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APPENDIX 1

Transcript of interview with A. Phillipart
Interview with Agnès Philippart from CONCORD Europe on April 16, 2008, Brussels

Pierre Mathieu: First question, so it’s about Development NGO’s lobbying the Parliament, so first off: what, according to you, is development.

Agnès Philippart: Development cooperation, because development is a lot of things actually. Development and development cooperation are two different terms. Development in general is all the ways and means to try to help a country develop. That doesn’t mean development cooperation, because development cooperation is even more specific on the means, on eventually also the different paradigms of implementation. But off course the countries do not need, the development countries do not need development cooperation to develop themselves. That’s why there’s difference between just development, so like self-development, which is the general term; and development cooperation which is one specific mean to help each other to develop.

PM: And is it then just economical development, or is it also more like social development, human rights?

AP: Development in general. The people from the eastern European countries will tell you this is a really, really wrong term to use, development countries, because they are not undeveloped if you talk about culture, history and sometimes also governance, things like that. So, things like economical development when you speak about development cooperation.

PM: Ok, but then human rights and such, it doesn’t really fall into that category?

AP: If you look at more structural ways of how the different NGOs, thematic NGOs have organised themselves, development NGOs are the ones really who go on the field, who have projects to help the people to develop economically and it’s quite broad because off course all these projects that we do in the South are integrated, which means that it doesn’t help to come there and to buy boats for people, if they have no roads to have access to a market, if they have no education, if they have no health, so that they cannot go and fish. For example, if they have such a bad system of governance that actually half of the people are still deprived and have no rights, so it’s always very structural and systemic development that we do. And the particularity of NGOs, that we try to have a development that is discussed and initiated by the people from the developing countries, so that it’s not the big white guy who comes and say: ‘Oh, I’ve noted that you have this problem, here is the material to solve it.’  You go to a place, you talk to the local authorities but also with the different groups of people, the handicapped, the children, the agriculture; and you try to have them all sit together to identify the problems of the community, in the city, in the countryside, it doesn’t matter. And it’s these people all together who will realize that the different problems are interconnected, and that will also try to find together a solution that will serve as best the interest of all the groups, as many groups as possible. And then the NGOs are just there actually to listen, to facilitate the process, to make sure that every different group, even the deprived ones, the one like women who have less rights in some countries, have their say. And then only after the analyses have been done then the project is built by the NGOs, they try to find the funding, if materials are needed. They come back and they ask the local people to take this project on their back to implement it, because if you want to have a sustainable success, the local people off course who need to be the ones who implement the solution and will take care that the different, new system is still valid. So that’s the particularity of the development NGOs. So off course, since it’s a very systemic problem and systemic solution there is a bit of everything, there is a part of human rights, of governance, of women’s right, of social, of culture, of education sometimes. For example, if you plan to develop a touristic project one component of this project will be culture, because culture attracts the tourists. So it depends a little bit on the project. If we go back to the structural part, here in Europe we tend to organise ourselves as, human rights NGOs are one bit and do more work with the problems of the prisoner of political opinions, things like that, respect of human rights and governance, so off course we have also common topics at one point or another. But usually they will not go on the field to build a project; it’s from Europe that they will have one million people sending to the FARC for example a petition to free Ingrid Betancourt. Or they will do a lot of lobbying on the European or international institutions so that they put pressure on the government of the developing countries that are getting. For the women’s rights, same thing. Then you have the development and humanitarian aid NGOs, most of them do both, some do really all the different phases. For example, emergency, purely humanitarian and aid relief, sometimes they start earlier with conflict prevention, then the crisis comes, the debut of the crisis, then they do the rehabilitation period and then they continue with development. Not all of them do that, that’s also depending if they are small, big, or not. Because if you’re big you can do all the phases, if you’re small, if you specialize in for example basic health care in Congo. You will do maybe a little bit of humanitarian aid when there is a health crisis and mostly development, but you will certainly do not do conflict resolution and prevention because it’s not your business at all and you don’t have the capacity. But we tend to be a whole package, development humanitarian aid NGOs together. Conflict prevention, that’s a lot of lobby things as well and the Brussels office, they do mainly lobby. They are not that high known, they are not local in the developing countries for conflict prevention. There might be some dedicated NGOs that have special contacts, for example in a place of the world because they have been there for a development project, humanitarian aid project, they know the local authorities, they know the rubble when there is rubble and they can be used to do some conflict prevention. Either because another NGO says: ‘you have access to these people, can we come with you and try to minimize the risk;’ or because the European government ask the NGO to go in between in try to facilitate the debate with the officials.

