EU and US
approaches to lobbying

To be suecessful, jobbyists need to adiust to the pelitical system in which they eperate Trying to draw comparisons between EI
US labbying therefore presupposes a lool at the institutional and political framework In Brussals and Washington
Fundamental differences quickly emerge The US is a nation state with a federal structure while the U is a collection of naticn !
with enly partial limitations to sovereignty While the institutional setting in Washingten has been stable for decades. the £L
constant flux over whether 1o expand or even roll back Brussels's powers.

The long American traditien of lobbying means the practice is fargely accepted. drawing a wider variety of interest groups - incl
NGOs and citizen’s groups - to fight for the attention of poflticians Europeans are more sceptical towards lobbying as a lagiti
part of the political process and have turned to it in fewer, yet growing proportions

Current estimations point to a total of 20.000 lehbyists in Washington. About half this number can be identified in Brussols




Positions;

Alfons Westgeest, Managing Partner of
Kellen Europe underlines the case lor
international and global associations or led-
erations, as well as global NGDs. "lssues,
such as security, Tood & health, consumer
protection, lighting poverty, disaster rellef
eiforts, etc. are becoming more and more
global," says Westgeest. As a consequence,
governments are ying 1o find common
approaches or soluiions on these global is-
sties. However, he, points out to differences
in timiag, procedure and dedsien-making
processes between the £U and the US as
posing problems for international coordina-
tion. *Association management companias
such as Kellen's with fully-fladged offices in
the Us and Euroge are helping associations
dealing with these changes ard finding new
management solullons, * he claims.

In @ 2002 communicalion, the Commission
asserts its intention to “encourage more
invalverment of interested parties through
a mare transparent consuliation process”,
The paper, however, only provides “general
principles and standards® for consullation
within the Commission so that “all the di-
verse interests® are laken into account.

This approach was confirmed in the Com-
mission's "Better lawmaking’ initiadive which
aims 1o promole “a culture of dialogue and
participation™, Here, the Commission's
staled aim is "to establish who is really
consulted as part of the Community legis-
lative process". It asks for instance: "Are
the smaflest voices really and always heard?
What are the subjects of consultation? To
what extent are people’s eplnions actually
taken into account?".

In an open letter to Commission President
losé Manuel Barrosa, the watchdog NGO
Corporate Europe Observatory (CEQ)
denaunced U rules on lobbying as be-
ing “absurdly weak® and called on the
Compmission to follow the the US modei
of transparency as sel out in the Labbying
Disclosure Act. In its letler, the CEQ also
criticised the voluntary code of conduct te-

veloped by the Soclety of European Affalrs -

Professionals {SEAP) for being "extremely
narrow and entirely voluntary®.

Those clalms were rejecled by the Society of
European Affairs Professionals (SEAP), which
represents professional lobbyists in Brussels, |

In a statement, SEAP said it was
the compulsory registration of
in Brusseis”. Such a model, it sai
not correspond with the positio
civil society groups wha do not |
introduction of the American
Europe. In SEAP'S view, “self-reqy
the best way 1o pramote ethical b
with Jobbyists, whether they repres
ness or clvil soclety group interesy
pointed to tie ongoing strengthen|
self-regulatory code of conduct to
thay there was "no need for EU fg
in this respect”. The revised code
lishad on 10 February 2005, -

*Everybaody Is walcome ta provide i
diglogue and consultation tan be
according to the needs of differe
fields,” the Commission respon
lowiny the CEO's open letter. It py
binding Internal staff rules whict
requirement of independence and,
ity when dealing with lobbyists, |




