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FOREWORD

by Vice President Siim Kallas

Member of the European Commission
responsible for Administration, Audit
and Anti-Fraud

This survey will be of interest to members
of the lobbying profession. Indeed, officials
in EU institutions and Member States
interviewed for the survey have revealed
how they take decisions, including whom
they trust for information and expertise.
This gives the lobbyists and those with
money to spend on lobbying, an insight
into what techniques and channels are
most effective.

The survey should also be read by those
taking the decisions. Because, in turn,
whom we trust and listen to obviously
affects whether the decisions we take can
be trusted by the wider public as fair and

unbiased.Judging from the results, it would
seem that the decisions of senior EU officials
are more influenced by colleagues, staff,
personal research and other EU institutions
than interest representation from industry
or NGOs. This, I think, is how our relationship
with lobbyists should be: we listen, but
do not allow interest representation to
dominate our work.

The survey can also be used to assess
whether on-going regulatory efforts, such
as the European Transparency Initiative and
its Register for Interest Representatives,
are on target. From that point of view, a
few policy lessons can be drawn from
the survey.

First, the survey sends a clear message to all
lobbyists that your EU interlocutors care
whether you are transparent about the
interest you represent. In fact, this is shared
across Europe, where an average of two-
thirds of those interviewed state that the
degree of transparency does influence the
decision whether to speak to a lobbyist.
Understandably, over 70% of officials are
also open to talk to lobbyists if the topic
lies within their field of expertise and is
of interest. As such, public institutions
are likely to be open to transparent and
targeted lobbying. We seem less impressed
by indiscriminate "carpet-bombing" cam-
paigns. This reassures me, because | would

not like to see those with the largest PR
budgets receive privileged treatment by the
EU institutions.

Second, the more lobbying efforts are
channelled via indirect channels such as
public affairs consultancies, law firm or
think tanks, the greater the challenge to
appear transparent about the underlying
interests. And as the survey would indicate,
such indirect lobbying tools are considered
almost as effective as direct interest
representation. Regulators therefore have
to cover both the direct and the indirect
lobbying channels, as indeed the European
Transparency Initiative aims to do.

Finally, when looking at the perceived "poor
practices” in lobbying, it is encouraging that
a lack of transparency is considered a lot
less problematic at the EU level compared
to the national level. | can only see that as a
sign that the positive and pioneering
steps taken by lobbyists to join the EU
Register for Interest Representatives are
beginning to pay off. This represents
anecdotal evidence that the Commission's
approach, reflected in the ever increasing
number of registrants — fast approaching
2,000 —was the right one.

IN EUROPE
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WELCOME TO BURSON-MARSTELLER'S GUIDE TO
EFFECTIVE LOBBYING IN EUROPE

by Jeremy Galbraith

CEO Burson-Marsteller Europe,
Middle East & Africa

It is eight years since Burson-Marsteller
produced its first evidence-based guide
to European lobbying. That first report
focused on influencing the European
Parliament; we have since produced reports
on lobbying the European Commission and
in 2005 our Definitive Guide to Lobbying
the European Institutions.

This latest report takes a deeper and wider
look at the attitudes of regulators and policy-
makers across Europe towards lobbying.
Produced with the support of our network
of offices and partners across Europe, based
on research by Penn, Schoen & Berland
(PSB), this report highlights and explains
perceptions towards lobbying in Brussels
and 15 national capitals. The findings are
timely, as we move into an exciting new
phase for lobbying: at EU level, we begin a
new institutional cycle with a new
Parliament and Commission, while across
Europe, the growth of digital media and
greater transparency requirements are
changing the way lobbying is carried out.

Transparency is one of the major themes of
this report, with our research showing that
it is an increasingly important consideration
for politicians and officials both in Brussels
and in national capitals. As the results of
the survey demonstrate, for more and more
regulators a declaration of interest is
becoming an essential pre-condition to
contact with any lobby group, whether they
be a trade association, company, NGO, law

firm or consultancy. Our report shows that
many organisations - including public
affairs consultancies - fare badly in terms of
perceived transparency. | am pleased to say
that Burson-Marsteller has been a leader in
promoting transparency. Openly declaring
client interests in contacts with stakeholders
is a key part of our global Code of Values
which every employee signs and we were
the first major consultancy to sign up to the
European Commission's voluntary register.

Another important finding is that public
affairs agencies rate lower as effective lob-
byists than trade associations, companies
and NGOs. This entirely supports the
approach of Burson-Marsteller across
Europe: we act as intelligence gatherers,
message developers, campaign strategists
and programme managers for clients.
We rarely act as their advocates, because
politicians and officials prefer hearing
directly from our clients.

On this topic and others, this survey aims to
increase knowledge of effective lobbying
techniques and to be your guide to the
perceptions of politicians and officials
across the continent - with the ultimate
goal of improving the quality of lobbying
throughout Europe.

We hope that you find this report interesting
and its findings useful in your work.

Effective Lobbying
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BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY

The survey summarised in the following
pages is designed to increase knowledge
about lobbying with a view to improving
the understanding and quality of lobbying
throughout Europe. This is the fourth
Burson-Marsteller survey to focus on
lobbying, but this one expands coverage to
15 national European markets and Brussels
from the more narrow EU-institutional
focus in the three previous reports. This
report, we believe, points to the strengths
and weaknesses of lobbying which we
hope will provide a useful basis for needed
corrections or adaptations.

This survey is based on over 500 interviews
carried out by Penn, Schoen & Berland

(PSB) on behalf of Burson-Marsteller and
our partners in six of the European countries
surveyed, during the period February to
July 2009. The interviews involved a
basic series of 18 questions to identify
perception among policy elites about
lobbying and lobbyists. They were
conducted either online, by phone or
face-to-face with politicians (both
Members of national Parliaments (MPs)
and Members of the European
Parliament (MEPs)) and senior officials
from national governments and the
European institutions.

P

In total, just over 50 interviews were done in the EU policy community in Brussels
and at least 30 in each of the following countries:
e Austria e Germany e Norway
e Czech Republic e Greece’ e Poland
e Denmark e Hungary ® Spain
e Finland e ltaly e Sweden
e France e Netherlands e UK

N

1. Spring 2005: http://www.bmbrussels.eu/images/upload/quideeurinst.pdf; Spring 2003: http://www.bmbrussels.eu/images/upload/guideeurcom.pdf;

http://www.bmbrussels.eu/images/upload/quideeurparl. pdf
2.The survey in Greece was conducted by MRB

Effective Lobbying
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Lobbying attracts mixed perceptions
among policy-makers across Europe.
Respondents acknowledge lobbying’s
positive aspects (such as constructive
input to decision-making and sharing of
expertise), but negative aspects are also
highlighted (a lack of transparency and
biased information being cited most
frequently). Lack of transparency is the
most often identified weakness and is
most keenly criticised in Poland, the
Nordic countries and the Netherlands.

TRANSPARENCY

Transparency emerges as the leitmotif of
the survey. Public officials identify trade
unions, companies and trade associations
as the most transparent lobbying
groups, ahead of NGOs. Despite efforts
to improve transparency, public affairs
consultancies trail further behind.

Transparency is the single most impor-
tant factor in making up an official’s
mind to speak to an interest group. Yet
surprisingly, they do not appear to consider
registration on a public lobbying register
as an important factor.

EFFECTIVENESS

While our 2005 report (covering lobbying in
the EU institutions) indicated that industry
and NGOs were equally effective, this
report points to a perception of greater
industry effectiveness across all sectors. In
many cases (including energy and health-
care & pharmaceuticals) the perceived gap
in favour of industry is substantial. In only

one case, the consumer goods, food & drinks
sector, have NGO lobbyists almost reached
parity with their business counterparts.

Trade associations are seen overall as the
most effective lobbyists. Grouped close
together (and not far behind) are companies,
NGOs and public affairs consultancies,
followed in turn by think-tanks and law
firms.

POOR LOBBYING PRACTICES

Lack of transparency and aggressiveness
come at the top of the criticisms of industry
lobbyists, but the fact that one quarter of
respondents still mention unethical
inducements as one of the most frequently
committed practices by industry is of major
concern. With spikes in Greece and Germany,
such corruption cannot be attributed to a
cultural North-South divide.

CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

Nationality: The markets seem perfectly
divided as to whether officials think it
important to be approached by someone
of their own nationality on an issue of
national interest, with half considering it
important and half not. Of course this
division belies significant national differ-
ences, to which it will be crucial to pay
attention when approaching decision-
makers.

Information sources for decision-makers:
Industry rates amongst the most helpful
sources for making informed decisions.
Although a decision-maker’s own research,

his staff, colleagues and national public
authorities remain the most important
sources of information, industry was identi-
fied as helpful, as were the EU institutions.

Digital versus traditional media: While
digital media appear to out-perform tradi-
tional media as a source of information,
results suggest that the vast majority of
digital media include online editions of
newspapers or websites of established
broadcasters. Top-tier media therefore
remain important targets in any campaign.

Information delivery: meetings are viewed
as the favoured way to receive information
by respondents followed by site visits and
written briefing materials. Only one fifth of
respondents like to receive information
by phone or email, and less than one fifth
view luncheon and breakfast briefings as
useful. DVD & videos, exhibitions and
evening receptions surface as even less
popular. The overall averages do however
mask significant differences among the
countries, with for example EU-level
respondents revealing themselves to be
particularly sceptical about the usefulness
of site visits while the Finns much prefer
site visits to receiving written briefing
materials. Norwegians are particularly
critical of exhibitions and DVD & videos,
and the Polish topped the chart with
their preference for meetings; while the
French welcome exhibitions, evening
receptions and breakfast briefings as
means to communicate information.
This section of the survey also revealed
considerable uniformity in the way the
Nordics appraise information channels.

IN EUROPE
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B-M 12 TIPS FOR EFFECTIVE LOBBYING

. Be transparent about your interests:
stakeholders demand transparency as a
pre-condition to discussion.

. Be part of the process: it is easiest to
influence a policy in its infancy, and
important to follow through during all
stages of policy development.

. Understand the legislative process and
its technicalities: it helps to ensure that
you arrive with the right arguments at
the right time.

. Think politically: identify the focus of
political argument, the values and
interests involved and the potential
basis for consensus.

. Back up political arguments with
independent evidence and sound
science in order to convince politicians
and regulators.

. Identify your ultimate audience and
clearly set realistic objectives at the
beginning of your campaign. Be prepared
to adapt your strategy in response to
both external and internal changes.

. Know the wide range of people that you
need to talk to, but target the decision-
makers and influencers that matter at
the right time.

8. Mobilise people to act: search for allies

and work within coalitions whenever
possible. Ad hoc and temporary issue
specific coalitions can be just as influential
as longstanding partnerships.

9. Use all relevant channels of communi-

cations: digital information is widely
seen by politicians, regulators and their
assistants and influences their thinking.

10. Recognise and respect Europe’s diversity

1

-

in culture, language and thought and
where possible work with it to your
advantage. Always keep in mind the
local, national and European dimension
of a policy issue and leverage links
between Brussels and national capitals,
reflecting the interplay of influence in
policy and decision-making.

.Remember you will not always get 100%

of what you want: those who craft the
compromise often win.

12. Be creative and memorable from start to

finish. Briefing materials and events that
draw attention to your messages do help
achieve success.

Effective Lobbying
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PERCEPTIONS OF LOBBYING

Trade associations

Public Affairs agencies

NGOs

Trade unions

WHO ARE THE LOBBYISTS?

