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Abstract. Lobby activities are often likened to the misusaushority and bad practices. Such parallels
generate problems that easily spiral down into esi@nd conflicts, and the symbiosis of politics and
business turns into an ambiguous platform. Why Ishewe look into the core of the suspicions
regarding the intertwining and overlapping interesdf political and business communities? The
answer: because in Romania public interest is offefined in a private or personal framework,
whereas private interests are defined in markedilylip terms. Confusion sets us clearly apart frowa t
effective Israeli, American, British, Czech, Polish Magyar lobbyists. The same confusion has a
damaging effect: we are unable to efficiently handktitutional relations and public-private relatis,

be they national or international, that is, Europed o what extent is the politics-business relatiop
deemed appropriate in US and EU? Which are its tamds, prerequisites and possible sanctions?
These are the questions which accompany our dilenthad we clarify in this paper. We conclude with
proposals on what can be done in promoting effityethe Romanian private interests within the
European institutions.
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Public policy making would be very poor without thentribution of the directly interested
parties who ows the necessary expertise and paaetxperience. The lobbyists working practices call
to disclose their fees and their names on a mandatalic list. In US this is a compulsory rule for
years, but the debates in EU has developed toviaede targets only very recently. The intelligeate
interest and pressure groups requires compliandeathical and transparent rules to avoid hypogrisy
populism, electoral frenzy, smart guys and trickssté®therwise, their influence over the decision-
making process may quickly translate into biasiafrthgement upon democratic principles.

L obby and advocacy ver sus misuse of authority

Jack Abramoff, a famous leader ofodby group close to the Republicans and a former direct
of athink-tanK, was a central figure in a high-profile politicandal in 2005, when he was accused of
having defrauded his customers and having bribeffl§ials. One year later, he received an almost
six-year sentence for three counts of fraud, forofes granted by politicians to third parties in
exchange for electoral campaign funds. He was edd&r repay USD 21.7 million. A large-scale anti-
corruption investigation also resulted in the seciteg of former Republican group leader in the
Chamber of Representatives, Tom DelLay and of lieweparty member and Representative Bob Ney,
alongside two White House officials and nine otlo&byists.
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The example is quite relevafithe misuse of authority involves making a requagiromise or
acceptance of an offer conditional on some remtioeraWWhether influence is actually exerted or not,
and whether or not it yields the desired resuk, mhisuse of authority or manipulation is subject to
criminal prosecutioh But lobby should not be mistaken for such ad#sit As such, it ought not to be
downplayed in public information or awareness-rgjscampaigns. Lobbying involves a lot more. Its
ethical code requires proficiency in thegitimate pursuit of a private interest. The very core of
professionally communicating this interest is rethto a refined legislative and technical expertise
rhetorical strategies and abilities focusing onislen-makers.

Hence, the misuse of authority, lobby and advo@eythree distinct activities. Confusions are
frequent as regards the latter concepts. Amyareness-raisingactivity addressing the public or
decision-makers, and regarding actions or decidimsusdirectly affect people’s lives or the sociat/a
whole, may be defined aglvocacy Lobby practices are aimed at actually influendimg governmental
decision-making, rather than simply at raising amass. Therefore, advocacy is a constant component
of lobbying, but the former does not necessarilglintobbying.

Lobbyingin USA and EU

So far the EU has not experienced similar scanddis. reason is quite simple. The host of
European pressure groups, unlike the American dhesge in the absence of information on clients,
revenues and fees charged. The fragmented natuEumipean institutions, but also their sharing
responsibilities with Member States, makes the pemo lobby arena less transparent, ampler, more
intricate and subtle.