PM: But would you say then that the NGOs covering different themes of development cooperation, human rights and such, work together also?

AP: We work together at the lobby level I would say, most of the time. Less on the field, like I was saying because, they are just not on the field most of the time. Or they are on the field for very specific questions that are not related to projects. But at European level for sure, CONCORD has written a position with the HRDN, which is the Human Rights Network, D stands for I don’t know what. So yes, we cosigned letters, we’ve been meeting Mister Barosso [President of the European Commission] to tell him that it is important that human rights was considered as a cross-cutting issue in all European policies, he did agree with it, that was three years ago, so that’s good. But we work also with the environmental NGOs, because more and more the climate change has a big impact on development, developing countries. We work like that most of the time, but we will invite each other at conferences or if we meet with special officials which might be of their interest and within the Civil Society Contact Group which is a pan-European umbrella organisation which gathers eight different NGO sectors. We support each other, we work together on specific topics, with the Greens we have worked on climate change; on REACH, which is the chemicals directive from the European Union. There are also NGOs which have nothing to do with development or developing countries, or not a lot, like EFAM, which is the European federation for art, inheritance and culture. So yes, they might eventually fund one project related to culture in the developing countries but it is not their aim, but we are in this big Civil Society Contact Group.

PM: Moving on, about more specifically what an NGO does. You mentioned also a bit of field work.

AP: Yes, we do off course field work, we do fundraising, we do lobby, we do development education, because it’s very important to raise awareness among not only the stakeholders but also the general public so that we gain some public support and thanks to the public support we can both have some funding for projects and also to hope that the public will put some pressure on the government so that they keep NGOs in the loop of policies.

PM: When looking for information, I found that for instance the accountability charter of Oxfam and ActionAid among others said that NGOs really are people who come together under the rights of free speech and association. Do you think that’s true, do you also believe that’s an integral part of NGOs?

AP: To sign that charter or that belief in free speech?

PM: The free speech, freedom of association.

AP: Yes, off course. Apart from what we do for developing countries another component of the work of NGOs is try to coordinate better each other on the field and at the political level in Europe. It’s also to have a look at ourselves about our role, about our responsibility, about the methods that we are using in the South or related to good governance. The time when NGOs were going in the South in the seventies barely telling the local governments: ‘hi, we’re there and we’re building schools,’ out of the blue and out of the official educational systems, it’s over. Now, we do respect the people you go to work with, and you contact the local government so that it will be an integrated project eventually. But no, off course we do reflect a lot on our standards because we are charity, we are non-business organisation, our aim is the public aim. We believe deeply that we have to be transparent, we have to be accountable for every penny or every euro that the public has given or that the governments have given. That’s also one of the reason why we also would like in the Code of Conduct to register NGOs and all lobbyists, not only the NGOs but corporate and so on, we want absolutely the figures and the clients of all these lobbyists to be well known, we want to know who is influencing Europe, when, for how much money spent on that.

PM: You must be pleased then with the report from the Parliament as it came out, the lobby report?

AP: Absolutely, but the Parliament has received off course our comments about that and the Commission did not want this Code of Conduct for lobbyists to be mandatory, but we have pressed for it from the Civil Society point of view and the European Parliament is traditionally a big ally of the NGOs.

PM: That’s good to hear.

AP: Especially when it comes to democracy, accountability, transparency.

