use of public procurement in order to achieve multiple related objectives in 

innovation ecosystems.   

 

Recommendation 3.3 – Thinking outside the box broadening healthcare strategies in the EU 

3.3.1 - The conceptual focus on prevention, promotion, protection and participation which the 

European Commission has had in the last few years, although extremely important, cannot be 

exclusive anymore if we want to foster innovation across a healthcare sector which faces risks which 

are quickly evolving into new diseases  

If prevention was developed as a concept to mitigate the damages and risks from illnesses in the long 

run, and cure is the short-term remedy needed, medium-term strategies are not sufficiently fostered 

to complete an integral healthcare strategy. Out-of-the-box thinking is needed to rebalance 

prevention and cure. Society demands damage control and the mitigation of risks when prevention 

fails and while research for the cure is ongoing. Plenty of innovation tools have been developed to 

achieve damage control. The preferred approach should be to incentivise citizens, which is the 

middle way between prohibition and laissez-faire.  
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To achieve damage control, a triple approach needs to be taken: 1) measurement of the dimension 

of risks to health linking demographic trends with major diseases, 2) monitoring of risks to health 

using big data and new sciences and 3) evaluation of risk profile which will make it possible to better 

prioritise and target risks to public health, maximising the available tools to fight them.  

3.3.2 - In order to implement these objectives, several reforms are needed.  

 The health portfolio needs a different approach which focuses more on the Research and 

Development of new products and services in the whole value chain. This also needs to 

create a clear link between demographic trends (with a European society that is aging faster) 

and ecological conditions and the spread of diseases with the investments borne in Research 

and Development across the whole sector (public and private). It needs to consider spatial 

(urban) and mobility collateral effects. 

 More attention is needed to new sciences and big data, and the related issue of privacy 

(avoidance of computer backtracking), data ownership and citizens right of access. With the 

aid of new technologies and the digitalisation of the health sector, better analysis of genetic 

mutations can be achieved, as well as better targeting research in areas such as Alzheimer.  

 The European healthcare sector could benefit from some cooperation with the US on 

research infrastructure, data collection (which is the basis of understanding of disease 

evolution) and a select number of other research areas, while of course preserving the 

European model. 

 Data collection would also help to develop the risk profile of diseases and to measure the 

tools which may serve as damage containment tools for mitigating diseases. Vaccines are 

one of the main examples of tools which serve in the medium term to prevent a disease from 

being developed.  

 A stronger debate on lifestyle diseases is needed, though citizens’ rights to determine their 

own life must be respected, and exploration of the available tools and products to mitigate 

and contain damages from unhealthy habits is needed. Europe should not become a nanny 

state and member states must resist the temptation to pass regulations in Brussels that they 

do not dare pass at home. 

 Long-term, cross-party commitments and setting of strategic policy goals and milestones by 

the European Council are needed to avoid changes after a 5-year term which immediately 

changes priorities in the sector. (i.e. research investments) Innovation happens rapidly but 

the framework within which it happens needs to be stable and so do the investments.  

 A single market for product manufacture by EMEA and national agencies needs to be 

developed. This will ultimately minimise bureaucratic rigidity, especially with regard to drugs 

(price negotiations and then first introduction, etc.). If not achieved in the medium term, the 

main loser will be the patient, who cannot benefit from innovative products or will find it 

hard to access new products.  
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3.3.4 – More inclusive strategies and policies, based on science and innovative ideas, are needed in 

the short run in order to mitigate the harm caused by lifestyle diseases, unhealthy habits, 

consumption patterns or exposure to harmful substances. Europe needs to lose the conservative 

approach to damage mitigation and be more open to implementing it where it can cause more 

impact, minimising damage in the short run while seeking innovative alternatives. These techniques 

have been successfully implemented in some EU countries in the fight, for instance, against 

unscientific populism (anti-vaccines actions for example) and misinformation in public media on 

innovative tools which serve to control risks.  

3.3.5 - A high-level dialogue between stakeholders, decision-makers and academia is needed to 

ensure that the three of them work together to find affordable and efficacious solutions to the 

challenges of the health sector. This will at the same time allow cross-fertilisation with other sectors 

(food, agriculture, etc.) which can participate providing their views, ideas and research, securing a 

comprehensive strategy which looks beyond traditional approaches.   

 

Recommendation 3.4 – Protect vulnerable groups from economic and societal transition risks 

It is recommended that research efforts into the sustainability transition risks in public health, 

redistribution and welfare policies be increased so as to mitigate climate-change insecurity and 

transformations on people’s lives. 

The sustainability transition affects all human activities; hence it should also protect vulnerable 

groups from economic and societal risks that are occurring in the adjustment process towards a 

circular and decarbonised economy. Those vulnerable groups should be clearly identified and should 

include in particular rural areas and low-income private households, SMEs, entrepreneurs and 

workers from declining (brown) industrial sectors, jobseekers and the elderly.  

 

Recommendation 3.5 - Building a concept of “identity security” in Europe  

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

governance. In a study about behaviourism Jordan Peterson explains that all people want to lead 

meaningful lives and that they are guided in this by maps of meaning, which have an objective and 

subjective dimension.26 The objective part of life is driven by rational, scientific, economic thinking 

and technological developments; the subjective part is driven by ancient myths and narratives, family 

memories, personal characteristics, expectations and opportunities. They continuously interact in 

each person and they incite people to connect with people with similar mind-sets, leading to group 

thinking and action. Modern media have increased connectivity, and thus the distribution of the 

behavioural effects of this phenomenon. But maps of meaning differ between and within countries, 

creating an extra problem for supra-national policymaking.  

Identity is like a ‘parliament of self’. There are different levels of the concept of identity, and Europe 

needs to build new frameworks which can link the social Europe and a concept of multidimensional 

                                                           
26 Jordan Petersen, Maps of Meaning: the architecture of belief, 1999  
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identities in multiple sociological strata. The concept of European and global citizenship is a message 

which does not neutralise the concept of nationality. Europe should not be presented in public 

narratives as something separate, it is in fact the sum total, where unity and diversity must remain in 

balance.  In the future, people will once more have to live with multiple identity feelings, as in the 

past, before the rise of the single national identity. Europe’s history before the 19th century and the 

building of the centralised nation state in parallel with the industrial economy offers a broad 

spectrum of examples. This concept cannot serve the future economic, social and cultural conditions 

of the digital age. 