Corporate giants like Boeing and Airbus, DuPont addw Chemical or newcomers British

Petroleum and Philip Morris have their own lobbyiaés in Brussels’ Rond-Point Schuman. The

paths of many other employers’ associations anerétns, trade companies and PR firms,

think-tanks and NGOs meet in this junction with Rigela Loi, which hosts the European

Commission and European Council “fortresses.” Opgninto the same Brussels junction is also

Avenue de Cortenbergh, with the head offices oftimatilonals in the foodstuff industry -

Unilever, the German chemicals industry - BASF, theench weapon and electronics

manufacturer - Thales or of the energy giant E.@¥hous law firms Hill & Knowlton and the

controversial Burson-Marsteller, or AmCham it3elf

The American society sees things differently. They kaxiom in the theory and practice of
American pluralism, as phrased by Robert Dahl, $hags ‘there is no one centre of sovereign power,
but multiple centres of power, none of which is@n be fully sovereigh’ The first attempts to regulate
lobbying in the USA were made in the early™2Gentury. In 1946, the first normative act was
endorsed modified half a century later in thé 6bbying Disclosure AEt(1995). The Law defines
lobbying asany oral or written communication addressing any official in the legislative or executive
powers. It must be done on behalf of a client and see&githwing up, modification or enactment of a
particular federal legislation or regulation, extasel order, political programme or position of tb&
Governmerit But first of all, lobbyists must be registeredttwithe Senate and Chamber of
Representatives administrative offices, and amibonit activity reports every six months.

The American lobby market was officially put at USB billion in 2000, picking up to 2.6 billion

in 2006. Patton Boggs LLP, Cassidy & Assoc and ARump et al. are the most powerful groups

which have been influencing decisions relevanh&lusiness environment for the past ten years.

Major clients include the American Chamber of Comuadgwhich spent USD 338 million in 1998

— 2007), followed by General Electric (USD 161 mil) and American Medical Assn (USD 157

million). By economic sectors, the market is prittyasupported by pharmaceutical holdings,

financial groups and IT&C corporations. There are worresponding data for the European
market.
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Unlike the Anglo-Saxon space, in continental Eurtpemodern political thought developed in a
different vein. The European—particularly French-edty and practice has regarded interest groups
and their lobby practice in a rather negative manttewas only in 1989, when a MEP disclosed
instances of abuse by such groups, that some wgbktshed on the multiple problems related to the
growing number of interest groups and lobbyistaiatdbEuropean Union decision-making structures. A
number of MEP reports followed (Galle — 1992, FordNordmann — 1994) as well as monitoring
measures by the European Commission. For instamc#ggnuary 1997, European Commission (EC)
first published a catalogue of the groups of ideyeoperating at a European level, after defining
guidelines for EU lobbying in 1996In exchange for the Parliament access permibylists are bound
to register and sign a code of condsimilar to the American one.

But there is no telling exactly how many lobby c@njgs operate in Brussels. There are roughly
3,000 groups registered with the European Parliaraed headquartered in Brussels. The European
decision-making system comes under the pressu@vef 15,000 voices hired by lobby groups to
promote private interests.

The strongest lobby firms seem to be: WeberShakdwiPCO Europe, Hill & Knowlton

International Belgium, GPC International — Govermmdolicy Consultant, Burson-Marsteller

and Blueprint Partners

Unsurprisingly, their distribution favours econontiemes (98%) at the expense of social ones
(2%). The interests promoted are primarily relatedthe European trade federations (35%), trade
consultants (15%), private companies (13%), NGQaréas such as healthcare, environment or human
rights (13%), private business and trade union oseci(10%), regional representatives (8%),
international organisations (5%) and think-tank&)1Adding to these are the official delegations of
another 150 national governments, plus nationddyqilatforms (e.gDutch European Affairs Platform
or the recently launchedzech House).

A recent national lobby hub initiative was the labhron October 11, 2007 of a centre named the

Czech House, which hosts employers’ organisatiosspecialised interest groups (CzechTrade,

CzechTourism or Czech Business Representatiomekhss companies (Czech Airlines or power

companyCEZ). It obviously precedes the Czech Republic Bezsly of the European Union in

2009. The Prague Post (17.10.2007) described tlopes®of the event which coagulates the

interests of a majority of Czech groups in Brusselceptions include, for instance, the groups of

interests of the 8 (out of 14) development regiwhgh chose to retain their original offices in

Brussels. This is also the case with the represeetaof the Central Bohemian Region, famous

for their successful capitalisation of interests the 2007-2013 Regional Development

Programme.