(The second part of the interview can be found in the report following this transcript. The interview has been split this way due to technical problems with the tape, which only recorded this first part. A report has been written on the second part, which has then been sent to A. Phillipart for approval)
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Report on interview with A. Philippart
Report on the interview with Agnès Philippart from CONCORD Europe on April 16, 2008, Brussels

CONCORD is very active when it comes to lobbying the European Parliament. As a Non-Governmental Development Organisation they focus in particular on the Parliament’s Development committee. When a report is being prepared at the European Parliament, the rapporteur is the first choice to be approached to lobby the European Parliament. In general the contact between CONCORD and the rapporteurs are good. CONCORD will for instance receive reports long before they are public, allowing CONCORD to express their opinion on the report. If not shadow rapporteurs are a good alternative. Shadow rapporteurs are MEPs designated by their political parties who are to monitor the progress of the actual parliament’s report on behalf of their political parties and define their party’s position. Shadow rapporteurs are of particular use when a report turns out not be in line with what CONCORD would want the report to look like. CONCORD could then choose to contact the shadow rapporteurs and present their arguments to these MEPs to gather support and change the report. Then there are the party coordinators. The party coordinators are MEPs in a committee who represent their political party in that committee. They advise their fellow party members how to vote on a particular report. That makes them important if CONCORD would want to gather as much support for a particular report or amendments as possible, or if they want an amendment not to be adopted into a report.

Next to approaching MEPs individually, CONCORD also lobbies the European Parliament by meeting with groups of people. One example is the meeting CONCORD has twice per year together with the Development committee. The main purpose of this meeting is to better understand each other’s position, as well as notify each other of projects they are planning to work on. This also ensures good contact with the European Parliament. CONCORD also attends expert meetings at the European Parliament. CONCORD does not however interact as much with Intergroups. The committee’s secretariat also presents an opportunity for CONCORD to lobby the European Parliament. The committee secretariat is an interesting lobbying possibility because it assists the committee itself. Also, the committee’s chair is also in charge of the committee in addition to being an MEP which only adds to the importance of the secretariat. Hearings are also a lobbying opportunity. CONCORD has participated in hearings organised by the development committee.

It would appear that CONCORD is closely involved with the European Parliament, which Agnès concurs. CONCORD has good relations with the European Parliament, the European Parliament is in general very open to the input of Non-Governmental Organisations due to the expertise and knowledge they can bring to the Parliament’s work. There are however varying degrees as to how welcome NGOs are at the European Parliament. This mostly depends on which political party is being dealt with. The socialists are very open to any input NGOs might have, as do other parties perceived as left wing, such as the Greens. The liberal party ALDE and the conservatives EPP – ED are less interested in NGOs and their arguments. There are parties which CONCORD avoids however, the far right wing parties. CONCORD chooses not to contact them to lobby the European Parliament, but other than them there are not really any other parties that CONCORD would not approach to lobby.

CONCORD also sends amendments to MEPs for them to table for a particular report. Because CONCORD receives drafts of reports early on, they can react by writing amendments for these reports. The amendments they write are already written in such a manner that they can directly be placed into the report, the MEP they send the amendment to will not have to rewrite it so that it fits within the report. CONCORD does pay attention however, when they lobby the European Parliament by sending amendments. They make sure that the amendment is not being sent with the same wording to several MEPs, as this can lead to an embarrassing situation. They also adapt the amendment they write to reflect the MEPs (and consequently their political party’s) political views. Should one MEP choose not to adopt the amendment written by CONCORD other MEPs from even other parties might be willing to adopt the amendment and table it.

Most of the methods described above apply to the committee part of the procedure. But if a report is to be definitively adopted by the European Parliament, it will also need to be voted on during the plenary session. CONCORD does not do that much lobbying however during the plenary. Agnès says that it is quite hard to lobby during this part of the procedure and that therefore most lobbying takes place during the committee stage.