A new narrative which explains the reasons of the European Union is needed in order to leave behind 

a traditional concept of what is Europe, inspired by the western Roman empire  and its successor the 

Charlemagne empire27 There is not one history for the Union to consider, but multiple, interacting 

histories. 28 This would help legitimacy and the building of a multidimensional identity concept. 

Europe should look beyond this idea used as its basis since the 1950s and merge the contemporary 

evolution of the European Union with the historic transformation of Europe. The enlargement 

policies work when trying to build a single market but going beyond historic borders to the east 

needs to be complemented with a societal speech which creates the concept of “belonging” to the 

European Union based on multiple histories, complementing the single national identity with the 

“multiple identity” feeling. The external role of the Union (and EEAS) in fact play a role in this too, 

because European communality is more easily perceived from the outside or through its actions in 

the world (climate or trade policy for example).  

 

Recommendation 3.6 - Migration and asylum: innovative concepts of citizenship are needed, and 

difficult decisions must be made 

Next to the Europe’s other problems, recent surveys show that EU citizens worry most about 

immigration and asylum polices in the Union and the member states. Also, in spite of immigration 

and asylum having been named as one of the ten priority policy areas of the former Juncker 

Commission, both EU decision-makers and Member States’ politicians seem to be shying away from 

making courageous decisions and explaining them, for fear of the reaction of (some) of their 

constituents. 

 

Indeed, although it has been a leitmotiv in the Union for many years, more recently Europe has been 

surprised and overwhelmed by the massive rise in illegal immigration and large numbers of fugitives 

and asylum seekers from all over the world and notably Africa, the Near and Middle East and the 

Balkans. 

 

An estimated 216 million people, or 3.2 per cent of the world’s population, were international (legal 

and ‘illegal’) migrants in 201029. The increase of just over 150 million in 199030 accounted for about 

                                                           
27 An example of a historically more inclusive narrative is the Empress Theophano Foundation and Prize, set up recently in Greece. See 
www.theophano.eu  
28 The presentations in the European history museum in Brussels are the opposite of an objective and inclusive narrative. 
29 World Bank (2010) Bilateral Migration and Remittances 2010. November. Available at: http://go.worldbank.org/JITC7NYTT0 
2. United Nations (2009) International Migration 2009. Available at: 
http://www.un.org/esa/population/publications/2009Migration_Chart/2009IttMig_chart.htm 

http://www.theophano.eu/
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40 per cent of US population growth and 90 per cent of the EU-15 population growth31. These figures 

keep rising. The highest number of arrivals to the EU - 1,015,078 - was recorded in 2015, whilst the 

highest estimated number of dead and missing migrants in the Mediterranean - 5,096 - was recorded 

in 201632. 

 

Migrant traffic and trafficking has been rising for various reasons. People coming to Europe are trying 

to find shelter, refuge, and sanctuary here. Others would simply like to escape their poor economic 

situation back home.  

 

A lack of pragmatism (as shown in the financial crisis), communication errors (about refugees and 

migrants), political lack of solidarity, EU institutions’ attempts at power grabbing, and bureaucratic 

inertia have left citizens confused, worried or angry. The continuing drowning of people in the 

Mediterranean and the Gulag like conditions in the euphemistically called ‘transit centres’ in Libya 

have seriously undermined Europe’s humanitarian credibility, and with it its global soft power 

approach.     

 

The EU’s general public is irritated and confused and faced with a trilemma: 

 

1.  On the one hand, European values dictate we help refugees from outside the Union on moral 

grounds. Notably, rescue operations in the Mediterranean  seem to be the order of the day, in 

order to prevent the Mediterranean from becoming a watery mass grave. 

2. On the other hand, rescue operations making the crossing of the sea less risky may well 

contribute to a mounting wave of migrants into Europe, as risks will be reduced and incentives 

will rise. 

3.  From a purely rational vantage point and leaving humanitarian aspects aside, rescue operations 

or even the opening up of large legal channels for immigration would not serve to regulate but 

rather to stimulate immigration into the Union. The reason being that this would not help at all 

in stabilizing the political and economic situation in the countries of origin. Fighting the root 

causes of migration, in Africa in particular, is the order of the day and a radical innovation is 

needed in the African-European relationship and its myriad of agreements, many of which are 

no longer up-to-date. The idea of a Partnership launched by Commission President Juncker 

needs to get substance.   

 

So, Europeans are afraid that ten years from now, Europe will look completely different unless we 

are willing to take hard decisions and make “tough choices” on migration and asylum and are eager 

to develop new innovative models of how to deal with this pertinent problem. 

 

While many citizens of Europe feel and perceive that Europe cannot absorb all the millions from 

Africa, the Near East, or Asia who wish to gain access in order to share western standards of living 

and wealth, EU politicians are most reticent to take the decisions needed. The need to define a 

                                                           
31 Bijak, J (2006) Forecasting International Migration: Selected Theories, Models, and Methods, Working Paper 4/2006, Central European 
Forum for Migration Research, Warsaw, Poland;  Howe, N, Jackson, R (2006) Long-Term Immigration Projection Methods: Current Practice 
and How to Improve It, Center for Retirement Research Working Paper 2006–3, Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), 
Washington, DC. 
32 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-44660699  

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-44660699
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ceiling (at whatever high or low level) and the composition of those to be admitted, i.e. regarding the 

volume of the inflow, has not so far been acknowledged by either member states’ politicians or the 

Union’s representatives. Rather, the European Commission is searching for a fairer way to distribute 

asylum seekers and migrants in the EU which is taking the second step before the first one has been 

taken. 

 

Migration policy in the EU has become a case study of the famous dictum of Russell Achoff, the 

pioneer of systems thinking: ‘The righter we try to do the wrong thing, the more wrong it becomes. It 

is therefore better to do the right thing wrong, learn from mistakes and correct them’. But such 

agility does not easily fit with the legalistic and bureaucratic culture which has come to dominate the 

EU in the last decade. European policies have been driven too little by facts, independent scientific 

impact assessments, and (European and/or national) conceptual and policy innovations, and too 

much by EU institutional self-interests and by national media hysteria and/or electoral calculations. A 

new approach is needed, based on evidence and foresight of economic needs and social adaptability 

and its causes and remedies.  