Trade associations and public affairs agencies are widely perceived as lobbyists

Trade associations (61%) followed by public affairs agencies (57%) are identified as the most
common manifestation of the lobbyist - a perception most strongly held in Finland (83% & 80%)
and Norway (81% & 74%). Austria (81%), Sweden (74%) and the UK (66%) also score above average
in identifying public affairs firms as lobbyists. At EU-level as well, respondents rate public affairs
firms (65%), along with trade associations (65%) as the most prevalent form of lobbyist.

A second cluster of interest groups is less frequently defined as ‘lobbyists’, including non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) (50%), trade unions (46%) and companies (43%). However,
NGOs are much more frequently considered lobbyists in Norway (77%), Finland (67%), Austria
(63%) and in Brussels (63%).

58% of EU-level respondents also identify law firms as lobbyists - far higher than the overall
average for this category (24%) perhaps reflecting the lively debate in Brussels on transparency
in lobbying.

In your opinion which of the following could be considered
to match the description of a ‘lobbyist’?

61 72 47 58 77 8 27 60 20 77 67 @& 70 61 45 69 65

gp 8 50 58 48 8 23 60 50 37 60 74 53 74 29 66 65
)| 63 50 45 61 67 37 40 23 27 53 77 57 48 29 44 63
(9] 63 27 55 35 67 30 40 7 60 27 65 53 52 35 59 50

Companies 43 44 20 48 52 50 27 10 20 43 50 48 43 68 29 63 58

Think tanks 27 25 177 39 26 30 17 47 10 30 10 10 10 55 32 44 25

Individuals & Independent 0 34 37 35 13 20 10 20 23 17 10 26 7 35 10 56 29

Law firms 24 I 13 35 10 17 23 30 7 20 13 13 17 23 29 31 56

All of the above 16 9 17 26 13 17 23 10 17 7 20 6 17 13 29 16 19

Others (please specify) (3 7 3 6 o o o 8 10 13 o 13 13 16 6
IN EUROPE
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Raising the local & national importance
of anissue

A constructive part of the decision
making process

Sharing expertise

Translating technical & scientific
information into relevant information

Providing the right information
at the right time

Other (Please specify)

WHAT ARE THE POSITIVE ASPECTS OF LOBBYING?

More than half of the respondents identify lobbying’s capacity to raise issues of local
or national importance

The most positive aspect of lobbying identified by respondents in Europe is its capacity to
raise the local or national importance of an issue. Half of those interviewed highlight this,
with strongest showings in Germany (74%), the UK (72%) and Italy (70%). Perhaps understandably,
this aspect is seen as less significant at EU level (44%), although the low scores, such as in
Denmark (23%) and Norway (26%) seem less explainable.

The second most positive aspect of lobbying is seen as its constructive input to public decision-
making, with a 48% overall score. This conceals wide variations. Respondents in Italy (67%),
Hungary (67%) and Austria (63%) see this aspect most positively, while in Poland only 3% see
lobbying as constructive.

From the following list, what would you say
are the positive aspects of lobbying?

4 5o 60 74 23 60 53 37 30 70 67 26 50 55 35 72 44

‘b 63 50 48 32 40 53 53 67 67 53 61 3 45 45 38 52

yh | 5o 50 61 39 63 40 17 30 43 50 61 63 52 48 22 60
() 50 30 48 29 60 40 53 20 30 17 39 37 39 29 44 58

b 75 43 65 26 so 7 33 23 40 47 35 43 26 32 A4 38

Effective Lobbying
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Interest not clearly outlined/
lack of transparency

Not providing neutral information

An undue influence
of the democratic process

Too many contacts/ an annoyance

Reserved for the elite

Other (Please specify)

WHAT ARE THE NEGATIVE ASPECTS OF LOBBYING?

Lobbyists need to be more transparent

Lack of transparency is perceived as the most prevalent weakness in lobbying practices (57% of all
respondents). This is strongest in Poland (90%), a finding which correlates directly to the very low
opinion of lobbying as a constructive force as explained in the previous section. Not far behind is a
cluster of northern European countries led by Finland (80%), Germany and Sweden (each 65%), and
The Netherlands (67%). However, less than half of the respondents in Greece (37%), Denmark (39%),
France (43%) and the EU (48%) see lack of transparency as an issue.

The second most important concern (55%) is the absence of objectivity in the information lobbyists
provide.

The perception of lobbying as an undue influence over the democratic process is low overall (23%),
but relatively high in Germany (58%), the UK (41%) and Spain (39%). Lobbying overkill (‘too many
contacts’), while not generally seen as a big issue (23%), is more of a factor in the EU and the Czech
Republic (each 37%).

From the following list, what would you say are
the negative aspects of lobbying?

30 0 53 65 39 8 43 37 60 60 67 58 90 65 52 5O 48

55 44 73 65 68 47 60 53 30 60 57 58 37 55 45 56 67
23 28 20 58 16 30 30 23 10 20 13 3 10 13 39 1 12

x| 25 37 10 29 30 33 13 10 10 17 26 13 23 13 28 37
| 28 7 23 16 17 20 17 37 27 7 23 10 29 32 22 12

12| Effective Lobbying
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PERCEPTIONS OF LOBBYING

Trade unions

HOW TRANSPARENT ARE LOBBYISTS?

Trade unions, companies and trade associations are viewed as the most transparent

On a scale of 1to 10, trade unions, companies and trade associations lead the field as the most
transparent lobbyists, with overall average scores of 7.5 or above. In fourth place come NGOs (6.97)
with much higher individual ratings in Norway (8.35), Denmark (8.19), France (7.5) and Sweden
(7.48). NGOs also score high for transparency at EU level (7.6).

In the next cluster, public affairs agencies (5.58) are seen as somewhat more transparent than law
firms. Although both score above 5, they are viewed as significantly less transparent than the first
four categories.

Thinking about your answers to the previous question, on a scale of 1
to 10, where 1is ‘l never know who they represent’ and 10 is ‘l always
know who they represent’: to what extent would you say each of the
following is transparent in lobbying?

70y 838 707 803 855 793 74 8 6.7 753 769 839 712 774 6.61 778 767

Companies

Ayl 772 783 8 848 76 697 783 827 66 757 81 6.96 716 6.32 753 7.96

Trade associations

7y, 763 6.83 761 816 827 74 748 823 787 733 852 727 716 639 766 738

NGOs

eyl 725 513 658 819 6.8 75 6 6.6 6.67 71 835 6415 748 61 6.91 76

Public affairs agencies

4l 544 447 632 484 473 73 61 703 497 51 594 519 542 542 531 571

Law firms eyl 556 4.97 545 552 4.2 663 542 713 503 51 535 408 5 552 55 533
Think tanks 45190 513 53 597 548 563 6.27 535 4.93 4.83 4.55 5.68 445 613 584 516 5.25
Individuals & 044359 3.97 535 4.94 4.3 6.97 3.89 4.27 433 3.66 561 265 3.97 558 509 4.44
Independents

Effective Lobbying
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REGULATORY PERCEPTIONS OF LOBBYING

WHAT INFLUENCES THE RESPONDENT'’S DECISION
TO SPEAK TO A LOBBYIST?

Transparency is the key factor

64% of the respondents say that transparency influences their decision to speak to lobbyists. This
consideration is uniformly high on the list of all respondents with the exception of France (37%)
and Spain (26%).

Unsurprisingly, clear majorities of respondents say their readiness to speak to a lobbyist is
conditioned by the topic being in their field of expertise or of interest to them.

Perhaps unexpectedly, whether or not the lobbyist is listed on a public register seems to be of
little importance among the lobbied. On average, only 19% said this was a factor influencing their
readiness to speak to a lobbyist.

Which of the following factors influence your decision
to speak to a lobbyist?

If the lobbyist is transparent about 64 Wi 57 74 71 73 37 8 43 70 57 77 70 71 26 63 69

whom he represents

If the topic is in my field of expertise ) | 69 53 71 68 53 47 53 37 63 53 48 53 74 32 84 73

If the topic is of interest to me 4y | 50 70 55 29 77 50 23 30 67 70 68 23 65 42 59 7

If the lobbyist is well prepared Ul 56 20 71 48 47 23 17 1] 47 40 45 50 48 10 47 50

If | know the lobbyist 32 5O 23 29 48 57 27 50 O 30 30 39 7 23 13 44 35

I have an obligation to speak 21 9 30 13 39 17 20 10 23 60 3 29 3 16 42 16 12

to anyone calling me

If the lobbyist or his organisation is 19 9 1 29 16 17 10 30 20 50 17 3 20 6 6 19 29

listed in a public register of lobbyists

I never speak to lobbyists 2 o o 3 o) 3 o o 3 3 7 o 3 o o o 2

Other (please specify) (3 6 10 6 3 o 3 o 7 13 7 10 3 10 3 9 2
IN EUROPE
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LOBBYING EFFECTIVENESS

WHO ARE THE MOST EFFECTIVE LOBBYISTS?

Trade associations are perceived as being the most effective lobbyists

The effectiveness of lobbyists is seen as being evenly spread between the various main categories
—with trade associations (6.55 out of 10) being the most effective, closely followed by trade unions,
companies, NGOs and public affairs agencies - all scoring around 6. The Netherlands appears to
be a special case, as respondents there rated the effectiveness of all the main lobby groups as
exceptionally low (ranging from 3 to 4.86 out of 10). Respondents in the Czech Republic also rate
lobbyists low on effectiveness (ranging from 3.83 to 5.4).

On a scale of 1to 10, where 1is ‘not at all effective’ and 10
is ‘extremely effective’ how would you rate the effectiveness
of lobbying by the following organisations?

DK FI FR GR HU IT NL
Trade associations 73 738 503 716 745 797 717 63 583 72 436 703 6.9 594 6.45 6.63 6.52
Trade unions H1 6.78 5.4 6.9 6.65 717 633 537 4.97 6.67 468 6.97 6.2 565 6.23 6.56 6.02
Companies Held 6.41 5.07 761 6.68 6.97 71 487 633 6 332 658 562 581 6.1 6 6.4
NGOs olc)] 6.56 4.93 6.39 6.68 6.3 6.47 5.67 4.87 577 3.46 7.06 535 639 6.48 6.44 6.42
Public affairs agencies k] 6.72 467 6.61 503 6.9 653 633 7 51 396 6.45 562 59 633 591 587
Think tanks 45l 556 473 6.1 545 637 59 563 53 523 3 474 4.04 632 6.9 575 5.44
Law firms 0 5.88 4.4 542 458 4.93 63 56 53 5 454 532 4.9 452 565 544 55
Individuals & Independents bl 425 3.83 5.06 458 4.73 573 4.67 6.07 3.47 321 439 315 4.45 4.9 509 3.96
Effective Lobbying " &/*% |15



IN WHICH SECTOR DO LOBBYISTS MAKE THE GREATEST EFFORT?
The lobbyists in the energy sector make the largest effort

Energy, with an overall score of 7.26 (on a scale of 1to 10), is the sector where lobbying efforts are
perceived to be greatest, with its presence felt in particular in Greece (7.83), Germany (7.81),
Hungary (7.79) and Spain (7.52). Not far behind energy is the healthcare & pharmaceutical sector
(714 overall average), with peaks in Austria (7.94) and Germany (7.68).