Machiavelli in Brussels

As mentioned above, the European institutionalcttine is fragmented and it encompasses
multiple channels for influencing decisions, thrbughe European Commission, Council and
Parliament. The former has a monopoly on legistaiitiatives, and as such it is the primary tamfet
pressure groups. The Council arena is slightly nommaplex.First of all, lobbyists indirectly pursue
national delegations in Brussetgcondly they target the host of expert working groupgdly, direct
influence may be wielded through national governsmémemselves.

The European Parliament (EP) is another level phassure groups target. The co-decision
procedure, which brings together the EP and theofgan Council, defines the development of
European policies. The first specific objectiveslaibying are to contact committee chairs and the
appointed rapporteurs. The latter draw up the arsuwe the legislative proposals made by the
Commission, as well as the EP amendments. Consiguttre arguments put forth by the groups of
interests may accompany the comments and proposale by the EP on the European Commission
draft legislation, during plenary committee meesinghen, the major part played by the EP in drawing
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up and endorsing the EU budget lends special umakstto the lobby activity. Not least, parliamentar
group leaders often instruct group members on lwwote, both at an expert committee level and in
parliamentary meetings.

European public policies swing between two polemtdrest:national versus European and
public versus private. Decision-making vectors may therefore emerge fspercific national public or
private interests which may be broadened to a EBamopublic or private level, or the other way round
Breaking down the eight influence vectors seemy ¢asdo. But in fact they become a lot more
volatile, as lobby groups may form hybrid bodfes

This is how new types of actors emerge, which pargarticular interests, under the form of
public-private agencies known under the acron@®NGO (governmental organised NGD®r
GINGO (governmental interested NGD3 he European Commission spends over EUR 1 billigear
on developing the expertise of non-governmentadmigations and on encouraging them to participate
in the European decision-making (e.g. in the heatt or environment sector) to make up for the much
discussednformation shortage in the European decision-making process.

One of the most “grotesque” examples of such fumpdiras the allocation of over half of the

European Commission budget for Friends of the Edtthope, which purportedly promotes

European interests in ending the global warming.

At the opposite pole there are tBONGO (business organised NGDandBINGO (business
interested NGOsactors. The combination of multiple influence togs by a sophisticated lobby group
will depend on the awareness of the respectivetan the timing of the information campaign, oa th
debate medium, on the particular political and eooic risks and opportunities. Experts view thisaart
coming down to theifiterplay of the three P"speople, positions and influencing procedures.

Reality unveils combination patterns that work ba assumption of a Brussels which “governs.”
A lot more important for us, as a new Member Stiaté identify means to influence the EU decision-
making from a national level. The most difficultrpgeems to be to coordinate the national private
sector influence on the European public sectors Thiwhere private lobby firms come into play most
often, alongside private sectoral representativespecialised European committees.

The symphony of private lobby firms, which are ritvedess at odds with each other in many
cases, is tough and truly pan-European. For inetancl986 Philips obtained protection of its cortpa
disks by putting forth the “young industry” prinégp pharmaceutical companies managed to get the EU
Directive on cigarettes enacted in 2001, at theergp of the tobacco industry; oil giant ExxonMolisle
a skilled promoter of Euro-pessimism in drawing Eyrropean policies on the climate change, and a
fierce opponent of the endorsement of the Kyotddea by the USA".

Research on EU interest intermediation still laakalysis of what kind of influence and under
which conditions interest groups actually exertuafce. Michalowitz (2007) addresses thigestion
concentrating on thdegree of conflict, structural conditions of intgrexertion and the type of interest
pursued, as main conditions for the degrewhech interest groups manage to change legislatots.
Three casstudies of decision-making in the fields of IT anahsport in the EU justify her conclusion
that the technical influence is dominating oveediional influence. More than that she highlights t
crucialrole of the decision-makers’ initial interekts

Theblack box of European lobbying: misrepresentations

The recent exposure of suspicious agreements beteresnical or energy industry lobbyists raised
new questions in Brussels. More often than noty “gups” claiming to represent citizens proved to
be funded by the consulting agencies of corporatwith precise interests. Many other risks assediat
to lobbycracy have recently emerged in the Europpacé®:

= Privileged access — this refers particularly to corporate giants employer associations

represented in expert groups. The European Cononigmelicy on biofuel innovation is the
outcome of recommendations drawn up by BIOFRB®fuels Research Advisory Couicits
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membership soon proved to favour the four oil comgeand another four biofuel companies,

at the expense of only one representative for aoedtuff industry, one for the wood industry,

one for the energy sector, one farmer, eight acae(most of them working closely with oil
companies and biotech companies) and, not leasEudmpaBio, the largest lobby association
representing biotechnology producers. The absericat deast one representative of the
environment pressure groups reflected in the comteihthe BIOFRAC report:Biofuels in the

European Union — A Vision for 2030 and bey8&mublished in June 2006, and which became

an official EC document. The fact is that all Ewgap legislation is based on the work of

approximately 1,350 expert groups, organised siiyita BIOFRAC.

®= Revolving doors — personal contacts and inside information aral witgredients of efficient
lobbying. Their intensity increases with the spesdrevolving doors between European
institutions and interest groups. Jean-Paul Mingasdormer Director General oDG

Enterprise and Industry(2002 — 2004) andG Budget(1989 — 2002), left the European

Commission in 2004 to become General Adviser fosiBessEurope (the confederation of

European business - former UNICE). Thus, prior @4 he had personally taken part in

drawing up European regulations on the chemicalstrig, and after 2004 he set out to

challenge them. Similar examples can be found wiihst European public policies. (e.g.

incumbent non-executive director of British Nucl&arels, James Currie, a former head&

Environmentand in charge witNuclear Safety and Civil Protection 1997-2001).

= Dubious methods and the pretence of independence — the actual agenda of interest groups is
often hidden, as lobbyists claim to represent pofsfofit organisations or “independent
experts.” In 2005 the world was yet to learn that @ganisation that had launched the

“Campaign for Creativity(C4C), allegedly representing artists, musiciahessigners, software

developers and other creative professionals, wasalc coordinated by a PR company,

Campbell Gentry. An active lobbyist with the EurapeParliament, it encouraged the

endorsement of tight protection measures for saévpatents, which obviously worked to the

benefit of relevant multinationals. The campaigoparently backed by creatives, was actually
financed by Microsoft, SAP and industry associatompTIA. The issue has never been

settled. Indeed, the direct request for clarifimasi by C4C as regards funding and true clients
failed to yield clear results.

The regulation of this “black box” of the Europdabby market, starting with the voluntary or
compulsory registration in an interest group regigh moving on to revenue transparency, still kpar
fiery disputes. The public affairs management thials to untangle this web revolves around three
major polesThe Alliance for Lobbying Transparency and Ethieg&ation(ALTER EU), the Society
of European Affairs ProfessionalSEAP) andhe European Public Affairs Consultancies Assocrati
(EPACA). While the former campaigns for the compusmonitoring of pressure groups, the latter
associations stubbornly defend the privilege ofesgcand self-regulation.

European transparency initiative

The European Parliament acknowledges groups ofestie as a positive fact in itself, and
generally supports appeals to bind such groupsatkerpublic data on their activity. But certain \@&sc
in Parliament complain over the weakness generaiedhe heavy dependence on lobby group
recommendations, and support, on the contrary, @lmloyment of additional staff in expert
committees. Alexander Stubb, the author of a re@&dntreport on the topic, stated convincingly,
“European Deputies are smart enough to realise tti@information they get is subjectite

A concrete initiative was only launched in late @0@vhen EC vice-president Siim Kallas
proposed the publication of a European registrjobby groups. SEAP members were no late in
upholding the voluntary registration procedure. Buny others believe that a voluntary registration
system cannot work efficiently: it is precisely tb@ntroversial groups and people which will avdigst
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option. This is exactly why the idea was put fathntroducing clear benefits and advantages fos¢h
who choose to register.