 

Despite problems with some reluctant member states, the Commission repeatedly unveiled concrete 

proposals for the relocation and the resettlement of large numbers from outside the EU across 

member states. Under the Commission’s scheme, the 28 member states would be required to accept 

asylum seekers in proportion to the size of their economy, unemployment rate and population. 

However, such a distribution key needs to find acceptance with the populations in the respective 

countries and needs to be adopted by the Council, voting by qualified majority. It looks like the plan 

will be continuously refuted and rejected. 

 

In order to regain citizens’ trust and confidence all over Europe, and to compensate for the loss of EU 

attractiveness, policymakers need to act jointly and with a focus on the troublesome issue of 

determining the number and composition of migrants as well as to decide on the national quotas. As 

long as policymakers beat around the bush, the EU’s attractiveness and popularity will continue to be 

severely damaged.  

 

Therefore, it is recommended that a method be used that has been shown to work well in the case of 

Brexit: the European Council should nominate a trusted and qualified person to make a 

fundamentally new start. She/he should be able to have a good team which should consider all the 

elements that play a role in an inclusive, fair, balanced and efficient migration policy: historical, 

cultural and sociological elements (in each member state), long-term economic forecasts, labour 

markets, education and welfare systems, public administration management capacities, appropriate 

(national) methods and narratives to build consensus, creative solution finding for entirely new 

contextual conditions. This should then lead to developing a novel and innovative approach to EU 

and national policymaking. Overall, the final outcome should be the design of new forms of 

citizenship, adapted to the economy and social conditions of the 21st century and ways to develop 

them. 33     

                                                           
33 A “multiple identity” feeling makes it necessary to believe in broader concepts of citizenship. Concepts such as global (digitalised) 
citizenship enable people to overrun limitations imposed by place of birth and administrative documentation. Societies are created from 
the organisation of peoples under common values and behaviour patrons in a single space, therefore the mere concept of society clashes 
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IV.   RESEARCH AND INNOVATION FOR THE PUBLIC GOOD 

Europe repeatedly faces the same barrier when it comes to research and innovation. Even today, 

more clarity is needed on the purposes of research (knowledge development) and of innovation 

(knowledge application) and on the desired outcomes and different methods of each, to better 

understand them and then project them in society.  

Innovation can be triggered by a broad range of forces beyond research and it can take a wide variety 

of forms. Therefore, new business trends, such as personalisation of products and authenticity, the 

future role of the block chain, or consumer-driven innovations, are essential to be included in the 

mental frameworks of policy elaboration. 

Europe tends to forget that Innovation is not an end in itself, from which societal benefits arise 

automatically through its impact on growth and competitiveness. A much more critical assessment of 

the potential benefits and risks of innovation is needed, in order to shape policies that foster the 

benefits and minimize the risks. This reality needs to be explained to member states and the 

Commission, only then will we have a framework for a proper innovation ecosystem.  

If the EU really wants to become an innovation-driven economy, then its current system of 

policymaking must fundamentally re-shape itself to take into account new contextual conditions. 

There is innovation in all member states, but the speed of introduction to the market is low (hence 

the migration to the USA). This should be one of the roles of the Innovation Council and an element 

to be designed by an in-house innovation think tank of the Council which is needed. 

Funding mechanisms have been extensively considered as the main instrument for boosting 

innovation in Europe. However, this approach has proven incomplete and sometimes insufficient to 

traduce funding to tangible inputs in society, completing the transformation from research to 

innovation.  

To close the loop of research and innovation and better improve an innovation ecosystem which 

enables innovative ideas to develop into the EU market, over the past few years this High-Level 

Group has developed the following recommendation. 

 

Recommendation 4.1 – Consider Structural Funds as an opportunity for stimulating innovation 

The review of the Structural Funds offers an important opportunity for stimulating innovation-based 

growth. It should be a requirement that a high percentage be invested in research and innovation 

and in social innovation. Only in this way will they help to reduce the economic and social gaps in the 

EU. Moreover, the funds should be made conditional on a national roadmap to reach the 3% target 

of GDP spending on research. For a short time, the Structural Funds could help fill the remaining gap 

to reach 3%. Such public R&D investments are more necessary than ever given the current short-

termism in the banking sector and the limited availability in Europe of venture capital. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
with the “single identity” logic and calls for the “multidimensional identity” approach to build modern and reinforced societies. At the 
dawn of a new age, Europe needs to review its old concepts without upsetting those which still adhere to them, facilitating multiple spaces 

and networked living.  
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+Recommendation 4.2 - Bring coherence to innovation funding instruments 

4.2.1 - More coherence among the R&D funding instruments is needed, especially at a time in which 

different instruments are being created in many areas (InvestEU, VentureEU, Horizon Europe, etc.). 

From the start, new regulations need to be designed with synergies, coherence, compatibility and 

complementarity and with transparent, independent evaluation in mind. The ESIF in particular must 

continue to be used intensively for R&D investment. Regulatory constraints, such as the application 

of state aid rules, require re-thinking. Considering the large number of funding programmes which 

directly, indirectly or even just slightly aim to change an innovation ecosystem of the EU, 

simplification and greater coherence across all EU funding instruments and programmes is urgently 

required for the period after 2020.  

4.2.2 - Europe should take inspiration from other methods of funding (e.g. DARPA in the USA) to 

modify its culture of subsidising into a culture of investing and stimulate more fundamental research 

with a high risk (but equally with a high chance of game-changing innovations). The separate funding 

of key enabling technologies (KETs) is one of the successes of Horizon 2020. A separate technology-

oriented programme area on KETs should therefore be included in the future framework programme 

to ensure Europe’s future competitiveness and they should be included in the more inclusive 

missions and policies’ approaches advocated above. 

 

Recommendation 4.3 - Broaden the scope of innovation  

4.3.1 - There is a great need for better embedding of research projects in strategic policy objectives 

and in existing areas that require policy improvement, such as agriculture, nutrition and public health 

or energy. The link with the intended industrial policy needs clarifying and deepening. Here is a role 

for inputs by the European Policy Strategy Centre, the Joint Research Centre, the reformed 

Innovation Council, in a coherent and collaborative way.  

4.3.2 - Much more focus is needed on the transformation processes and their interdependence. 

Many established policies require fundamental shifts in order to fully exploit the potential benefits of 

innovation. The key issue of innovation in public policymaking methods, in institutional settings and 

in managing system change (in EU and national governance), is overlooked, debilitating the chances 

of wide benefiting from R&D&I investments. 