A cluster of sectors - IT & telecommunications (6.58), defence (6.55), financial services (6.49),
agriculture (6.45), chemicals (6.36) and transport (6.26) - occupy an overall median rank in perceived
lobbying efforts. A further drop-off in perceived effort affects a number of other sectors (for
example consumer goods, food & drink, electrical & electronics), with retailing bringing up the
rear (5.15 average).

Among EU respondents, the energy lobby also comes out at the top (7.6), but otherwise the EU
rankings differ from those given by national respondents. This seems to reflect the primacy of EU
over national policy in certain sectors. Agriculture (7.46) and chemicals (7.33) score high, followed
by pharmaceuticals (7.13). Utilities and retail sectors score lowest (7.65).

Please rate the following industries according to your perception
of their lobbying efforts, where 1is ‘very poor’ and 10 is ‘very good’

Energy ypdd 75 0 7 781 739 737 697 783 779 717 717 6.84 55 723 752 719 7.6
Healthcare & Pharmaceuticals AU 7.94 687 7.68 729 727 713 767 7.6 6.93 6.7 655 6.42 6.45 713 734 713
IT & telecommunications 4 719 64 616 6.29 673 6.77 753 721 63 6.57 568 527 616 758 6.5 6.92
Defence & aerospace 1) 613 63 6.61 597 6.43 6.87 777 6.82 5.63 703 635 4.92 597 732 722 6.92
Financial Services Jil)] 6.97 6.23 6.94 6.42 6.5 6.87 587 787 6.6 617 619 4.81 532 719 6.94 6.62
Agriculture N 728 597 668 8 743 71 5 4.82 58 737 639 577 6.52 4.81 581 746
Chemicals el 653 58 648 6.1 617 6.63 65 683 56 6.7 503 581 565 6.68 6.53 733
Transport 1) 6.75  6.47 6.68 6.45 617 6.83 593 59 583 627 6 4.42 6.48 6.23 6.25 6.79
Consumer goods, food & drink 11 553 4.87 633 674 627 657 557 526 6.7 6.2 4.81 4.54 535 558 6.63 6.5
Electrical & electronics vk 531 53 633 565 6.27 6.7 54 6 543 593 529 4.27 539 6.55 597 6.46
Mining & natural resources 41 491 587 581 529 553 58 6.77 415 53 6.27 506 4.96 468 59 591 585
Utilities & public services 4l 625 53 571 5 487 6.83 4.97 586 6.87 523 4.81 388 458 597 6.09 5.65
Retail 44| 4.03 383 574 581 547 687 477 428 65 563 416 365 51 4.06 6.9 5.69
IN EUROPE
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LOBBYING EFFECTIVENESS

IN WHICH SECTORS ARE INDUSTRY MOST EFFECTIVE?

The enerqy and healthcare & pharmaceuticals sectors get top scores

Matching their effort level, the energy and healthcare & pharmaceuticals sectors are perceived as
having clearly the most effective lobbying, scoring 88% and 85% respectively, when “very effective”
and “quite effective” responses are combined. Individual national ratings are sometimes even
higher, including the healthcare & pharmaceutical industry scoring a unique 100% in Germany,
with France (96%) not far behind. Germany (94%) and France (96%) lead the way too for industry
lobbying effectiveness in the energy sector.

The overall averages in financial services (75%) and IT & telecommunications (75%) show that they
also perform well in perceived effectiveness. All other sectors score over 50% with one exception:
retail’s performance (45%) reflects very low scores in smaller European markets.

At the EU level, energy (95%) is the clear winner with healthcare & pharmaceuticals in second
place (89%). Other high scores for effectiveness of industry lobbying (probably reflecting EU
powers in these sectors) are agriculture (84%), transport (84%) and chemicals (81%).

How effective would you say the industry lobbying efforts are in
each of the following sectors?

Energy 88 K} 86 94 91 90 96 80 77 93 83 o1 87 81 87 88 95
Healthcare & Pharmaceuticals 3 81 90 100 8 8 96 80 74 8 80 8 90 75 87 84 89
Financial Services 5 72 73 8 75 73 87 63 77 90 60 84 80 41 84 & 75
IT & Telecommunications 75 75 76 74 65 80 94 80 60 90 53 61 86 65 8 72 77
Defence & aerospace 7 63 80 77 55 54 8 80 57 77 74 65 73 58 8o 82 79
Transport ) 78 76 84 61 50 83 47 40 66 70 78 70 65 61 72 84
Agriculture )| 69 60 61 93 67 83 23 20 63 90 77 93 68 48 60 84
Chemicals 66 47 67 65 53 80 63 50 70 77 41 87 42 80 79 81
Electrical & electronics 61 44 47 68 55 57 84 47 40 77 57 61 70 55 87 62 72
Mining & natural resources 55 a1 63 58 33 60 70 63 13 67 70 39 80 29 65 63 58
Consumer goods, food & drink 40 34 26 68 68 47 90 43 30 67 57 39 63 32 51 75 67
Utilities & public services 4 60 43 62 45 30 80 34 23 90 54 38 63 39 65 69 60
Retail ‘3| 25 17 64 54 40 73 40 13 63 47 23 66 35 32 72 50

Effective Lobbying
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IN WHICH SECTORS ARE NGOS MOST EFFECTIVE?

NGOs in the healthcare & pharmaceuticals sector get top scores

Overall, most effective NGO lobbying is perceived to be in the healthcare & pharmaceutical (61%) and
energy (58%) sectors. At national level, much higher scores are registered, such as for pharmaceutical
lobbying in Germany (84%), Spain (84%) and France (77%), and in the energy sector, for example in
Germany (80%), the UK (75%) and France (73%).

Other sectors where NGOs also score above 50% overall are consumer goods, food & drink and
agriculture. In all other sectors, the majority of respondents found NGO lobbying not very effective.
However, general figures may conceal specific differences. In the case of chemicals (overall
46%) more than 60% of respondents judged the sector to be effective in Germany, France, Poland,
Spain and Denmark.

At EU level, the emphasis is different. Healthcare & pharmaceuticals is perceived as the sector in
which NGO lobbying is most effective, with consumer goods, food & drink (57%), agriculture
(57%), chemicals (55%) next, ahead of energy (52%). NGO lobbying in all other sectors is perceived
to be less effective.

How effective would you say NGO lobbying efforts are in each of
the following sectors?

Healthcare &Pharmaceuticals 61 63 40 84 58 5O 77 44 47 63 53 71 67 42 84 66 64
Energy 441 56 57 8 68 47 73 47 50 60 37 55 67 49 71 75 52
Consumer goods, food & drink 53 4 27 68 71 60 74 40 30 74 57 32 67 45 48 54 57
Agriculture 53 63 43 64 55 44 77 34 40 54 43 67 70 49 39 40 57
Transport 49 I 50 61 32 50 60 20 30 43 37 71 63 58 45 59 46
Utilities & public services 48 BB 57 64 29 46 70 36 33 53 40 52 70 38 61 53 37
Chemicals 46 53 30 64 67 17 66 27 33 30 43 32 63 35 61 47 55
Mining & natural resources 43 31 53 48 46 57 70 47 14 40 30 45 67 22 51 44 39
IT & Telecommunications 42 38 30 45 16 16 73 43 60 37 33 29 63 36 62 47 39
Financial Services 39 BEL 30 61 25 3 63 33 53 40 26 42 60 22 55 59 29
Defence & aerospace 36 16 37 &1 23 20 60 30 40 36 27 36 57 32 51 57 23
Retail 36 22 20 48 45 13 63 33 27 54 30 29 70 22 26 1 33
Electrical & electronics 35 34 20 38 22 13 67 16 34 30 20 29 64 23 58 34 39
IN EUROPE

18 | Effective Lobbying



LOBBYING EFFECTIVENESS

INDUSTRY VERSUS NGO LOBBYING EFFECTIVENESS
Across the board industry lobbying is seen as more effective than NGO lobbying

The overall perception is that industry lobbying is more effective than NGO lobbying in all sectors,
and in some sectors significantly so.

The greatest gaps (more than 30 percentage points), perhaps unsurprisingly, are to be found in
financial services, defence & aerospace, and IT & telecommunications, but they are also substantial
in energy (30 percentage points) and healthcare & pharmaceuticals (24 percentage points).

The gap is at its narrowest in the consumer goods, food & drink sector — where industry lobbying
effectiveness is rated at 54% and NGO effectiveness at 53%. Other relatively small gaps are in the
utilities & public services sector (6 percentage points) and retail (9 percentage points).

How effective would you say the NGO & Industry lobbying efforts
are in each of the following sectors?
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Energy
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IT & telecommunications

Electrical & electronics
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Defence & aerospace

Retail

Agriculture
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POOR PRACTICE

Not sufficiently transparent

WHAT ARE INDUSTRY LOBBYISTS MAJOR FAILINGS?

Transparency was cited as the main example of poor lobbying practice by industry

Transparency was cited as the main example of poor lobbying practice by industry as a whole
(52%). However, the underlying national figures vary significantly: respondents in Poland (83%)
and Germany (74%) ranked this issue very high in their concerns; whereas in other places - notably
at EU level (40%) lack of transparency is less frequently cited as a poor practice by industry, probably
due to efforts by the EU institutions to promote transparency.

Other poor practices committed by industry include being overly aggressive and, to a lesser extent,
failing to understand the decision-making process (especially those of the EU institutions).
However, there was also a wide variation among countries with regard to particular practices - for
example, there were some high figures for offering unethical inducements (Greece, 60%) or
providing inappropriate briefing materials (Germany, 52%).

Thinking about poor practice in lobbying, which of the following
would you say is the most frequently committed by the industry?

20 50 40 74 39 50 53 57 33 60 37 68 83 42 48 59 40

Being too aggressive

47 53 40 65 58 43 50 37 40 37 47 39 20 45 48 56 56

Failing to understand
process & procedure

39 3 48 55 33 37 40 17 27 47 65 o 52 32 31 62

Being too early or too late in the process

70| 63 57 42 23 37 23 23 30 23 67 65 7 39 10 19 54

Lobbying by press release

) 41 20 32 O 43 27 27 23 13 20 29 40 26 13 50 23

Inappropriate briefing materials

0 38 7 52 16 23 13 33 20 20 33 16 13 32 26 25 37

Basing a position on emotion
rather than facts

A 28 17 48 29 27 30 33 7 23 27 13 33 32 13 44 8

Offering unethical inducements

25 28 20 39 19 13 33 60 30 33 27 16 27 16 26 19 10

Other (please specify)
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WHAT ARE NGO LOBBYISTS MAJOR FAILINGS?

NGOs have a tendency to base their position on emotion rather than fact

The perceptions of poor lobbying practices by NGOs were more convergent. NGOs’ tendency to
base positions on emotion rather than fact (57%) was the top-rated weakness, and in marked
contrast to industry’s score on this point (25%). In general, the perception is that NGO lobbyists fail
to understand the decision-making process to more or less the same degree as their industry
counterparts. However, NGOs fare better than industry in understanding the workings of the EU
(44% citing this as poor practice for NGOs, compared to 62% for industry).

Only 32% of respondents criticised NGOs for a lack of transparency and only 8% for offering
unethical inducements. However, in Germany (61%) and Poland (73%) NGOs were more heavily
criticised for lacking transparency, and in Norway and Finland (and, to some extent Germany and
Austria) there was greater criticism of NGOs’ practices than in other markets.

Thinking about poor practice in lobbying, which of the following
would you say is the most frequently committed by NGOs?