Thus, on 21 March 2007 the Commission adopted tirar@unication Follow-up to the Green
Paper ‘European Transparency Initiative* that includes the decision to establish a framkvior its
relations with interest representatives. Four stegre drafted and accepted:

o Create and launch a new voluntary Register forésterepresentatives in spring 2008;

o Draft a Code of Conduct. Respect for the Code lvélh requirement for entry in the Register
and will be monitored by the Commission;

o Establish a monitoring and enforcement mechanisrthi®dCode and the Register;

0 Increase transparency through reinforced applicaifdhe Commission’s consultation
standards based, in particular, on a standard tedlosiinternet consultations.

Debates further heated up as the European Commipsaposed that financial information be
made public, in an October 8, 2007 seminar orgdrigetheConstitutional Affairs Committe&ut the
supporters of this initiative make it conditional s application to all groups of interests. Aadoas
registration is voluntary, the result can only bdistortion of competition. Its most fierce oppotsen
claim, on the other hand, that the disclosure sta@mers comes against confidentiality rules and may
entail criminal penalties.

In spite of such initiatives, transparency is stilgoal. Only in the spring of 2008 groups of
interests are able to voluntarily enter their datan official European registry. On March 2008tler
clarifications about the transparency measuresrpssghave been provided by the Commission, as well
as aCode of Conduagstablished following a public consultattan

o0 On one handmore information is needed on the activities ametrators included in the
definitions of “interest representation” - actiesi for which registration is expectednd
“interest representative” - entities which are etpd to register.

0 On the other handgiven the number of groups which threaten to btythe registration, a
compulsory registration system is likely to be aluced in the near future. After all, chances
are the disclosure of details regarding specifierest carriers, the funds allocated, the revenues
and expenditure of lobby companies will not becammpulsory sooner than in 2009.
Nevertheless, the European inter-institutional epph is fragmented. Thus, the invitation to

register and to accept the Code of Conduct willyafigr interest representatives in their dealinghw
the European Commission only. The voice of any grotiinterests should however be channeled in
EU trough an inter-institutional one-stop-shop s&gi and code. A closer cooperation in this area is
expected from the Commission, the European Parhigntee Committee of the Regions and the
Economic and Social Committee.

Lobbying in Romania: what may be done?

Lobbycracy is yet to be clearly regulated in Roraaas well. Professionalisation of interest
groups on the basis of best practice codes, agma &b self-regulation, must be followed by the
recognition of the lobbyist profession, i.e. it¢raduction in theNational Occupations Classification
List'®. And, why not, regulations of the field shoulduiesn a distinct law, as only Georgia (1998),
Lithuania (2001) and Poland (2005) have in Cerstnal Eastern Europe.

Some civil society members criticised a prospectioeby act, on grounds such as: the
emergence of a privileged class (the lobbyistsiegation of unilateral benefits for the better nfied
groups of interests; hindering citizens’ accesgléxted representatives or public institution défis;
discouraging citizens’ direct participation in d@on making; the existence of laws which already
include provisions likely to facilitate civil pacipation, etc.

We should keep in mind however that the lobby ragoh is both a normative, and an
institutional matter. At a normative level, we nayose between legislating on lobbying activitied a
registration of interest groups. But, as mentiofrech the very beginning, a clear-cut distinctionsinu
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be made between advocacy and lobbying. At an unistital level, the monitoring of actors in the lgbb
arena may be entrusted to a self-regulation corae{#n ethics committee, as requested by certaln ci
society organisations). The committee activity dtidae regulated so as to clarify aspects relatateo
registration, investigation and disciplinary proeess available to the committee, to ensure itsfired
autonomy, its independence and objectivity, etc.

But drawing up a basic code of conduct, compridimg central principles that guide lobby
activities, is without doubt the first necessargpstit is aimed at ensuring the transparency and
legitimacy of lobbying, based on the constitutionghts to petition, to freedom of opinion and of
association; the non-exclusive nature of lobbyitite responsibility of all stakeholders; the fair
competition between interests supported by vargwasaps, and so on.