There are also other procedures taking place at the European Parliament, such as the budgetary procedure and the assent procedure. Regarding these procedures, CONCORD does a lot less lobbying than when it comes to reports. For the annual budgetary procedure, CONCORD did lobby the European Parliament before. They also had some success lobbying the Parliament when the financial perspectives 2009 - 2013 were concerned. But, Agnès added, when for instance more funding was made available for the specific part of the budget called “Europe in the world” which is related to external actions, the part for Development Cooperation had to be negotiated in regard of the other policies as the part dedicated to the civil society. That would usually mean that there would be less money for another budget item. In other words, compromises would have to be made, giving a little and taking a little. CONCORD had managed to achieve this because they were in constant contact with the MEP negotiating this part of the budget with the European Commission and Council. CONCORD basically talked with that person on a daily basis, being notified of everything that happened regarding the external affairs part of the budget. This greatly helped in lobbying for the budget at the European Parliament. But in general it is hard to influence the European Parliament when the budget is discussed. Agnès explains that the budget is a very technical part of the EU, where good knowledge of law would be necessary in order to understand it properly. In general, understanding law is very important to have an efficient lobby. The legal basis on which a proposal will be built upon is crucial since they define the scope of the proposal and to which the policies it is related. In other words a lawyer would be a useful asset. The problem is that lawyers usually tend to follow the money and since NGOs do not have large financial resources, very few lawyers will work for an NGO when they can earn far more for corporate organisations. As for the assent procedure, CONCORD does not do any lobbying at all. The focus remains on the reports the European Parliament and European Commission write and on influencing the EU Member States.


Recently a report on lobbying was discussed in the European Parliament. Agnès was pleased with the outcome of the report. The report calls for a mandatory register for all lobbyists, the Parliament has proposed that this register would be shared between the European Parliament, Commission and the Council. The report among other things also calls for financial disclosure. This off course is interesting to many NGOs who would like to know the resources of the business companies and consultancy firms who are competing with them in influencing the European institutions for profit purposes. Agnès said that CONCORD, through the Civil Society Contact Group, lobbied much for this report and she was happy to say that all the things they wanted ended up in the report. Transparency and ethics in lobbying are important to CONCORD. CONCORD is registered in the CONECCS database (European Commission’s register of lobbyists) and has signed the European Parliament’s internal rules for fair lobbying when asking for permanent access. When the lobby the European Parliament, CONCORD always say who they are and why they are lobbying, what they are lobbying for. They are very much in favour of increasing transparency among lobbyists. CONCORD was already lobbying when the European Commission was working on the White Paper in 2001, which signifies the importance they attach to this. As illustrated earlier, with not having many funds compared to the corporate, it is important that transparency is strived for so that European citizens know who is lobbying who and for what purposes. This could also help NGOs to spot their opponents on a dossier since they don’t have the money to hire a consultant who would indentify and monitor these opponents, as business firms do.
But what makes a lobbyist a good lobbyist? What is the most important element in order to lobby successfully? Without hesitation Agnès replies that being informed is the most important thing. Being informed allows to react quickly to new developments in proposals for legislation. Off course rapporteurs sending early versions of their reports is a good example, but Agnès points out that this already applies earlier on in the process, at the level of the European Commission even. If the European Commission notifies CONCORD already when they are working on the proposal or initiative this will allow CONCORD to respond at an early stage and monitor the progress and react throughout the entire process, also when the European Parliament is discussing the Commission’s initiative. The Council also has a role to play when lobbying the European Parliament, Agnès explains. It is possible that the report at the European Parliament is not to CONCORD’s liking. In that case national governments could be approached so that the Council will decide that it will decide similarly to what CONCORD would like to see happen. In other words it would amount of sorts to pitching the two institutions against each other, if one of the two institutions voting results is not in line with CONCORD’s views, the other institution could be lobbied to try and make changes so that the end result is more favourable to CONCORD’s views.
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The new laws? The lobbyists write them

THE MEMBER OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT HAS BECOME A VENTRILOQUIST’S PUPPET

> The MEPs in ‘Brussels’ are being strongly lead by the lobbyists.

> They often even write legislative texts. “This is a drama for democracy.”