Basing a position on emotion rather 57 72 73 58 61 77 27 57 60 47 53 61 53 39 58 50 63
than facts

Being too aggressive 43 78 60 68 45 67 43 37 27 20 37 29 30 29 23 34 54
Failing to understand M 53 37 48 52 57 17 60 37 33 27 61 23 48 26 22 44
process & procedure

Not sufficiently transparent 32 28 50 61 19 50 43 20 27 10 20 13 73 19 39 34 21
Being too early or too late in the process | =i 31 177 23 35 40 20 27 28 27 33 74 20 52 6 22 31
Inappropriate briefing materials 27 28 20 35 19 47 7 30 20 23 23 48 10 29 29 31 29
Lobbying by press release A9 34 30 29 10 43 13 17 27 10 23 29 13 26 13 41 44
Offering unethical inducements 8 19 O 19 0 10 7 7 4 3 7 10 10 10 6 6 8
Other (please specify) 8 o 1 3 19 O 7 3 3 13 3 o 7 10 3 3 o

Effective Lobbying
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POOR PRACTICE

Not sufficiently transparent

Being too aggressive

Failing to understand
process & procedure

Being too early
or too late in the process

Lobbying by press release

Inappropriate briefing materials

Basing a position on emotion
rather than facts

Offering unethical inducements

What are the poor practices in lobbying that Industry &
NGOs most frequently commit?
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CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

WHERE DO RESPONDENTS GET THEIR INFORMATION?

Most respondents rely in the first place on their own research

For information respondents still rely most often on their own research (95%), their staff (9o%), colleagues
(93%), or on their national public authorities (89%). 76% found the information from EU institutions helpful,
while only 64% found local or constituency information and information from networks helpful. However,
local information was seen to be significantly more helpful in the Czech Republic (94%) and France (93%),
while networks were seen as helpful in the Netherlands (94%) and Norway (87%).

Industry rates amongst the most helpful sources of information with three-quarters of respondents saying
that representations from business help them in making informed decisions. 60% of respondents found the
information from NGOs helpful.

Digital media was found to be helpful by 87% of respondents, whereas traditional media fared less well (73%)
— although results suggest that the most consulted ‘digital media’ includes online editions of traditional
media sources.

How helpful would you say each of the following sources are in providing
you with what you need to make informed decisions in your work?

Your personal research 3 (100 90 93 96 93 100 100 77 100 97 100 97 97 93 100 Q2
Your colleagues k| 94 93 96 100 96 93 87 87 93 100 8 76 91 94 101 98
Your staff bl 84 96 97 100 97 86 70 77 94 93 78 97 87 96 9o 96
National public authorities 0| 97 87 87 97 90 100 8 90 8 74 97 93 90 84 o1 80
Digital media (internet) ) 94 77 94 78 77 97 86 76 100 93 8 97 8 91 88 87
EU institutions/authorities 4| 81 66 8 8 73 90 63 8 94 70 38 97 61 65 60 Q2
Industry representation 75 75 60 80 87 63 8 56 80 70 70 84 94 65 68 79 80
Traditional media 73 72 50 90 64 76 8 60 64 90 77 74 90 62 68 7§ 77
Constituency & local information 90| 72 94 64 32 23 93 57 70 67 60 49 80 68 87 75 48
Networks 8 69 30 84 61 64 8 33 40 80 94 87 67 65 77 59 44
NGO representation ) 47 40 48 48 40 70 30 57 80 60 84 80 T 58 72 66
Other EU institutions* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 77

*This question was only asked of respondents working in EU institutions in Brussels

Effective Lobbying
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WHICH DIGITAL INFORMATION SOURCES ARE MOST USEFUL?

Governmental websites are cited as the most helpful digital source for information

The most useful digital source of information, governmental websites, had a mean score of 6.66
(on a scale of 1t0 10) and was seen as particularly useful in Poland, Germany and France. Germany
asawhole, like Spain, France and Italy, found all categories of digital information more useful than
not, whereas the Czech Republic was the most sceptical.

The second most useful category was online versions of traditional news media - especially in
Brussels and Greece, where they were said to be the most useful digital source of information.
Scientific or educational websites — including Wikipedia — were third overall, and seen as the most
useful source in Austria, Spain and Italy. Meanwhile, corporate (including trade association) and
NGO websites were seen to be less useful. Industry sites were slightly favoured over their NGO
counterparts (respectively 5.93 and 5.39).

The survey suggests that truly ‘new’ media has some way to go as a popular source of information:
blogs, RSS feeds and social networks all scored an average of less than 5 across the EU - although
they fared better in Germany, France, Italy and Spain. Social networks, such as Facebook and
LinkedIn, fared worst overall - due in a large part to very low scores in Finland, Norway, the UK
and Brussels.

On a scale of 1to0 10, how useful would you say each of the following
digital sources of information are where 1is ‘not at all useful’ and 10
is ‘extremely useful’?

Al AT CZ DE DK Fl FR GR

Governmental websites 5.81 537 765 6.97 703 743 6.07 6.77 627 6.3 6.65 83 6.61 6.94 6.81 6.04
Websites of large newspapers, TV and 638 5.03 755 6.23 6.93 713 6.93 587 61 587 652 75 623 713 634 6.58
radio stations

Scientific or educational websites 6.78 503 719 587 657 633 6 563 673 627 626 6.47 6.26 716 578 5.96
(e.g Wikipedia)

Corporate & industry association websites 613 483 71 55 633 713 6.07 56 573 597 542 697 571 619 5.44 538
NGO websites 538 41 558 5 447 6.4 557 4.4 563 52 542 6.5 594 6.03 544 527
Thematic blogs or discussion forums 516 4.07 539 3.87 4.43 597 553 43 587 434 355 5 4.48 59 359  3.75
RSS feeds 4.88 4.47 5.42 3.6 3.93 59 4.83 4.23 523 3.89 329 4.73 4.81 632 4.06 3.83
Social networks 463 423 6 373 3 517 5 3.43 537 503 3.23 5.43 4.65 584 297 312

(e.g. facebook, linkedin, xing...)

IN EUROPE
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CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

WHAT ARE THE MAIN MEDIA SOURCES OF INFORMATION
ON INDUSTRY?

National newspapers and the internet are the most important sources of information

National newspapers and the internet were seen as the key sources of information on industry: an
average of 75% of respondents cited these categories of media as ‘key sources’ (with the exception
of digital media in France, 53%, and Greece with 0%).

EU-wide media were seen as important in Brussels (73%) and in Poland their popularity was even
higher (80%). Yet on average EU media (44%) and other media categories such as television (36%)
and radio (26%) lagged well behind the two frontrunners. Nevertheless, TV and radio were seen as
quite useful in a number of northern European markets, including Denmark, Norway, Poland,
Sweden and the UK.

What are your key sources of information on industry?

National newspapers 75 75 60 74 80 83 70 100 67 80 70 90 87 84 65 75 60
Digital media/internet 0 8 87 87 63 8o 53 o 77 60 93 65 100 8 74 78 75
EU-wide newspapers i 56 20 58 53 43 53 o) 37 23 47 39 80 19 29 41 73
v 20 34 43 32 63 43 10 o 27 23 33 55 50 45 35 50 29
Radio 26 25 30 19 33 27 10 o 23 10 17 39 40 48 @ 42 VAl 17
Other 12 9 23 10 17 10 3 ¢} 3 O 23 19 13 26 10 16 6

Effective Lobbying

IN EUROPE ‘25



HOW IS INFORMATION BEST COMMUNICATED TO YOU?

The face-to-face meeting remains the preferred way for politicians and officials to receive information.
50% of respondents cited meetings as the preferred way to receive information while 41% of
respondents identified site visits as desirable. 35% view written briefing materials as a good way
to communicate information. Conference & workshops are effective means for 28% of respondents,
and 28% also favour reading information in the media. Email and phone calls are favoured by only
one fifth of respondents: 21% see email as a good way to receive information, and only 20% like
receiving information over the phone. Breakfast meetings are also not popular: only 17% view them
as useful. Respondents consider DVD/videos (9%), exhibitions (11%) and evening receptions
(12%) as even less useful sources of information.

These survey-wide figures belie significant differences among the countries. For example with
regard to meetings, 77% of Polish respondents view them as the preferred channel for information,
while only 27% of the Finns do. The Nordics were uniformly sceptical of exhibits and DVDs/videos
with the Norwegian respondents ranking them both at 0%, the Swedes at respectively 3% and 0%,
Finland at 3% and 0%, and Denmark respectively 6% and 3%.

Practitioners at the EU level should also pay attention to the different preferences for communicating
data: while site visits may be the second most popular means overall, only 13% of EU respondents
find them useful. Face-to-face meetings (40%) and written briefing materials (37%) are more
popular. Only 4% of EU-level respondents view DVDs/videos or exhibits as useful, and only 2%
think evening receptions are useful sources of information.

How useful would you say each of the following are in providing you
with information for your work?

Meetings SOl 53 68 48 27 57 53 67 60 50 42 77 29 39 59 40
Site visits ‘Al 47 37 55 19 40 40 37 50 40 60 48 67 23 45 47 13
Written briefing materials 35 47 30 48 35 13 43 37 17 20 27 58 57 19 19 47 37
Conference/seminar/Workshop b1:] 31 20 52 26 17 33 27 27 57 23 19 63 10 13 31 15
Media 0 34 20 42 35 33 50 37 17 37 20 19 53 3 32 19 13
E-mail 21 25 10 23 26 20 27 13 13 37 27 16 27 23 29 16 15
Phone 20 1 10 13 32 17 30 7 23 27 30 16 20 10 26 19 8
Dinner/Lunch briefings 17 13 7 23 13 13 27 33 37 7 27 16 13 26 13 6 8
Breakfast briefings 17 28 7 13 10 3 37 27 30 13 33 13 13 16 10 9 13
Evening receptions 12 9 3 23 6 3 30 7 23 17 7 13 20 16 16 3

Exhibitions 1 o) 3 19 6 3 40 20 13 30 7 o o 3 13 22 4
DVD/videos 9 3 7 19 o 20 13 13 23 3 o) 7 O 10 19 4

IN EUROPE
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CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

Very well informed

HOW WELL-INFORMED ARE RESPONDENTS
ABOUT EU DECISIONS?

The vast majority feel well-informed

Across Europe, the majority of respondents (83%) feel themselves to be fairly well informed’ (24%)
or ‘very well informed’ (59%) about EU decisions in the area in which they work. In each market,
more than 50% of respondents class themselves as fairly well informed’, with the exception of
Denmark, where 60% consider themselves ‘very well informed’.

Overall the analysis shows that less than one in six respondents feels badly informed - and in no
market did more than 7% of respondents suggest that they were ‘very badly informed’. In Brussels,
only 38% of respondents said that they were ‘very well informed’ (one percentage point less than
in Germany), although no respondent said that he felt badly informed. Roughly one third of
respondents in Sweden and Greece considered themselves badly informed.

How well informed do you feel about EU decisions?

Al AT €Z DE DK FI FR GR HU IT NL NO PL SE ES UK EU
24 28 23 39 60 33 23 20 10 23 30 6 10 10 23 25 38

Fairly well informed

59 53 57 52 33 53 67 50 67 63 5 T 83 61 68 56 63

Fairly badly informed

13 16 13 6 3 10 10 27 20 13 10 16 7 29 3 16

Very badly informed

3 3 7 3 3 3 ) 3 3 ° 7 6 © ©o 6 3

Effective Lobbying
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CHANNELS OF INFLUENCE

DOES NATIONALITY IMPACT A DECISION
TO SPEAK TO A LOBBYIST?