The Romanian lobby market certainly has huge deweémt potential, although active players are
less visible.Central Europe Consulting Government Relatiensthe first Romanian private lobby
company’. It looks like obvious that the strong multinatrrompanies do have their own lobbying
departments, but the SMEs need this kind of asmistaWe still lack &Romanian Business Centire
Brussels that should provide professional consojtaservices in the field of European affairs. No
active voice is heard within the European institné. No team to offer Romanian clients consultancy
services by using theoretical knowledge in différemeas of community policies and practical
experience in the field of EU institutions. The rhen of Romanian experts working within the
European Council, the Commission and the Parliamsaiotincrease from 150 to 1500 persons. Ireland,
Germany, Austria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Swe&pain, Croatia or even Malta has this kind of
business offices.

Relations with the European partners take pladesrain a sectoral or association basis. It is the
case, for example, dINPRs affiliation to theEuropean Builders Confederatithand to theSME
Union of EPP® or that of PFR Romanian Pharmacists Patrongge PGEWJ° (The Pharmaceutical
Group of the European UnipnOn the contrary, thBlational Wine Associatio(Patronatului National
al Vinului - PNV) is not yet promoting their intests at the EU level and lost relevant shares osethe
markets.

Let’s call for a particular case relevance. Theohean Commission has set upHigh Level
Expert Group on Administrative Burdén3here are no real entrepreneurs in this expedmgand no
representatives from the new member countries fE@astern Europe. In response, 8E Union of
EPP decided to set up a "low" level group to fight adistrative burdens comprised of small and
medium entrepreneurs who have suffered from buratiacobstacles first-hand. Their group will
present the results after 6 months and will nobdpaillions of Euros for consultants. They will aele
to speak from their own experience. Still, good taots to the European Commission and to the
European Parliament members help to shape the Ety jpmd legislation in a more friendly way.

Another example from the civil society iIEUROLINK” House of Europgewhich launched a
government-supported integrated information, tragjnand consulting project, offering free of charge
services to the business community and the locainmenities which are to contract local/regional
projects financed by EU funtfs

A Bruxelloise Romanian diaspora initiative matéret! into the Romanian-EU CIutf?, a non-
political, non-governmental and self-sustainedrmally think-tank. Its main goal is the promotioh
the Romanian image in the European environmentladissemination of the European principles and
values in Romania

Regional lobbying is still at an early, amateurgstan Romania. Since January 1, 2007,
Romanian local and county authorities have hadithgue opportunity to take part in EU consultation
mechanisms and to promote their interests in thedaan arena. But this unfamiliar situation for us
requires the existence of specialised structurdadititate the access to the European decisionimgak
as efficiently as possible. Representatives of Roamacounties and cities are thus seeking ways to
promote their projects, using their own means antlyp with other agencies. However, while the
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representation of sub-national interests is ergtugd county authorities, most large-scale projests
well as the EU regional policy strategy focus oa ¢ight development regions. In Romania’s case, the
eight development regions currently lack legal peadity and, as such, international representation
rights. Notwithstanding this particular situatiagunties have learned that they must work together,
both as regards the contact with European autésyiéind in accessing major project funding.

To enhance the consistency and improve the managenfdobby and information activities,
Romanian officials either work together in the Galpof Europe, within theDffice of the National
Union of the Romanian County Councits have set up their own information and lobbfyces. The
most important structure which fosters the inter@$tRomanian local authorities is tNational Union
of Romanian County CouncilNCJR), established in 2084 Precisely, in order to better cover as
wide areas as possible, in both geographic anddtierrerms, County Councils are organised within
the Union both on an individual basis, and as aasons, by regions or common interests.

At the launch of the new Office formula, in Octol2&05, UNCJR president Liviu Dragnea
(Teleorman County Council), presented the goal angortance of the bureau: “We compete with
dozens of other European regions, which have attoedin accessing structural funds. This is why we
need experts who are thoroughly familiar with tlielgpems in the county that they represent and who
can present projects in Brussels which may be tiadnlt will be tough, but not impossible, becawse
have already made the first step towards this moweyare here. Unless you are in Brussels, youtdon’
exist."

But before having strong institutions, what we nedabve all is clearly defined rules and
procedures. We are yet to develop a framework adlerpolitical players and institutions to relaad,
when necessary, to apply sanctions. The tardy adeiquate reactions of institutions to various erise
are sound proof of these flaws, inadequacies ahada to adjust.