 

Recommendation 4.4 - Leave path-dependent thinking, move toward more radical reforms of 

research & innovation policy management 

In order to have a significant research impact on growth and competitiveness and on citizens’ 

wellbeing, the Commission and Council must leave path dependency and work towards more radical 

and comprehensive reforms. The inclusion of systematic and open-impact evaluation methods, 

focussed on (intended and unintended) outcomes of policies and regulations and not on processes, is 
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necessary for this purpose. So, it is a culture change from bureaucratic methods towards managerial 

ones which is needed. 

Innovation often happens in disruptive, unforeseeable ways, overtaking an existing legislative 

framework that often lacks sufficient flexibility to adapt to these rapid changes. As a result, many 

promising innovations run the risk of being eliminated from the market. Barriers preventing the 

integration on the market of innovative ideas arising from that market and social demand that lead 

to business transformation have essentially formed the blockade cutting off those transformations, 

ultimately hampering the European economy.  

 

Recommendation 4.5 - Apply the “excellence impact” criteria in research budgetary policies to 

other sectors important for growth and competitiveness and for social cohesion 

The search for excellence needs to be protected, because without excellence in research, the 

budgets invested will not produce the desired returns in market and society. Excellence and impact 

are directly related. They build and depend on each other: scientific excellence is essential for 

developing and exploring ground-breaking ideas. Disruptive, market-creating innovations with a high 

impact can be advanced on this basis. Maximum impact can only be achieved efficiently through 

excellent research.  

4.5.1 - A cultural shift towards “excellence-driven impact” should result in deepening our 

understanding of excellence in Europe. However, the budget increases should be accompanied by a 

priority setting of sectors in which to promote European research programmes. Several areas are 

prime candidates for this: social and territorial inequality, health, nutrition and agri-foods, and 

cybersecurity, but also energy, climate, education, air and water 

 Agri-food stands at the dawn of radical changes in production methods due to digitalisation 

and breakthroughs in life sciences. Together they can bring disruptive innovation in the 

benefit of biodiversity and the environment, but also of public health and global food 

production, to name but a few of the most important potential effects. 

 Cybersecurity has become an urgency for governments, business and citizens alike. It may be 

an area where new member states can develop further competitive edge, based on their 

research and education focus of the past.  

 Health policy is moving from cure to prevention. Digitalisation allows a paradigm shift 

towards a more comprehensive healthcare system whereby prevention and cure, processes, 

public-private partnership and welfare clusters all interact. Public funding is, however, not 

the ultimate tool for the lack of innovation in public health, the industry alone already 

spends much more money than public research. 

It is of crucial importance to protect the data and privacy of European companies and citizen alike 

against intrusion by of foreign competitors, some of them with the clear purpose of influencing 

commercial and individual liberties through new extensive control mechanisms. This is a matter of 

collectively protecting the sovereignty and societal model of the member states. 
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Recommendation 4.6 - Rethink the management of Horizon Europe to maximise the impact in 

innovation across the EU  

4.6.1 - Horizon Europe needs a rethinking in the way the resources are distributed based on the 

capacity of each member state to generate innovative ideas. In a single market, the successes of one 

member state immediately has a spillover effect on the remaining member states. In other words, 

Innovation across the EU must be financed without attention to a criterion based on nationality but 

rather its impact on the EU single market. The present dispersive spending methods which aim to 

ensure that everyone gets something (“juste retour” in terms of the EU budget), begets a waste of 

public resources. Procedures must be established to eliminate this outdated approach.  

4.6.2 - Europe will continue to lag behind its main competitors if it does not treat national and 

European, public and private R&D investments as complementary and if it does not seek to leverage 

them better. It should use its emerging defence cooperation to ensure military and civil applications 

of research investments whenever possible in order to increase the return on its R&D&I investments. 

However, FP9 should focus exclusively on civilian activities. A European defence research programme 

should preferably be established as a separate research programme outside of FP9. 

4.6.3 - Under Horizon 2020, Programme Committees, composed of member state experts and the 

Commission chairing, are in charge of adopting the content of the works programmes via 

implementing acts. These programmes are fundamental in defining the orientation and concrete 

shape of research in Europe. Stakeholders should be directly involved in the upstream and 

downstream process of Horizon Europe, and more substantially than via open consultations. 

 

Recommendation 4.7 – Structural reforms are needed to achieve a better institutional 

management of innovation  

4.7.1 - At Commission level, the Joint Research Centre (JRC) must fall under the responsibility of DG 

RTD or the Secretariat General, where it could play a joint policy supporting role with the EPSC, with 

its focus on foresight, and work more closely with the reformed EIC. More collaborative governance 

methods imply that it should also report to the member states. The JRC service should be entitled to 

support EU policies with independent scientific evidence throughout the whole policy cycle, which 

means it has a horizontal scope of action just as the innovation ecosystem which DG RTD is 

mandated to create. The links that can be created are essential to foster an innovative union 

breaking the “silo approach” The JRC with its global networks that already supports every 

Commission Directorate General, should play a stronger role to overcome silo thinking and policy 

planning, fostering synergies across the departments of the Commission. Together, they can play a 

useful role in considering designs to help the institutions leave path-dependency, a contradiction 

with an EU context changing so rapidly and fundamentally. The JRC, as the Commission’s science and 

knowledge service, is a key player in a scientific approach to future scenarios and societal challenges 

and making more use of its research activities holds great potential for an innovative EU policy 
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4.7.2 - The Council of the European Union needs strengthening to ensure its secretariat can oversee 

and co- drive the different policies. It must ensure it has the most efficient human capabilities for an 

open and continuous communication with and among member states. Currently, a great number of 

positions in the Council´s secretariat are not filled due to an outdated human resources policy which 

needs urgent reform.  

4.7.3 - The European Council needs a foresight strategy unit which can combine the priorities of the 

member states with assessments of its own. Why not transfer a (reformed) EPSC to it? (Whilst at the 

same time repositioning the JRC as proposed.) This unit must focus on how to link the priorities of 

the European Council for the future of the European Union and the European Market with the 

appropriate policies to adopt. This unit, for the disciplinary scope of its work, must be created in the 

form of an in-house think tank for the European Council.   