By Ahmet Olgun

ROTTERDAM. Not a week goes by without Member of the European Parliament Toine Manders receiving a readymade amendment. Corporate, interest groups and lobbyists bombard him with amendments which he only needs to sign. He once proposed an article which was supposed to improve the regulation concerning the legal position of composers. “I saw that six or seven other Members of Parliament had proposed the same text. That was an awkward show, embarrassing”, is what Manders says about the incident these days.

A large part of legislation originates from ‘Brussels’ these days. The European Commission and also the European Parliament are the ones who increasingly make our legislation. With the new Reform Treaty which is supposed to enter into force next year, more European legislation will follow. The treaty grants parliament legislative competences in more areas. But who actually makes the laws?

A tour among the Dutch Members of the European Parliament shows that readymade articles of law are the happening of the day at the European Parliament. “It happens that I will do this”, says Corien van Wortmann-Kool (CDA [Dutch Christian Democratic party]), referring to adopting literally proposals for law written by lobbyists. “But if I do it’s because I support the amendment. There are colleagues who adopt such amendments without any consideration.” Even colleagues from other Member States will adopt proposals for law literally, Dutch Members of the European Parliament say. Just like Manders Wortmann also experienced that ‘her’ amendment had been proposed by several colleagues. “That’s just how the European system works”, she comments.

Very often Member of the European Parliament Dorette Corbey (PvdA [Dutch Labour party]) sees colleagues proposing amendments they refused before. But she herself sometimes adopts texts from lobbyists. She for instance tabled an amendment two weeks ago which was handed to her by the Nederlandse Gasunie [Dutch company which owns the Dutch gas transportation infrastructure]. The Gasunie advocates for complete liberalization of the energy market. The network would then no longer be controlled by the producers, which means that “bureaucratic supervision” would no longer be necessary. “This amendment fits within my political policy, I would not have submitted it if it had not”, Corbey said on the day she tabled the amendment.

> This way not the grassroots support but the lobby determines the policy < 

Roel in ‘t Veld, professor public administration

What she did not know, is that the amendment in question was written by her VVD [Dutch Liberal party] colleague Manders. Or at least that is what Manders claims: “I took a couple of the Gasunie’s arguments and incorporated those into my amendment. The Gasunie as a result started to hawk in the parliament, they were looking for broad support for my amendment.”

“ When important matters are concerned”, Chris Glerum from Gasunie replies when asked, “it is only normal that we intervene. It is not as if we are writing amendments daily.”

The European consumer’s organisation (BEUC) goes far beyond that. “We basically do the work Members of the European Parliament do”, says lobbyist Levi Nietvelt of the BEUC. Since November last year, Nietvelt has written over 50 amendments on the areas of energy and telecom. “Amendments are an effective means for us to clarify our positions.”

In the run up to the elections for the European Parliament, June next year, Nietvelt observes Members of Parliament treating dossiers with increased speed. And that provides opportunities for lobbyists. “If a dossier is being pushed through, Members of Parliament often adopt amendments from us.”

Environmental organisation Greenpeace provides “very detailed proposals on occasion” to Members of the European Parliament, says Mark Breddy from the Brussels office of Greenpeace. “They sometimes adopt them integrally.”

Nietvelt from the BEUC wrote over 50 amdendments, but the ‘industry’ provides even much more texts according to him. Just the telecom sector has hundreds of people in Brussels according to Nietvelt. “They write amendments to each subject. They have the resources, we have much less.”

At the Brussels office of Unilever [company producing food] four ‘information officials’ are active. In comparison: only one employee ‘works on’ the politics of The Hague from the main office in Rotterdam. “Most laws and regulations or being made in Brussels and the European Parliament plays an ever increasing role in the legislative process”, Truus Huisman from the Brussels office illustrates. Each year Huisman and her colleagues write about four or five amendments. “Always at the request of the Members of the European Parliament themselves”, Huisman says. Huisman has witnessed Members of Parliament on occasion tabling “inherently contradictory amendments.” “Very careless”, Huisman judges.