Paradoxically, while there is an overabundanceoof@ative acts in Romania, procedures come in
short supply - particularly when it comes to ingtinal relations. There are forms without a sutsta
we set up new bodies but we are hardly concernddtive causes of and solutions to the problems that
we discuss. Becoming aware of our own interest @mduing it with the help of specialised lobby
companies is a necessary solution: a new princgleew value, a compromise accepted in order to
move on.

References:

! National Center for Public Policy Research
2 Criminal Law Convention on Corruption, Strasbout§99 — ratified in Romania under Law No. 27/2002
% Corporate Europe ObservatoBrussels - the EU quarter. Explore the corporateblging paradiseJuly 2005

* Robert Dahl is a Professor emeritus of politicziesce at therale Universityand a former president of themerican

Political Science AssociatiorRegarded as one of the most distinguished palitcientists, his seminal work¥vho

Governs? Democracy and Power in an American €ipublished in 1961Democracy and Its Critics published in 1989,
How Democratic is the American Constitutior?published in 2002 o®n Political Equality— published in 2006were

harshly criticised by C. Wright Mills, G. William @mhoff or Charles Blattberg.

® Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act, 1946

® It may also be aimed at the implementation or detign of a federal policy or programme, or at ti@mination or
confirmation of an individual to a position thatjtéres Senate endorsement.

" The main European regulations include the follgvilEPs are required to submit statements regatrttiieig professional
and other paid activities; relevant gifts must keldred before debates take place; MEPs are boumdt down financial or
other support which is conditional on the outcorha mbby activity.



8 In order to avoid discriminating against Europeiizens who support a cause, but do not cometinhtavith Parliament
on a regular basis, théréquent contaétwas defined (more than 5 days a year) as disfinoh “occasional contatt(which
does not require registration).

° V. Marziali, “Lobbying in Brussels Interest Representation arekdl! for Information”,Center for European Integration
Studies, Discussion Paper C155, 2006

9 Rinus van Schendeleklachiavelli in Brussels. The Art of Lobbying the,Eunsterdam University Press, 2005
™ Corporate Europe Observatory - CEO, 2006

12| Michalowitz, What determines influence? Assessing conditionddioision-making influence of interest groups i th
EU, Journal of European Public Policy 14:1, Janu@®@72 p. 132-151

13 ALTER-EU Brochure, Brussels, 23 May 200@tp://www.alter-eu.org/en/system/files/publicaé@OE_Broschure_07-
WEB.pdf.

The Alliance for Lobbying Transparency and EthiegRation is a coalition of over 140 civil sociggoups, trade unions,
academics and public affairs firms concerned withihcreasing influence exerted by corporate latibyon the political
agenda in Europe, the resulting loss of democna@&l decision-making and the postponement, weageninblockage
even, of urgently needed progress on social, enmental and consumer-protection reforms.

14 COM(2007) 127 final

5 COM(2008) 323 final, Communication from the Comsits European Transparency Initiative: A framewfank
relations with interest representatives (Registek @ode of Conduct) {SEC(2008) 1926}, Brussels52008,
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/docs/323_en.pdf

% The current CAEN Code 741B\siness and management consulting actiyitigshough rather vague, seems acceptable
for professional lobbying.

" Since May 2007 it has been operating under a rewerCandole Partnersbased in Prague. The EU accession offered
the company a wider consulting area, targetingitdiérom all the six EU Member States in Central &outh-East Europe.

18 http://www.eubuilders.org/
19 http://www.sme-union.org/
2 http://www.pgeu.eu/

2L A second component of the EUROLINKbbyingis aimed at enhancing the competition disciplinegie Romanian
market, at the rapid management adjustment of corepdoefore or after mergers/acquisitions, as aght streamlining the
European fund absorption.

22 hitp://www.euro-club.org/despre-noi.html, estalfiid in 2003

% UNCJR is registered as a non-governmental orgmisawhich brings together, on a voluntary conseasis, the 41
County Councils in Romania, as legal entities.