 

Recommendation 4.8 - Achieve alignment between market and policy actors  

4.8.1 - This must be a continuous task for the European Commission across the different legislative 

terms, and better coordination among member states under the umbrella of the European Union is 

required. There is often little synchrony between business strategies aimed at global markets and 

policy cycles aimed at national elections. While these lacks of synchrony are inevitable in democratic 

market economies, they can constitute a systemic weakness for long-term investments in research 

and innovation. Some of Europe’s competitors, operating with different government models and in 

different cycles, do not face such difficulties to the same extent. It is therefore important to explore 

the bottlenecks for R&D&I upfront, for each sector and subsector. 

4.8.2 - There is a need for enhanced collaboration between stakeholders (industry and research & 

technology institutions), and long-term anticipation studies (2030 years foresight) to define the 

missions of the FP9 and to increase social and economic effectiveness. Missions should be defined in 

the context of societal needs, to be identified bottom-up by the member states, and the grand 

European and global challenges, including the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the 

Paris climate agreement. The use of state-the-art technologies, particularly key enabling 

technologies, provide the basis for mission-oriented innovations. 

It is proposed that DG RTD create a unit which acts as an observatory for these bottlenecks and 

works directly with the Council in exploring the different means to bring coherence to the initiatives 

in each country with the Single market initiative.  

 

Recommendation 4.9 – Enhancing a European Space Policy as a crosscutting tool to maximise the 

effects of other specific policies.  

Cross-cutting tools are needed in EU policymaking. Experience has showed that effective policies are 

those which cross-fertilise experiences from other sectors and areas, looking towards the future and 

leaving a margin for innovation which will feed in from the advances in other sectors.  
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Space Policy is the most comprehensive tool the EU has to maximise innovation in different areas 

(infrastructure, mobility, communications, agriculture, climate policy, research, etc.). The benefits of 

a structured and well-conceived space policy that goes beyond the classic concept of satellite 

construction, can be seen and measured directly in other EU priorities which need a horizontal Space 

policy with applications in different areas. 

Data collected from space is unquestionably extremely valuable to improve our communications, 

transport, the digitalisation of our market, defence, our agriculture and in general to maximise the 

competitiveness of our economies. With the addition of space data, we can maximise the value of 

science in the decision-making process. 

4.9.1 - Today Space Policy is under the management of DG GROW, which is outdated logic. The silo 

approach of the different DGs has blocked the cross-fertilisation to other areas. What is needed, is a 

Space Policy inter-DG platform that can benefit from space policy in fields like agriculture, defence 

and the environment. A Vice-President without portfolio needs to be the main person responsible for 

this platform, ensuring that innovation from Space Policy cross-fertilises with other policy areas, 

raising the importance of Space Policy in EU policymaking. 

4.9.2 - Space Policy requires international cooperation, and therefore this inter-DG Space Policy 

platform should have the European Space Agency (ESA) as a consulting partner, as an advisor, to 

create a comprehensive space policy which can impact every single policy of the European Union. 

Only through a high level of cooperation with the European Space Agency can a bridge be created 

between policy design by the EU and effective policy implementation in the field of Space.  

The direct responsibility from by Vice-President for this Space Policy inter-DG platform will 

simultaneously ensure the direct implication of the Council, again bringing more attention from 

member states for a key policy which in recent years was relegated to a secondary position, as the 

thematic European councils on space policy have shown (resulting in a lack of concrete measures).  

4.9.3 - The Council Secretariat must create a specific Directorate, outside the Economic Affairs and 

Competitiveness Directorate which will serve as the link between the Council and the Commission, 

with the aim of ensuring continuous work and discussions by member states on Space Policy and its 

implementation across all other policies. Simply a Unit for Space Policy is not enough to maximise the 

effect of Space Policy.   
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V.   PUBLIC GOVERNANCE INNOVATION 

 

Despite improvements already made to policy and regulation , and despite an interesting public 

management experiment (in DG RTD),  more effort is needed in the Commission, but even more in 

the other EU institutions which have remained far behind in their thinking and practice about 

management. It is unacceptable that parliamentary amendments or Council working groups can 

distort policy coherence and efficacy without proper impact assessment. As a result, the efforts, 

insufficient still, of the Commission for better regulation can be undone by others in the decision-

making chain.  

Everyone recognises that issues are becoming ever-more complex. Not everyone draws the practical 

conclusions that, in order to deal with that complexity, systemic innovations in the EU system of 

governance are essential. The governance system designed in the 1950s is no longer capable of 

dealing with current policy needs. Managing complex issues requires a cultural change towards open 

innovation methods (as promoted in some member states), toward more agile regulatory 

architectures (instead of the static ones of the industrial age). In practice this requires co-design and 

a departure from silo thinking and procedures based on it; all efforts to simplify and optimize the 

procedures must involve careful consideration of the factors of speed, legal certainty and user 

friendliness. Improvements are needed in the interaction between the silos and regarding the 

coordination of individual activities. Elements of the European R&I which have generally proven 

successful should be continued. 

However, the checks and balances in the system have been distorted and need to be put right again. 

The economic, social, historic and cultural realities of the EU reside in the member states, not in 

Brussels or Strasbourg. Therefore the OMC as an embryonic method of intergovernmental 

cooperation need to be made more effective, with a co-steering role for Commission and democratic 

overseeing by national parliaments.

Recommendation 5.1 - Innovate policymaking processes  

5.1.1 - Collaborative, multi-disciplinary, multi-departmental teams are required to pro-actively design 

research programmes and future regulatory architecture to deal with the likely outcomes. These 

must be technology neutral, as the Council decided in May 2016 when it adopted the innovation 

principle as a new guiding policy principle. The current reform process is too path-dependent and 

driven by legalistic thinking focussed on procedures instead of management thinking focussed on 

outcomes. The bureaucratisation of the innovation principle in a task force will not bring the overall 

impact needed which was intended by the Council. With a proper EIC as advisory body to the 

Commission, its role belongs more naturally to the JRC and the Vice-President with RTD in her/his 

portfolio. 
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5.1.2 - Essential improvements depend on inputs from business and stakeholders at the stage of 

problem definition, before any draft policy or regulatory proposals, because the definition of an issue 

influences the outcome. Problem definition is as important an exercise as problem solving and it 

requires a collaborative approach between the EU and member states and private stakeholders. If 

this is organised in ways stimulated by open innovation thinking and methods, then it should not be 

seen as an extra burden. As the HLG stated before: a cultural change is needed in the EU institutions, 

so that the quality of the outcome is seen as more important than the process. 