But how (un)wanted is it that interest groups write amendments for Members of the European Parliament? Many lobbyists say that they “contribute” to the European democracy and qualitative legislation. “We are here only to support Members of the European Parliament in their democratic roles”, Huisman from Unilever summarises. “It is impossible that a Member of Parliament is an expert in every area.”

As opposed to the Members of the European Parliament lobbyists are aware of national legislation in all the Member States. “Some dossiers are very complicated, even for us, let alone the politicians”, Glerum from Gasunie argues. “For the sake of efficiency it is a good thing to provide information which is in an advanced edited version, it is even better actually. It only improves the quality of legislation.” Lobbyists deny that they are in control in Brussels. Glerum: “Politicians make the political decisions, it remains their responability.”

Politicians as well consider readymade proposals in general rather as the conveyance of information. It is in the end up to the politicians to use or not to use these texts. The more parties that talk the more democratic, they say. Since the European Parliament in order to promote democracy in the European Union has been allowed to work on legislation in more areas, the amount of work for representatives of the citizens has increased, according to some Members of Parliament.

Member of the European Parliament Corbey is unequivocally harsh in her judgement. “A drama for democracy” is what she the readymade amendments. But she has no other option, she says. I deal with several areas and I have only one employee”, says Corbey. “It is impossible for us together to have knowledge of all technical issues regarding complex dossiers.”

Roel in ‘t Veld, professor public administration and good governance, partly agrees with Corbey. “This way not the grassroots support but the impressive lobby determines policy,” he argues. “That is harmful to democracy.” Lobbyists have influence in every capital, the professor says. “In The Hague as well this happens, but not to the same extent as it does in Brussels. There their power is much bigger due to their large numbers.” Due to Dutch Members of Parliament being able to fall back on the expertise of legal services of ministries while writing their proposals for law, they are also less dependent on help from outside.

In ‘t Veld thinks the resources which Members of the European Parliament posses are sufficient. “If only Members of the European Parliament are willing enough to invest sufficient time and energy into their work.” In ‘t Veld would opt for the American approach to make the decision making process more independent and transparent. “Even more civil service support and public hearings would to some extent limit the influence of interest groups on European legislation.”

Dick Toornstra, the highest Dutch civil servant at the European Parliament, contradicts as well that a lack of ‘resources’ would make the Members of Parliament dependent of interest groups. He points out that every Member of the Parliament receives about 15,000 euros each month to pay employees. “With it you could also contract one or two academics.” Each fraction also has two academically schooled employees per committee, Toornstra says. “Besides they can still always call upon expert civil servants of the Parliament itself.”

Since the “awkward show” from seven years ago Manders usually does not adopt proposals for law literally anymore. After having been informed by various parties, he writes his own texts. “I do not like to be known as a copy-catter. I want to be original.”

Today ‘Brussels’ meets over lobbyists

· Today a committee of the European Parliament discusses a series of measures to make the modes of operandum of lobbyists in European politics more transparent.

· Tomorrow there will be a vote in Parliament on a report on lobbyists by Finnish Member of the European Parliament Alexander Stubb.

· Stubb pleads among others for registering lobbyists operating in Brussels. He also wants Members of Parliament to mention their sources in their amendments.

· The Greens in the European Parliament and civil society organizations think the proposals by Stubb insufficient. Lobbyists in Brussels have to make public their main sources for funding and figures on what they spend on lobbying activities, they argue.

· At the European Commission, the daily administration of the European Union, as well the industry has disproportionate amounts of influence, as became clear from a research by the European lobby watchdog ‘Alter EU’ which was presented two weeks ago. Of the so-called ‘expert groups’ (advisory councils) in Brussels, who prepare the legislations for proposal from the Commission, a quarter is strongly dominated by representatives of the corporate.

· The European Commission denies the big influence of the industry in the expert groups. The Commission has promised that before the summer the names and origins of all members of the expert groups will be made public.

Because the lobbyists have too much influence, people think
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