Half the respondents feel that nationality is an important factor

Overall, opinions appear to be divided as to whether respondents think that nationality is important
in communicating information: a total of 50% think it is 'very important’ (16%) or ‘quite important’
(34%) to be approached by someone of their own nationality on an issue of national interest. But
a total of 50% of respondents view it as ‘not very important’ (28%) or ‘not at all important’ (22%).

These figures however mask significant differences of opinion among the member states. In Spain,
for example, 97% of respondents believe it is either ‘very’ or ‘quite important’ to receive the
information of a fellow countryman, followed by France with a total of 83%. Close behind with
clear national preferences are Austria (60%), Germany (58%) and the Czech Republic (56%).

Interestingly, there is a big split in Sweden, where 29% of people consider such an approach to be
‘very important’, but an even higher percentage - 39% - consider it to be ‘not at all important’

How important is it that you are approached by someone of your own
nationality on an issue of national interest?

Al AT C€Z DE DK FI FR GR HU IT NL NO PL SE ES UK EU

Very important 16 21 4 19 6 27 30 27 6 13 4 3 4 28 39 16 6
Quite important 34 38 53 39 32 43 53 53 27 30 33 23 23 10 58 16 27
Not very important 28 25 20 23 39 27 17 177 30 20 40 42 43 23 3 34 38
Not at all important 22 16 23 19 23 3 o) 3 37 37 23 32 30 39 o) 34 29
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COUNTRY INSIGHTS

Austria

Austrian respondents are more likely than others in Europe to define
public affairs agencies as ‘lobbyists’

Personal networks count: more than half of the respondents said that knowing
the lobbyist personally influences the decision about whether or not to talk to him

The healthcare & pharmaceutical sectors are perceived as the most effective lobbyists

For respondents from Austria, providing the
right information at the right time is the
most positive aspect of lobbying (75%) - far
higher than the European average (39%).
However, on other indicators, responses in
Austria match those in the rest of Europe.
For example, 50% of Austrian respondents
view lack of transparency as a major failing
in industry lobbying compared to 57% in
other European countries.

The vast majority (81%) of Austrian
respondents perceive public affairs
agencies as lobbyists - far exceeding the
European average (57%). Trade associations
are deemed to be lobbyists by 72% of

respondents, whereas the European average
is 61%. However, in terms of transparency,
trade unions lead the rankings in Austria, as
in most other European countries.

On a scale ranging from 1 to 10, trade
associations (7.38) followed by trade unions
(6.78) and public affairs agencies (6.72) are
associated with the most effective lobbying
in Austria (6.72).

Lobbying efforts by the energy industry are
considered to be the most effective (91%),
followed by healthcare & pharmaceutical
(8%) and transport (78%). Lobbying efforts
by the retail (25 %) and consumer goods

e

lobbying in Austria.

perceived to be the least effective.

On a scale ranging from 1 to 10, trade associations (7.38) followed by trade unions
(6.78) and public affairs agencies (6.72) are associated with the most effective

Lobbying efforts of the energy industry are considered to be the most effective (91%),
followed by healthcare & pharmaceutical industry (81%) and transport (78%).

Lobbying efforts of the retail (25%) and consumer goods industries (34%) are

industries (34%) are perceived to be the
least effective.

Knowing the lobbyist personally is far more
important in Austria (50%) than elsewhere
in Europe (32%). Other factors which
influence a respondent’s decision to talk to
a lobbyist are transparency about their
client interests (75% in Austria compared to
the 64% average) and if the topic is in the
respondent’s area of expertise (69%) in
contrast to the 59% average.

Effective Lobbying
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Brussels: EU Institutions

One particularity among the majority of EU-level respondents is their broad

definition of a lobbyist

The best lobbies come in key EU policy fields: energy, chemicals and agriculture

Respondents to the survey considered, in general, that there was a high level
of transparency in Brussels - particularly among companies and NGOs

The highly-developed status of EU-level
lobbying - as well as the particular nature
of the EU activities and powers —are reflected
in the survey results for Brussels.

Not unexpectedly, raising an issue of national
importance cuts less ice in Brussels than
in national capitals, with only 44% of
respondents considering such an approach
to be a positive aspect of lobbying. More
important positive aspects of lobbying are
those that reflect the nature of the EU’s
legislative and regulatory output: sharing
expertise (60%) and transforming technical
information into user-friendly material
(58%) rate more positively in Brussels
than in other European markets. Lobbying
is widely seen as an accepted part of the
decision-making process: only 12% see it
negatively.

Another particularity of Brussels lies in
respondents broad definition of a lobbyist.
Law firms are perceived as lobbyists by
56% of EU-level respondents, in contrast
to the 24% survey-wide average. Similarly,
more Brussels respondents identified
trade associations, companies, NGOs and
public affairs agencies as lobbyists, than

in other European markets, perhaps in
recognition of the high level of activity in
Europe’s capital.

Transparency has been the subject of
much debate in recent years. Respondents
to the survey considered, in general, that
there was a high level of transparency in
Brussels - particularly among companies
and NGOs. It is considered important that
the lobbyist is transparent about his
client interests, and that he registers this
interest in the public register set up
through the European Transparency
Initiative (ETI): 29% of respondents felt
that this helps determine if they will meet
a lobbyist or not, compared to an overall
average of 19%.

Other key considerations for meeting a
lobbyist include whether the subject is in
the respondent’s field of expertise (73%
versus the overall average of 59%), if
the topic is of interest (71% versus a 54%
average), and finally whether the lobbyist
is well prepared.

In terms of effectiveness, Brussels responses
did not differ greatly from other markets,

although companies and NGOs generally
fared better in Brussels than elsewhere.

The most effective industry lobbies are the
energy (95%), healthcare & pharmaceuticals
(89%), agriculture and transport (both
at 84%), chemical (81%) sectors, reflect-
ing the EU’s competences and current
priorities. In contrast, the mining & natural
resources (58%), utilities & public services
(60%) and retail (50%) sectors were less
effective.

NGOs fared less well and were rated below
average in a number of sectors. They are
seen as the most effective in healthcare &
pharmaceuticals (64%). Consumer goods,
food & drink and agriculture both scored
57%, followed closely by the chemical and
energy sectors scoring respectively 55%
and 52%.

Given the complexity of the EU system,
one of the most frequently cited examples
of poor practice by industry lobbyists was
ignorance of the decision-making process
(62%). Being too early or too late in the
process (54%), or being too aggressive
(56%) were also oft-cited complaints. For

IN EUROPE
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40% of respondents, lack of transparency
remains an issue.

Poor lobbying practices among NGOs in
Brussels were closely aligned with those
across Europe: too emotional lobbying
(63% versus 57% in other markets); too
aggressive (57% versus 43%) and ignorance
of the legislative process (44% versus
41%). Transparency is not perceived as a
major weakness in NGO lobbying: only
21% identified it as a failing compared to
the 32% average.

As for sources of useful information for
making decisions, the EU institutions
were rated highly in both Brussels by
92% of respondents and an overall average

of 72% across all the markets. Brussels
respondents rely much less on networks
(44%) and constituencies (48%) for informa-
tion. Digital sources of information were
rated at 87% usefulness in both Brussels
and the other markets. Traditional media
ranked lower at 77% in Brussels compared
to 73% at national level.

Respondents in Brussels preferred receiving
information from lobbyists in meetings
(40%) or as written briefing materials
(37%). All other methods rated 15% or less
by respondents. Evening receptions are
rated very low as a source of information
at 2% as are DVDs and videos. Only 13% of
respondents see site visits as useful.

e

Transparency is not perceived as a major weakness in NGO lobbying: only 21%
identified it as a failing compared to the 32% average.

As for sources of useful information for making decisions, the EU institutions
were rated highly in both Brussels by 92% of respondents and an overall average

of 72% among the markets.

One of the most frequently cited examples of poor lobbying practice by industry
is ignorance of the decision-making process (62%).

Effective Lobbying
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Czech Republic

-

Nearly three quarters of Czech respondents are concerned that lobbyists provide

biased information

Of all the countries polled, Czech officials rate individuals’ lobbying

as the least transparent

Almost three quarters of Czech officials criticise NGOs for emotion-based campaigns

The failure to provide neutral information is
the leading criticism of lobbyists among
Czech respondents, considerably outscoring
all other listed factors (73% compared with
55% across Europe). This score is the highest
of all polled countries. Lack of transparency,
the second-most highly criticised aspect of
lobbying in the Czech Republic, scored 53%.

Czech respondents seem rather reluctant to
define specific groups as lobbyists, except
in the cases of public affairs agencies,
NGOs and trade associations. Yet even in
these cases, the percentages assigned are
lower than or equal to the EU average.
Czech respondents consider companies

(20%) and trade unions (27%) as lobbyists
much less often than in the other surveyed
countries. However, individuals are perceived
as lobbyists more often in the Czech
Republic than in the EU (37% versus a
European average of 24%). Furthermore,
they are viewed as the least transparent
lobbyists.

Whether the topic is of interest is the main
consideration for a Czech respondent to
speak to a lobbyist (70% compared with
54% across Europe). Transparency is the
second most important criteria (57%).
Whether the topic is in the field of the
official’s expertise comes third in the

reasons to talk to a lobbyist. It is also much
less important to Czech officials whether
the lobbyist is well-prepared (20%) compared
to the survey’s average of 40%.

The most frequently highlighted poor
practice on the part of NGOs is basing
their arguments on emotion rather than
fact (73% compared with the 57% average).
This score is higher than in any other polled
country. Czech respondents identified
being too early or too late in the legislative
process as the leading poor lobbying practice
by industry, scoring 57% in comparison to
the 37% average.

The failure to provide neutral information is the leading criticism of lobbyists

among Czech respondents

Czech respondents seem rather reluctant to define specific groups as lobbyists,
except in the cases of public affairs agencies, NGOs and trade associations.

Whether the topic is of interest is the main consideration for a Czech respondent
to speak to a lobbyist (70% compared with 54% across Europe).
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Denmark

Danish respondents generally have a positive view of lobbying

Nearly three quarters cite transparency as a key issue, and over a third find lobbyists
to be insufficiently transparent, particularly industry lobbyists

Industry lobbyists are more effective than NGOs in almost every sector

Despite the lack of a clear consensus,
respondents agree that the most positive
aspects of lobbying are the capacity to
share expertise (39%) and to play a
constructive role in the decision-making
process (32%). Very few respondents say
that lobbying exerts undue influence
over the democratic process (16%).

Across the board, transparency was viewed
by 71% as a key factor in determining
whether to speak to a lobbyist. 39%
mentioned that industry lobbyists often
failed to be sufficiently transparent.

Other criteria determining whether a
respondent would meet with a lobbyist
include whether the subject is of interest

(68%), knowing the lobbyist (48%) and his
being well-prepared (48%). Access to
Danish regulators is easier than in other
European markets, with 39% feeling an
obligation to speak with anyone who
calls - nearly double the 21% average of
the surveyed markets.

Among the poor lobbying practices by
industry, Danish respondents identify the
failure to understand legislative processes
(55%), as well as being too aggressive
(58%). Interestingly, NGOs score similarly on
these weaknesses: 52% for failing to
understand processes, and 45% for being too
aggressive. For NGOs, the most prevalent
shortcoming is basing their policy position
on emotion rather than on fact (61%).

e

traditional media (64%).
N\

Access to Danish regulators is markedly easier than in other European markets,
with 39% feeling an obligation to speak with anyone who calls - nearly double
the 21% average of the surveyed markets.