5.1.3 - Impact assessment and regulatory improvement (REFIT) require co-design and a more radical 

departure from path dependency; the latter is a particular danger when regulations come under 

review and when in the meantime research and technological advances have made the original 

underlying concepts at least questionable if not obsolete . This requires research and technology to 

be considered at a very early stage, hence the recommendation for process improvements, on top of 

those already made, in order to achieve a greater emphasis on innovation and to have substantial 

updating of the regulations. 

5.1.4 - Europe should not be technologically prescriptive. Technological neutrality, if at all possible, in 

any case requires very careful examination during impact assessment for new regulatory proposals 

because of potentially far-reaching competitive consequences. This cannot be done in isolation from 

the research and business communities. The Scientific Advisory Mechanism should be substantially 

reformed and strengthened, together with the reformed Innovation Council, to serve as key 

contributors for the Regulatory Impact Assessment Board.34 

 

Recommendation 5.2 – A Science-based decision-making process 

The member states governments should therefore engage in deep thinking about real system 

reform, not a cosmetic one, in order to fully capture the new opportunities of new sciences for the 

common benefit of their people. The rationalist economic paradigm which for so long dominated EU 

policymaking must be widened by giving an equally important place to social sciences. This will help 

to develop efficacious and more inclusive polices, giving them a more people-centred focus. 

Moreover, there is not one science, but multi-disciplinary scientific inputs are needed to co-design 

inclusive and efficacious policies, with more transparency and real continuous dialogues. Knowledge 

in complex systems is widespread, the governance and public management models from the 1950s 

no longer work in a digitalised economy and society.   

In the area of R&D, there are important efficiency gains and cost savings to be made from the 

simplification and reform of the plethora of existing R&D satellites of the EU (centres, institutes and 

agencies) and from platform like cooperation between them and university – industry platforms. The 

emergence of platforms comprising EU centres, national centres, industry and others is a positive 

development.  

                                                           
34 See Report on the Innovation Principle and Innovation Council, 2017, www.highlevelgroup.eu  

http://www.highlevelgroup.eu/
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It contributes to creating a pan-European layer of R&I institutions which has been missing so far. The 

current “mushrooming” of platforms must give way to a more focused approach. Finally, Europe’s 

R&D investments need independent auditing of their achievements. In truth, it is important to build 

confidence and it helps to learn from unavoidable errors. 

 

Recommendation 5.3 – Open Methods of Coordination (OMCs) as a tool for more efficacy 

An innovated and better structured OMC is a necessary complement to the Community method and 

it should be valued as the key instrument for intergovernmental cooperation. It should be more 

democratic by leaving policy choices at national level and restricting the EU role to framework 

legislation. National governments should remain responsible for specific policy solutions, but they 

should do so by focussing on jointly defined problems and objectives (hence the need for an EPSC 

with the European Council). Their own policy choices should fit within the framework definition of 

the common European objectives.  

Governments should present their plans for achieving common goals and expose their performance 

to benchmarking and peer review, but coordination and cooperation should be voluntary and 

without formal sanctions. The qualified majority system can be used in the OMC like in the 

Community Method. European and national parliaments should have complementary roles.  

The use (and abuse) of the implied powers theory by the EU Commission and Parliament should be 

controlled through a joint committee of the national constitutional courts. 

OMCs are a very useful tool for policymaking in new policy areas which are not within the power of 

the supra-national system or only partly. It should be redesigned to improve coordination across 

member states in many areas (such as education) and used to develop initiatives that fill the gaps of 

a Social Europe.  

Also, to develop more strategic flexibility and coherence between EU and national policies, the Open 

Method of Coordination should be re-designed and more strongly recognised politically speaking. 

The success of the OMC approach is proven (i.e. in Eureka, Eurostars). Members States meet of their 

own will with stakeholders to informally discuss and develop common approaches and solutions. 

Though not automatically translated into hard law, these can lead to them or inspire member states 

to adopt special solutions. Adapted to the digital age (e.g. in the form of platforms), it can offer 

flexible and effective intergovernmental cooperation on issues not or only partially within the EU 

competence but where the spillover of economic, geopolitical, ecological or social developments 

requires countries to cooperate in order to manage their individual interests together. 

A renewed OMC can be particularly useful for developing a ‘Social Europe’ but also for migration and 

climate policy, and others.  
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Recommendation 5.4 - More attention to cross-sectoral assessment of regulatory impacts 

Innovation policy management cannot be achieved without better regulation based on deep 

understanding and cross-sectoral assessment of regulatory impacts. Therefore, peer-reviewed, 

scientific data needs to be better integrated into the policy process. Cost-benefit analysis should be 

applied to impact assessments in order to move from a problem-focused to a benefit-focused 

approach. Research investments can help solve issues requiring careful handling. Stakeholder 

hearings can be a useful instrument for implementing regulations, also in the agencies set up for this 

purpose by the Commission. Their transparency will automatically bring more social responsibility. 

Public trust will be improved. 

  

Recommendation 5.5 – Simplifying the EU decision-making process 

The EU decision-making process has become more case-by-case and more complex. In some layers of 

the decision-making process, more transparency and inclusiveness have been generated, though its 

improved consultation practices still fall short of really effective dialogue processes.  

A key concern with consultations is that the questions are too often inappropriately framed and that 

there is absolutely no coherence or systematic and sound reporting on what input is taken (or not 

taken) into account and how to proceed in the further phases of the decision-making process. 

 

5.5.1 - The simplification and Better Regulation ‘exercises’ were intended to create a decision-making 

process at EU level that is more efficient and lenient in a fast-moving economic and societal context. 

Delegated and implementing acts are the precise phase in which EU decision-making should be 

geared towards offering a lenient and dynamic governance structure as the decisions taken in this 

phase impact business and society the most from an operational standpoint. It is contradictory to 

therefore see that these processes for delegated and implementing acts are characterized by over-

complexity and case-by-case approaches. 

5.5.2 - In the upstream phase of policy-shaping, the Juncker Commission set up a system of working 

in clusters, with a Vice-President ‘piloting’ several portfolios and Commissioners steering the policy 

consistently35. But it only works to a certain extent, because there is an increased tendency by the 

Commission and legislators to refer too many substantial measures to secondary legislation 

(delegated and implementing acts) as well as to soft law (guidance). This benefits the unreformed 

bureaucratic system which has a relatively free hand in drafting and adopting these measures. 

Furthermore, the inter-service consultation – formerly an important phase for exchange within the 

European Commission – has lost significant value as middle levels of Directorates-General most often 

work in isolation (silo approach). The inter-service steering group, a bureaucratic layer in the process, 

is a genuine place for technical discussion, requiring political and more strategic guidance, which is 

lacking today. The policy of defining missions is therefore in danger of being weakened and 

fragmented and becoming merely a political marketing tool.   

                                                           
35 2014 Blueprint. High-Level Group Innovation Policy Management 



 

 

42 

 

5.5.3 - Research is a competence like many others, but innovation and research underpin EU policies 

more generally and should – similar to the internal market principle and competence – be 

interpreted and used in a more extensive and horizontal manner. The report of the Task Force on 

Subsidiarity, Proportionality and ‘Doing Less More Efficiently’ set up at the end of 2017 points the 

way forward on how better to apply the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality, identify policy 

areas where work could potentially be re-delegated or returned to EU Member states, and find ways 

to involve regional and local authorities more in EU policymaking. However, this is an ambitious task 

in line with the ‘Better Regulation’ objective the European Commission set itself in 2007 and failed to 

deliver. Although innovation as such does not figure in the recommendations, it is mentioned as an 

area where the EU needs to intensify action.  

The question must be asked if the debate about subsidiarity is still an up-to-date one, when the real 

novelty in governance will be policy co-creation, including stakeholder involvement to a certain 

extent.  

 

Recommendation 5.6 – Restore legitimacy through a Commission fit for delivering  

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

bold thinking is required: 

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

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

and by the most innovative examples in the corporate sector. 

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

evaluation. There should be systematic peer review with best practices in the member states (those 

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

clear rewards and consequences. 

5.6.2 – As Ministries correspond to the key social functions of governments, so Directorates-General 

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

missions, and be responsible for their delivery. 

Director Generals should have a low political profile and a more technical profile. This will avoid fear 

of controversial decisions, making their recommendations more focused on objectives 

accomplishment and delivering practical solutions in new regulations.  

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

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

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

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

appointments. Delivery and non-delivery must have clear consequences. 
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In addition, a result-based promotion system should bring cultural change in public administrations, 

in order to adapt mental maps to the requirements of new leadership and management of 

collaboration with stakeholders in the digital age, when linear thinking has to make place for 

complexity management, transparency and communication.  

Staffing should be in line with policy priorities set and by specific, maybe temporary, needs. System 

rigidities prevent the composition of task forces, the re-grouping of officials, involving external 

experts and hiring (and firing) when needed.   

5.6.5 - Human resource policies in public institutions (EU and national) need to develop leadership 

skills to align different views and interests, for open innovation and life-long learning. EU and 

national administrations need to make a determined effort to attract more technological talents to 

enter public service and to train their staff to better connect the political with the 

operational/implementing levels.  

5.6.6 - The black-box approach used for the Multi-Annual Financial Framework must be replaced by a 

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

of comitology must be reviewed. A space must be created to raise questions and concerns on how a 

decision is going to impact the EU competitiveness or a sector competitiveness. To achieve this 

breaking-up of the silos is especially needed at Commission level, involving all the different DGs in 

the analysis of the impacts created by a policy or regulation. 

 

Recommendation 5.7 - Regulatory innovation: modernise the EU’s regulatory methods  

The EU regulatory system needs to develop new methods and procedures that can respond faster 

and more efficiently to challenges and opportunities in a VUCA context. The following should be 

considered:  

 Open innovation ecosystems: EU institutions and member states need to more strongly attract 

actors and resources and abolish barriers which hinder interaction and co-creation within. 

Experimental arenas for innovation, innovation meeting points, needs to be created: actors 

(orchestrated by the Commission) from the various relevant backgrounds can come together, take 

off their “medals” and test and proto-type regulatory solutions. 

 

The current EU impact assessment system, based mostly on theoretical assessments, need to be 

complemented with, or even replaced by, real-world experiments of proposed regulatory solutions. 

 Regulation in a digital economy needs to be smart in that it sets fewer fixed rules but rather Key 

Performance Indicators (KPIs) and allows for self-organisation. 

EU legislation needs to be outcome-based, posing restrictions only that are necessary to achieve the 

outcome. This includes the ability to challenge legislation when it does not work and abolish/revise 

it. 
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Recommendation 5.8 - Review ‘comitology’ procedures 

While respecting the necessary checks and balances, the system must be made transparent and 

accountable. The members of each committee, advisory group or task force should be made public, 

together with regular updates on procedures and a calendar for decisions. This information should 

be made public in a user-friendly database/portal accessible to all EU citizens. 

At the start and before final decisions are made, a method of consultation (e.g. hearing) with the 

addressees of the new regulation needs to be developed. Concrete operational proposals made by 

stakeholders need to be considered and in case of non-acceptance, justification must be provided. 

Although the procedure for adopting delegated acts has been improved, these acts essentially 

remain under the control of the Commission, which proposes and adopts them. The role of the co-

legislators (European Parliament and Council) is limited to a potential veto, subject to short deadlines 

and voting thresholds that are difficult to reach.  

Implementing acts are adopted via a very complex process (with the possibility of appeal) and 

numerous exceptions. The Commission can take a final decision when member states are divided, 

effectively granting it the sole implementing power.  

Under Horizon 2020, Programme Committees, composed of member state experts with the 

Commission chairing, are in charge of adopting the content of the works programmes via 

implementing acts. These programmes are fundamental in defining the orientation and concrete 

shape of research in Europe. Stakeholders should be directly involved in the upstream and 

downstream process of Horizon Europe, and more substantially than via open consultations. The 

definition of work programmes needs to be more transparent. At the same time, they need to take 

up new emerging developments, requiring some kind of foresight-type functionality in the 

development process of work programmes.  

 

Recommendation 5.9 – Public consultations 

There is no objectivity in the consideration of consultations because competence is not taken into 

account. The number of contributions is regarded as more important than the quality of those 

contributions. Consultations are sometimes used for purely political purposes against the position of 

the Commission’s own scientific agencies. The key point here is: who is well-placed to contribute to 

the process at what point in time? Guiding principles regarding citizen, science and stakeholder 

involvement should be defined. 