Among the poor lobbying practices by industry, Danish respondents identify the
failure to understand legislative processes (55%), as well as being too aggressive (58%).

They find digital media to be a more helpful source of information (78%) than

Regarding effectiveness, agriculture (93%)
and energy (91%) are by far the most effec-
tive industries when it comes to lobbying,
with healthcare & pharmaceuticals
coming third with 84%. Among NGOs,
groups working in the consumer goods,
food & drink (71%), energy (68%) and che-
micals (67%) sectors are the most effective
lobbyists.

The results also show that Danish respon-
dents rely heavily on their staff (100%) and
colleagues (100%) for information and
that they find digital media to be a more
helpful source of information (78%) than
traditional media (64%).
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Finland

The great majority of Finnish respondents see lack of transparency as
the most negative aspect of lobbying

Trade associations are rated as the most effective lobbyists

It is considered extremely important that positions are based on facts

rather than emotions

Trade associations are seen as lobbyists
by 83% of Finnish respondents, which is
significantly higher than in other
European countries (61%). 80% also identify
public affairs agencies as lobbyists, but only
50% see companies as lobbyists. 67% identify
NGOs and trade unions as lobbyists.

Finnish respondents identify the positive
aspects of lobbying as sharing expertise
(80%), raising the local or national impor-
tance of an issue (60%) and transforming
technical information into user-friendly
material (60%). Lack of transparency is
identified as the most negative aspect of
lobbying by 80% of Finnish respondents,
followed far behind by a failure to provide
neutral information (47%).

The most transparent organisations
according to Finnish respondents are
trade associations (8.27 out of 10) and
trade unions (7.93). Companies (7.6) are
seen as more transparent than NGOs (6.8).
In terms of effectiveness, the respondents
rate the energy sector most highly, with
a 90% score, followed closely by the
healthcare & pharmaceuticals sector at
86%. The IT & telecommunications sector
scores 80%.

60% of Finnish respondents found NGOs
in the consumer goods, food & drink sectors
effective followed by those in the mining &
natural resources (57%), healthcare &
pharmaceuticals (50%) and transport
(50%) sectors.

e

information (47%).

Lack of transparency is identified as the most negative aspect of lobbying by
80% of Finnish respondents, followed far behind by a failure to provide neutral

The energy industry is perceived as the most effective lobby by 90% of respondents.

Trade associations are seen as lobbyists by 83% of Finnish respondents, which is
significantly higher than in European countries on average (61%).

Finnish respondents are most willing to
speak to lobbyists if the topic is of interest
to them (77%) and if the lobbyists are
transparent about whom they represent
(73%). Sources of information that res-
pondents find helpful in making decisions
are their own staff (97%) their personal
research (93%), their colleagues (96%),
digital media (77%) and traditional
media (76%). Of digital information
sources, governmental websites (7.03 out
of 10) and websites of large newspapers
(6.93) are the most popular.
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France

Just over four fifths of French respondents prefer being approached by lobbyists

of their own nationality

NGOs were cited more often as lobbyists than either companies or trade associations

Only one tenth are more receptive to meeting a lobbyist when he is listed
in a public registry of lobbyists

53% of French respondents rate lobbying
positively for both its role in raising issues of
local or national importance and as a
constructive part of the decision-making
process. The negative aspects of lobbying
include providing biased information (60%)
and lack of transparency (43%).

In France there is no clear definition of
lobbying. NGOs were the most often cited
example of lobbyist (37%), followed by trade
associations (27%), public affairs agencies
(23%), companies (27%) and trade unions
(30%). Each of these scores is significantly
lower than the European average.

With regards to transparency, the lobbyists
with the highest scores are NGOs (7.5 out of
10 points), then trade associations and
trade unions, which both scored 7.4, followed
by public affairs agencies (7.3) and companies

(6.97).

The top two reasons for French respondents
to speak to a lobbyist are if the issue
interests them (50%) or if the topic lies is in
their field of expertise (47%). However, only
37% of French respondents cited a lobbyist’s
transparency about his client interests when
deciding whether to meet, and only 10% are
more receptive to meeting a lobbyist if his

organisation is listed in a public registry of
lobbyists.

As for effectiveness, trade unions (7.17 out of
10) and companies (7.1) are considered
the most effective lobbyists followed by
public affairs agencies (6.53). Individuals &
independents have the lowest score in
France (5.73). Nevertheless, this low score is
the highest score throughout the markets
covered by this survey.

Top scores for lobbying effectiveness go to
the energy and healthcare & pharmaceu-
ticals sectors (96%) and among NGOs to
those active in the agriculture and
healthcare & pharmaceuticals areas (77%).

Concerning poor lobbying practices, 43% of
French respondents consider that NGOs are

both too aggressive and not sufficiently
transparent. Interestingly, the third most
cited complaint against NGOs is that they
base their lobbying practices on emotion
rather than facts (27% in contrast to the
57% overall average). French respondents
identified the leading weaknesses in
industry’s lobbying as a lack of transparency
(53%), being too aggressive (50%), and failure
to understand regulatory processes (37%).

French respondents identified their main
sources of intelligence for making informed
decisions as their personal research (100%)
and information given by national authorities
(100%), followed by digital media (97%),
colleagues (93%) and the EU institutions
(90%). Traditional media scored 83%.

(S

The third most-cited complaint against NGOs is that they base their lobbying
practices on emotion rather than facts (27% in contrast to the 57% overall average).

83% of French respondents consider it very important to be approached by someone
of their own nationality when dealing with an issue of national interest.

Top scores for lobbying effectiveness go to the energy and healthcare &
pharmaceuticals sectors (96%) and among NGOs to those active in the
agriculture and healthcare & pharmaceuticals areas (77%).
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Germany

German respondents are very concerned about undue influence, but are open to

dialogue with lobbyists

The most positive aspect of lobbying is to raise issues of local and national importance

NGO lobbying is seen by two thirds of German respondents as too aggressive

For 74% of German respondents the most
positive role of lobbying is to raise issues of
local and national importance, in contrast
to the report’s 50% average. At the same
time they have by far the greatest concern
that lobbying represents an undue influence
on the democratic process (58% compared
to the 23% survey-wide average).

Similar to other European countries, 65%
of German respondents see lobbying
negatively when it lacks transparency.
74% felt that industry falls into this trap
compared to the 52% average, while 61%
have similar concerns with regard to the
transparency of NGO lobbying (far higher
than the 32% average).

Aside from transparency concerns, NGO
lobbying is seen by 68% of German respon-
dents as being too aggressive (compared
to the 43% average) and by 58% as too
emotional (57% average). With regard to
industry lobbying, 65% of respondents
believe that industry is overly aggressive
versus the overall mean of 47%. 48% view
industry lobbying as too emotional in
contrast to the 25% average.

The receptivity of German respondents to
speaking with a lobbyist depends greatly
on how well the lobbyist has prepared his
case (71%). 65% of German respondents
value lobbying when it provides the right
information at the right time (compared to
an average of 39%). Compared to their
European counterparts (26%), twice as
many German respondents (52%) felt that
being provided with poor briefing materials
was a key example of poor lobbying practice
by industry.

In contrast to other European markets,
individual companies are seen as the most
effective lobbyists by German respondents

(761 out of 10), narrowly outscoring trade
associations (7.16).

In Germany 100% of respondents identified
the healthcare & pharmaceutical sector as
effective lobbyists, followed closely by the
energy sector with 94%.

NGOs active in the same sectors are also
rated as highly effective, with 84% for
healthcare & pharmaceuticals and 80% for
the energy sector.

-

65% of German respondents see lobbying negatively when it lacks transparency.

65% believe that industry lobbying is overly aggressive versus the overall

mean of 47%.

Compared to their European counterparts (26%), twice as many German
respondents (52%) felt that being provided with poor briefing materials was
a key example of poor lobbying practice by industry.
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Greece

60% of Greek respondents believe that unethical inducements are the most frequently
committed poor lobbying practice by industry

Transparency is crucial in determining whether to meet a lobbyist

Just over half view lobbying as a constructive part of the decision-making process

Lobbying is viewed as a constructive part
of the decision-making process by 53% of
Greek respondents compared to the
report’s 48% average. However, only 37%
believe that lobbying is an effective tool
for raising issues of national or local
importance, compared to the 50% average.
Only 17% consider lobbying to play a
constructive role in sharing expertise.

In Greece only 10% of respondents include
companies in the definition of a lobbyist.
While trade associations and public affairs
agencies are viewed by 60% of respondents
as lobbyists, NGOs and trade unions
score 40%.

Offering unethical inducements is seen by
60% of Greek respondents as the most
frequently committed lobbying failure by
industry, compared to the 25% average.
Other perceived weaknesses in industry
lobbying were in line with the average
responses in the other markets: lack of
transparency (57%), failing to understand
the legislative process (40%), and being
too aggressive (37%) compare to respective
overall averages.

57% of respondents criticised NGOs for
basing positions on emotions rather than
facts, and 37% described NGO lobbying as
too aggressive.Only 20% felt NGO lobbyists
lacked transparency.

Public affairs agencies are seen as the most
effective lobbyists by Greek respondents
(6.33 out of 10) followed by trade associa-
tions (6.3). Consultancies and NGOs have
similar levels of transparency (respectively
6.1 and 6). Trade unions, however, score 8
out of 10 on transparency, the highest
score for transparency in the entire survey.

The highest score for effective lobbying
among NGOs is in the energy and mining
sectors (both 47%) followed by healthcare &
pharmaceuticals (44%). For industry, four

sectors score 80% in terms of effectiveness:
energy, healthcare & pharmaceuticals, IT
& telecommunications and defence &
aerospace. A further three industry sectors
score 63% in terms of lobbying effective-
ness: financial services, chemicals and
mining.

86% of Greek respondents consider the
internet helpful in providing them with
what they need in order to make informed
decisions, but their key source of information
on industry remains national newspapers
(100%).

Offering unethical inducements is seen by 60% of Greek respondents as the most
frequently committed lobbying failure by industry, compared to the 25% average

57% of respondents criticised NGOs for basing positions on emotions rather than
facts, and 37% described NGO lobbying as too aggressive.

Effective Lobbying

IN EUROPE
\37



Hungary

Two thirds of Hungarian respondents view lobbying as a constructive part
of the decision-making process

Transparency is a key issue as in the rest of Europe

Public affairs agencies are seen as the most effective lobbyists by Hungarian respondents,
narrowly outscoring individual companies

For 67% of Hungarian respondents lobbying
is a constructive part of the decision-
making process, compared to the 48%
survey-wide average. There are, never-
theless, some complaints about the way
lobbying is practised. In line with other
European countries, 60% of Hungarian
respondents see a lack of transparency as
the main failing of lobbying.

40% of respondents criticised industry
for overly aggressive lobbying, slightly
below the 47% average. 33% felt that
another weakness in industry lobbying
is a lack of transparency. Like their
counterparts in other markets, 30% of
Hungarian respondents felt that being
too early or too late in the process was
a key example of poor lobbying practice
by industry (37% European average).

The top criticisms of NGOs lie in basing
a position on emotion rather than fact
(60%), followed by failing to unders-
tand the legislative process (37%).
Nearly 30% of respondents felt that

NGOs were also either too early or too
late in the process (28%), too aggressive
(27%) or not sufficiently transparent
(27%).