 

The Commission and its agencies need to make a clearer distinction between science inputs and 

citizens inputs. Given the complexity of today’s policy issues, the role of multi-disciplinary sciences in 

decision-making must be upgraded. Dialogues with business and/or civic society come afterwards. 

Enriched by this double input, decisions can be made.   
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Recommendation 5.10 – Engaging systematically with national parliaments 

They are the true basis of democracy in Europe. But national parliaments have 8 weeks to comment 

on Commission proposals. This is too late in the process as the Commission text is already finalised. 

Furthermore, any formal or informal input is not necessarily taken on board; only the use of a ‘yellow 

card’ can more formally suspend a legislative process, which is politically difficult in many countries. 

The majority thresholds needed are so high that this mechanism most often remains a dead letter.  

A more solid mechanism for regular and meaningful dialogues with national parliaments in the 

upstream policy-shaping phase is needed if the EU is serious about closing the gap with citizens, and 

with all those who cannot afford a presence in Brussels. 

Between the European and national parliaments, joint committee meetings should be held in order 

to have a direct input of the economic and social realities of Europe. It is technically possible to 

organise a video-conferencing system to make this cost and time efficient.  

 

Recommendation 5.11 – Bringing more transparency to trilogues 

The system of adopting legislation, including Horizon Europe, is run via trilogues. However efficient 

they may be in terms of timeframe, they are based on discussions behind closed doors and to a large 

extent they circumvent the democratic process that is so crucial, especially when adopting 

fundamental pieces of legislation that will determine the competitive development of the EU, its 

businesses and citizens. For these types of legislation, trilogues could be a facilitator but must never 

be the end goal. 

 

Recommendation 5.12 - Establishment of an independent European Impact Assessment agency, 

based on a network of top research centres 

While respecting the prerogatives of the institutions, it is essential that impact assessments are 

carried out independently, continuously at every stage of the co-decision process, by a network of 

research centres selected only on the basis of excellence and not necessarily based in the EU. 

Therefore, an independent European Impact Assessment agency or mechanism should be set up to 

ensure more effective and transparent policymaking and disclosing complex, interrelated effects 

from legislation on the economy and society. Impact assessments are very important to avoid that 

measures in one sector, or a lack of them, create a domino effect in others.  

In order to ensure real independence, the European IA institution or mechanism should be self-

funded through an endowment grant provided jointly by governments and companies. 

Clear priorities for impact assessment need to be established, such as policy and sector interfaces, 

checking the impact on monetary and macro-economic policy, on innovation and the creation of 

global competitive advantage, on employment, on EU and national research funding, potential 

outcomes and market access, on the welfare state (social protection) mechanisms and their funding, 
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on regulatory stability and impact on long-term investments in many industrial sectors. It should also 

evaluate the effects of rules and their application (or lack thereof) in other major economies because 

this often creates competitive disadvantage. Once the evidence has been presented, all those 

affected by its possible implementation should be actively involved, allowing them to comment and 

advise and offer proposals. 

Extensive and solid competitiveness-proofing, often neglected in practice, should be made a priority 

by the Commission President and Secretary General and ensured in all impact assessments. The 

competitiveness-proofing should check whether proposed or already existing regulations negatively 

impacts competitiveness, and if so, measures must be taken immediately to revise or eliminate such 

regulations. R&D&I policies should focus on creation and on exploitation; an over-emphasis on inputs 

will not necessarily lead to innovation in markets. Therefore, impact assessments of programmes 

need to show if and how they will stimulate innovation in reality. They equally need to properly 

address potential issues of innovation acceptance which would stimulate interdisciplinary research 

(between social & natural sciences). 

Equally important are experimentation and prototyping which are key components of a forward-

looking IA process. Ideally, IA must become an iterative process. On request, systemic impact 

assessment should be triggered using a formula that ensures rapid policymaking involving the 

institutions, member states and external stakeholders throughout the decision-making process. 

Regulatory Committees (“comitology”) also need to take into account the impact assessment made 

at the start of the regulatory process and any intermediate IAs. They must also gather ex-ante, 

relevant, independent scientific advice throughout their deliberations, via the Chief Scientific Adviser 

of the Commission, in particular when new technologies, their likely evolution and their impact are 

concerned. Implementation guidelines in comitology should also be screened by Impact Assessments 

to check whether they are compatible with the desired outcomes. 

 

Recommendation 5.13 – Ensuring a control mechanism on potential barriers to competitiveness 

Competitiveness of certain sectors and sometimes even of the entire EU market can be hampered by 

certain – overly restrictive and textbook-like - provisions and regulations, by a heavily legalistic 

interpretation of competition law and by a biased interpretation of the “right competition policy”. To 

avoid harm to the long term global competitive position of European companies, and to maintain 

their capacities to invest in research and innovation, a more inclusive and   less theoretical approach 

is required to avoid unintended collateral or knock-on effects of any anti-trust decisions.  

Rather than being based on a simplistic (neo-classical) model of what competition is all about, today 

modern competition theory is based upon game theory, power distribution models, etc. conceiving 

of competition, in particular between big players on a global level, as a kind of chess game: strategic 

competition policy is the tall order of the day and should take into account the strategies of 

opponent market actors and competitors in a global context. 36 

                                                           
36 See also report on EU-China by the High Level Group on Trade Policy Innovation, June 2019, www.highlevelgroup.eu   

http://www.highlevelgroup.eu/
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Improvement would demand to modernize EU competition policy conceptually and to set up 

institutional arrangements to make competition policy work in favor of more competitiveness and of 

facilitating innovation. This is so important that it should be overseen by one of the Vice-Presidents.  

The special economic unit should evaluate a new regulation or anti-trust decision and identify the 

benefits and potential risks to the competitiveness of a certain sector, or the entire business sector. 

It should also ensure that they are aligned with the other EU policy priorities (missions).  

To achieve this, cooperation is required between DG GROW, DG TRADE, DG COMPETITION, DG RTD 

and other relevant DGs (in particular those responsible for climate change and sustainability) shall be 

created, and every legislation or decision shall be analysed by this  unit which at the same time shall 

be incorporated into the impact assessments.   

 

Without competitive European agriculture, industry and services, all pious wishes of citizens and 

promises of politicians will be impossible to fulfil. Therefore, competitiveness should be a key 

concern, alongside innovation, for any competition policy measures.      
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