The top factors determining the
Hungarian respondent’s decision to speak
with a lobbyist include transparency
(43%), whether the topic is in his field of
expertise (37%) and finally if the topic
interests him (30%). Only in Hungary
did respondents claim that knowing an
individual would have no influence on
whether to meet a lobbyist, compared to
the report’s 32% average.

For 77% of respondents, the energy and
financial services sectors tied as the
most effective industry lobbyists. This

was followed closely by healthcare &
pharmaceuticals (74%) and then the IT
& Telecommunications sectors, scoring
60%. In contrast, the NGOs in the IT &
telecommunications sectors are viewed as
the most effective by 60% of respondents,
followed by financial services (53%),
energy (50%) and healthcare & pharma-
ceuticals (47%).

The key sources of information identified
by respondents for helping them take
decisions in their work included national
authorities (9o%), colleagues (87%), EU
institutions (83%) and industry represen-
tatives (80%).

For 67% of respondents transparency is important.

Only in Hungary did respondents claim that knowing an individual would have
no influence on whether to meet a lobbyist, compared to the report’s 32% average.
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Italy
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Lobbying is seen as a constructive part of the decision-making process G
Lack of transparency by industry is by far its weakest practice

Two thirds of respondents felt an obligation to speak to anyone who called them

For 70% of Italian respondents raising the
local and national importance of an issue is
lobbying’s most positive trait, compared to
the report’s 50% average. 67% consider
lobbying a constructive part of the decision-
making process, significantly higher than the
survey's 48% average.

However, 60% of Italian respondents are
concerned that lobbying not only lacks
transparency but that it also does not
provide neutral information. In Italy a
public registry of lobbyists does not exist
— although 50% of the respondents, well
above the survey average of 19%, said that
they would be more inclined to speak with a
lobbyist listed on a public transparency
register.

This is also reflected in the finding that
transparency is a determining factor in
whether to meet or speak to a lobbyist
for 70% of respondents. 60% of Italian
respondents are more inclined to speak to
an individual out of an obligation to do so,
in comparison with the 21% overall average.

Italian respondents consider trade associa-
tions (77%), followed by trade unions
(60%), to best match the definition of a
"lobbyist’. Only 37% viewed public affairs
agencies as lobbyists, and 27% identified
NGOs as such, contrasting markedly from
the respective 57% and 50% average.

In general, Italian respondents rank highly
the effectiveness of lobbying by industry.
In particular, the energy industry (93%),
IT & telecommunications (90%), financial
services (90%) and healthcare & pharma-
ceuticals (86%) sectors are perceived as
the most effective sectors. The public
services and utilities are also seen as
particularly effective by 9o% of respondents
- well above the 54% average.

With regards to NGOs, the most effective,
according to Italian respondents, operate
in the consumer goods, food & drinks
sector, with 74% compared to the 53%
survey average, followed by NGOs in the
healthcare & pharmaceuticals (63%) and
energy (60%) sectors.

100% of Italian respondents rely on their
own research and the internet as key
sources of information in helping make
decisions. This is closely followed by their
staff (94%), EU institutions (94%), colleagues
(93%) and traditional media (90%).

100% of Italian respondents view the internet as a key source of information for

making decisions

B Transparency is a determining factor in whether to meet or speak to a lobbyist

for 70% of respondents.
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The Netherlands

Companies are not seen as effective lobbyists

The internet has become the main source of information for politicians
when they want to get information about an industry

NGO lobbying is often seen as overly based on emotion

Dutch respondents are more sceptical
about the effectiveness of lobbying than
any other country covered by the survey.
Their scores ranged from 3 out of 10 for
think tanks to a high of 4.68 for trade
unions. These compare to the overall
average of 5.39 for think tanks and 6.16
for trade unions. Even companies and
public affairs agencies are perceived as
barely effective, scoring respectively 3.32
and 3.96 (out of 10). This is a remarkable
result and something for the Dutch lobbying
community to review.

Against this background, the agricultural
industry is viewed as effective by 9o%
of respondents, followed by the energy
sector (83%) and the healthcare & phar-
maceuticals sector (80%). 57% of respon-
dents view NGO activity in the consumer
goods, food & drink sector as effective,
followed by healthcare & pharmaceuticals
(53%). NGOs in the chemical and agricultural
sectors tie for a distant third with 43%.

For the Dutch, 70% of respondents would
speak to a lobbyist if the topic is of inte-
rest, followed by 57% who appreciate
transparency and 53% if the topicis in their
area of expertise. However, 7% of the

Dutch respondents never speak to lob-
byists, in contrast to the 2% average.

In line with the survey’s average scores,
the Dutch respondents deem lack of
transparency (67% compared to 57%
average) and the failure to provide neutral
information (57% compared to 55%) as the
most negative aspects of lobbying. Only 13%
of respondents saw lobbying as exerting an
undue influence over the democratic
process. The positive aspects of lobbying
identified by respondents lie in raising
the local and national importance of an
issue (67%) while 53% view it as a
constructive part of the decision-making
process. Sharing expertise is an important
aspect for 50% of respondents.

67% of Dutch respondents feel that
industry lobbying is either too early or too

late in the legislative process, while 47%
view industry as both too aggressive and
failing to understand the legislative process.
37% criticise industry for lack of transparency.

Meanwhile, the only poor practice
amongst NGOs identified by more than
half the Dutch respondents (53%) was their
tendency to rely on emotion rather than
fact in their positions. 37% of respondents
criticised NGOs for being too aggressive.

The top-ranking sources of information for
decision-making are identified by respon-
dents as colleagues (100%), personal
research (97%) and staff (93%) all in line
with the survey-wide averages. 94% of
the Dutch however also rely on their
networks for such information, significantly
above the 64% average.

e

Dutch respondents are more sceptical about the effectiveness of lobbying than
any other country covered by the survey.

67% of Dutch respondents feel that industry lobbying is either too early or

too late in the legislative process.

94% of the Dutch respondents rely on their networks as a source of information

for decision-making.
N
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Norway

Lobbying is seen as part of the democratic process

NGOs are the most transparent and effective lobbyists

Written materials and on-site visits are more popular than face-to-face meetings

61% of Norwegian respondents find that
lobbying represents both a constructive part
of the decision-making process and a way to
share expertise. Only 3% criticised lobbying
for exerting an undue influence, compared
to a 23% average. At the same time, 58%
identified as negative aspects both lack of
transparency and the failure to provide
neutral information.

Surprisingly, less than half the Norwegian
respondents view companies as lobbyists
(48%), but 81% identify trade associations as
such. 77% of the respondents also deem
NGOs as lobbyists, and public affairs agencies
score 74%. Trade associations take top billing
for transparency scoring 8.52 out of 10,
followed shortly behind by trade unions with
8.39, NGOs with 8.35 and companies with 8.1.
On the other hand, public affairs agencies
score only 5.94 on transparency, which is
nevertheless slightly above the report-wide
average of 5.58.

The biggest flaws committed by industry
lobbyists are their lack of transparency (68%),

and failing to understand the legislative
process (65%), thereby being too early or
too late in the process (65%). Less than half
of those interviewed view lobbyists as
too aggressive (47%), emotional (13%) or
unethical (26%).

NGO lobbying is criticised by 61% of
respondents for both basing positions on
emotions and for failing to understand the
legislative procedure, so that they are either
too early or too late in the process (74%).

Norwegian respondents find lobbying efforts
most effective in the energy sector (91%),
while both healthcare & pharmaceuticals
and financial services score 84%. NGOs are

viewed as most effective in the transport and
healthcare & pharmaceuticals sectors,
scoring 71%, followed by agriculture with
67%. Just over one half of respondents (55%)
felt that NGOs in the energy sector were
effective.

When making informed decisions,
Norwegian policymakers depend on their
own personal research (100%) followed
by national authorities (97%), with EU
institutions, unsurprisingly for a non-EU
member state, coming out as the least
important source when making a decision,
at 38% of respondents.

Only 3% of Norwegian respondents find that lobbying has an undue influence on

the democratic process.

Trade associations take top billing for transparency, scoring 8.52 out of 10.

The biggest flaws committed by industry lobbyists are their lack of transparency
(68%) and failing to understand the legislative process (65%).
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Poland
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Polish respondents view lobbying more as an additional source of information
than a legitimate part of the decision-making process

Concerns about the lack of transparency in lobbying activities are stronger than anywhere
else in Europe (90%), referring both to businesses and NGOs

The healthcare & pharmaceutical industry is seen by far as the most effective lobbying sector

Only 3% of Polish respondents consider
lobbying to be a legitimate part of the
decision-making process, reflecting perhaps
the recent trials for alleged corruption
where the media labelled the accused as
‘lobbyists’. This is in stark contrast to the
survey-wide 48% average. Interestingly,
Poles more frequently than other markets
point out that lobbying provides the
opportunity to share expertise (63% versus
the 47% average) and that it provides
decision-makers with useful information
at the right time (43%).

Transparency therefore plays an important
role in determining whether to speak to a
lobbyist (70%), followed by whether the
issue lies in the respondent’s field of
expertise. Only 7% said that knowing the
lobbyist would influence the decision to
meet him, compared to the 32% report-
wide average.

Only 7% of respondents consider individuals
to be lobbyists (compared to the report’s

24% average) while 70% identify trade asso-
ciations as such. Respondents also viewed
NGOs (57%) and public affairs agencies
(53%) as lobbyists.

To a far greater extent than the survey-wide
57% average, 9o% of Polish respondents
name the lack of transparency as the single
most negative aspect of lobbying. At the
same time, a lack of transparency is also
mentioned as the most common example
of poor lobbying practices within the
industry (83% in comparison to the 52%
average). 73% of respondents felt this
criticism is equally valid for NGOs, well
above the survey average of 32%.

93% of respondents identified the agri-
cultural sector as the most effective
industry lobby, compared to the 67%
overall average. 9o% found the healthcare
& pharmaceuticals sector effective, followed
by the energy and chemical sectors (87%).
The most effective NGOs lobbies are found
in the agriculture, retailing, and utilities &
public service sectors according to 70% of
the respondents.

e

Only 3% of Polish respondents consider lobbying to be a legitimate part of the

decision-making process.

Only 7% said that knowing the lobbyist would influence the decision to meet
him, compared to the 32% report-wide average.

73% of respondents felt that NGOs lack transparency.
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Spain

Lobbying is becoming an important part of the democratic process

NGOs and trade associations are the most effective lobbyists

Energy, healthcare & pharmaceuticals and IT & telecommunications are the most effective
lobbyists for both industry and NGOs

For 48% of Spanish respondents shared
expertise is one of the most positive
aspects of lobbying, while 45% consider
lobbying to be a constructive part of the
decision-making process, in line with the
overall average of 48%.

The negative aspects identified by the
respondents are a lack of transparency (by
52%), followed by the provision of biased
information (45%). Specific weaknesses
for industry highlighted in the survey by
the Spanish respondents are a lack of
transparency (48%) and being too
aggressive (also 48%). For NGOs, 58% of

respondents felt that they are overly
emotional in their lobbying and 39% felt
that they lacked transparency.

42% of those interviewed would speak to a
lobbyist only if the topic were of interest
or because they had an obligation to
speak to anyone calling them. For 26%
transparency was an important reason in
determining whether to meet a lobbyist,
compared to the 64% survey-wide average.

Spanish respondents rated trade associations
(6.45 out of 10) and NGOs (6.48) as the
most effective lobbyists, closely followed

For 48% of Spanish respondents shared expertise is one of the most positive

aspects of lobbying.

The negative aspects identified by the respondents are a lack of transparency
(by 52%), followed by the provision of biased information (45%).

by trade unions (6.23) and public affairs
agencies (6.13).

Industry lobbying is considered by respond-
ents most effective in the sectors of
energy (87%), healthcare & pharmaceuticals
(87%) and electrical & electronics (87%),
followed by IT & telecommunications
(84%) and financial services (84%). With
regards to NGOs, 84% of Spanish respond-
ents considered that their lobbying efforts
were most effective in the sectors of
healthcare & pharmaceuticals (84%) and
energy (71%).
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Sweden
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Transparency is a key issue for Swedish respondents, and industry and

NGOs both rate well

Failing to understand the legislative process is a weakness for both industry and NGOs

Industry lobbies in the energy sector and NGO lobbies in transport are most effective

55% of Swedish respondents rate positively
the role of lobbying in raising the local and
national importance of an issue, while
only 13% believe lobbying exerts an undue
influence on the political process (compared
to the 23% overall average).

Transparency and relevance are virtues
ranked highly by Swedish respondents.
71% consider transparency one of the
most influential factors behind a decision
to talk to a lobbyist (compared to the
64% overall average). For 74% of Swedish
respondents it is even more important in
determining whether to speak with the
lobbyist if the topic is in the regulator’s
field of expertise.

Similar to respondents in other European
countries, 65% of Swedish respondents
see lobbying negatively when it lacks
transparency. However, when Swedish

respondents rate industry and NGOs on
transparency, they are more positive than
respondents in other countries: within
industry, 42% lack transparency, compared
to an overall European figure of 52%; for
NGOs, only 19% of Swedish respondents
have negative views, compared to 32% for
the whole of Europe.

Weaknesses in NGO lobbying are the failure
to understand the legislative process
(48%) and thus being either too early or
too late when engaging the process (52%).
The corresponding figures on a European
level are 41% and 30%. Failing to understand

the decision-making process is also a factor
held against industry by 52% of Swedish
respondents in contrast to the overall
39% average.

According to 84% of Swedish respondents,
the most effective industry lobby is the
energy sector, followed by 75% for
healthcare & pharmaceuticals and 68%
for agriculture. Among NGOs those active
in the transport sector are viewed as the
most effective by 58% of respondents,
followed by 49% for both the energy and
agricultural sectors.

65% of Swedish respondents see lobbying negatively when it lacks transparency.

71% consider transparency about the lobbyist’s client one of the most influential
factors behind a decision to talk to a lobbyist.

IN EUROPE

44 | Effective Lobbying



UK

b

O 20N

Only one third of respondents mentioned lobbying as a constructive part of the decision-

making process

More than half of the respondents identified lack of transparency as an issue for industry,
but only a third cited this as an issue for NGOs

Industry and NGOs in the energy sector are seen as the most effective

The energy industry is seen as the most
persuasive in the UK, with 88% of
respondents rating it as an effective
lobby, closely followed by the healthcare
& pharmaceutical sector (84%), defence &
aerospace (82%) and financial services
(81%). Agriculture (60%), mining (63%) and
electronics (62%) are perceived as the least
effective industry lobbies in the UK. The
most effective NGO lobbies can be found
in the energy sector (75%), healthcare &
pharmaceuticals (66%) and transport and
financial services (both scoring 59%).

Over 70% of UK respondents view raising
the local or national importance of an issue
as a positive aspect of lobbying, way ahead
of other potentially positive aspects such

expertise and 63% if the lobbyist was
transparent. Trade unions are viewed as
the most transparent of lobbyists, sco-
ring 7.78 out of 10 followed by trade
associations (7.76). Public affairs agencies
scored 5.31.

Negative aspects of lobbying were identi-
fied by respondents as a lack of neutral
information (56%) followed by lack of
transparency (50%). The leading industry
specific weaknesses were identified as lack
of transparency (by 58% of respondents)
and as being too forceful (by 56%). 44%
said industry based its positions on emotions
rather than fact. Regarding NGOs, the
leading criticism is a tendency to base

positions on emotions (50%) followed by
lack of transparency (34%).

The top-rated sources for information on
which to base decisions are personal
research (100%), colleagues (100%) and
staff (9o%). Furthermore, industry repre-
sentation is seen as helpful by 79% of
respondents with regard to making an
informed decision in their work, compared
to 72% for NGOs. 60% of respondents said
that the EU institutions provided, useful
information for making decisions compared
to a survey-wide average of 76%.

as transforming complex information ~
into user-friendly explanations (44%) or 72% of UK respondents rate positively the role of lobbying in raising the local
providing the right information at the right and national importance of an issue.
time (41%). Only 38% of respondents
mentioned lobbying as a constructive part Trade unions are viewed as the most transparent of lobbyists, scoring 7.78 out
of the decision-making process. of 10 followed by trade associations (7.76).
79% of UK respondents view industry representation as helpful in making an
84% of respondents would speak with a informed decision.
lobbyist if the issue was in his field of \_ Y,
Effective Lobbying "™ *U%™ ‘45
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Burson-Marsteller

Burson-Marsteller (www.burson-marsteller.com and www.burson-marsteller.eu), established in 1953, is a leading global public relations
and communications firm. It provides clients with strategic thinking and program execution across a full range of public relations,
public affairs, advertising and web-related services. The firm’s seamless worldwide network consists of 72 offices and 58 affiliate offices, together
operating in 83 countries across six continents. Burson-Marsteller is a part of Young & Rubicam Brands, a subsidiary of WPP, one of
the world’s leading communications services networks.

Penn, Schoen & Berland
Associates

Penn, Schoen & Berland Associates (www.psbresearch.com), a member of the WPP group and part of Burson-Marsteller, is a global
research-based consultancy that specialises in messaging and communications strategy for blue-chip political, corporate and entertainment
clients. PSB has over 30 years of experience specialising in bringing the lessons from the political campaign trail into the corporate boardroom
to give clients the strategic insights they need to beat the competition. PSB has worked on nearly 200 political campaigns and has been
personal political and strategic advisor to more than 30 heads of state or prime ministers.
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Jeremy Galbraith, CEO, Burson-Marsteller

Europe, Middle East and Africa
37 Square de Mee(s

1000 Brussels
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EUROPE

Austria
Hochegger|Com
Schwarzenbergplatz 5/4
1030 Vienna

+43 1242 02 520
office@hochegger.com

Brussels
Burson-Marsteller

37 Square de Mee(s
1000 Brussels
+322743 661
bmbrussels@bm.com

Bulgaria
Hochegger|CEE

Expo 2000 Business Park
N. Vaptzarov Blvd 55
1407 Sofia
office@hochegger.bg

Croatia
Hochegger|CEE
Zerjaviceva 10

HR 10000 Zagreb
office@hochegger.com

Czech Republic

Donath Burson-Marsteller
Spalena 29

110 00 Praha1

+420 224 211 220
mbox_dbm@dbm.cz

Denmark
Burson-Marsteller
Oestergade 26B
Copenhagen 1100
+45 33 327878
bmnorden@bm.com

Estonia

Hamburg & Partners
Roosikrantsi 2
Tallinn 10119

+372 6 110 105
info@hamburg.ee

Finland
Pohjoisranta
Kalevankatu 20
00100 Helsinki
+358 10 424 5900
info@pohjoisranta.fi

France
Burson-Marsteller

6 rue Escudier
Boulogne-Billancourt
Cedex 92772
+3314186 76 76

Germany
Burson-Marsteller
Schiitzenst 5
10117 Berlin

+49 30 2407 9391

Hanauer Landstrasse 126 - 128
60314 Frankfurt

+49 69 23809 0
info@burson-marsteller.de

Greece
Advocate/Burson-Marsteller
5 Karystou Str

Athens, Greece 11523

+30 210 693 1000
info@advocate-bm.gr

Hungary
Hochegger|CEE
Budaorsi ut 48-50
1m8 Budapest
office@hochegger.hu

Ireland
Heneghan|PR

54 Pembroke Road
Dublin 4

+353 1660 7395
info@hpr.ie

Italy
Burson-Marsteller
Via Tortona, 37
20144 Milano

+39 0287 8960

Via Gregoriana 54
00187 Rome

+39 06 688 9631
burson.italia@bm.com

Latvia

Medju tilts

Dzirnavu iela 43 -4

Riga LV 1010

+371728 2816
medijutilts@medijutilts.lv

Lithuania
BVRG

Mesiniy g.5/2
01133 Vilnus
+370 685 04820
info@bvrg.It

Macedonia
Hochegger|MK

Pekljane 15a

1000 Skopje

+389 70 254175
mk-office@hochegger.com

Norway
Burson-Marsteller
Sjolyst Plass 4,
N-0278 Oslo

+47 2316 45 00
oslo@bm.com

Poland

Solski Burson-Marsteller
Bonifraterska 6/37
00-213 Warsaw

+48 602 242 004
office@solskibm.pl

CEC Government Relations
Wiejska 12

00-490 Warsaw

+48 22 628 2418
mm@®@cecgr.com

Portugal

Lift Consulting

Quinta da Fonte — Ed. D. Amélia Q61
2770-299 Paco de Arcos

+351214 666 500

info@lift.com.pt

Romania

GMP PR

Str. Toamnei 83, sector 2
Bucuresti
gmp-pr@gmp.ro

Russia

Mikhailov & Partners
34, build 30,
Raskovoy st.

27015 Moscow
+7495 956 39 72
prpost@m-p.ru

Office 305, 48A,
Bolshoy prospect PS,
197198 St. Petersburg
+781231309 56

Serbia
Hochegger|CEE
Lomina ulica 48/11,
11000 Belgrade

+ 3811136 26 170
office@hochegger.rs

Slovenia
Hochegger|CEE
Gregorciceva 39
2000 Maribor

Futura PR
Poljanski Nasip 6
1000 Ljubljana
+386 128012 00

Spain
Burson-Marsteller
Edificio Beethoven
Avda Diagonal, 618
08021 Barcelona
+34 93 2011028

Avda. De Burgos, 21
28036 Madrid

+34 91384 6700
info@bursonmarsteller.es

Sweden
Burson-Marsteller
Master Samuelsgatan 56
101 20 Stockholm

+46 8 440 12 00
mail.stockholm@bm.com

Switzerland
Burson-Marsteller
Konsumstrasse 20
Postfach

3000 Berne 14
+4131356 7300

18 Boulevard des Philosophes
1205 Geneve
+4122 593 6920

Grubenstrasse 40
Postfach so10
8045 Zurich

+41 44 455 8400
info.om@bm.com

The Netherlands
Burson-Marsteller
Alexanderveld 9

2585 DB Den Haag
+3170 3021100
info@burson-masteller.nl

Turkey

Zarakol

Bilylikdere Cd. Ben-Giin Han
No:107 Kat: 4

Mecidiyekoy

34394 ISTANBUL

+90 212 217 29 99
zarakol@zarakol.com.tr

UK

Burson-Marsteller

24-28 Bloomsbury Way

London WC1A 2PX

+44 20 7831 6262
Bm-London_reception@uk.bm.com

Ukraine

Mikhailov & Partners

Office 26, 52, Krasnoarmeyskaya st.
03150 Kiev

+380 44 49170 &1
reception@m-p.com.ua
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