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Introduction

There is still inequality in the world at present. Many live in dire conditions in countries whose economical and social situations are not at the same level as they are in the Europe Union. Development work is at present still as important as it has been before to help the poor in the world to make a better live for themselves. There are many organisations working to make people aware of the situations the people in these developing countries are facing. These Non – Governmental Development Organisations help the people in the developing world to improve their living conditions. This work leads these NGDOs to gather information on how development policies affect the lives of people in developing countries and what kind of policies are necessary to further improve their situations.

The European Union is one of the main stakeholders involved with development work. The EU spends large amounts of money on development. The institutions also work on new policies and new agreements designed to fight poverty and inequality. Although it is the European Commission who will initiate a new policy by writing a proposal, it is the European Parliament, along with the Council, who will decide on the European Commission proposals, making the EP an important player in the area of development.

With NGDOs having their views of how development should be achieved and the European Parliament deciding on what EU development policies will eventually look like, NGDOs will want to share their position with the European Parliament and lobby where necessary to influence future legislation. But how these organisations lobby remains unclear, it is not always visible to the public. It would be interesting to find out how these organisations contact the European Parliament, how they convince its Members to act in a certain way. In essence, the question is: how do Non – Governmental Development Organisations influence the European Parliament during the legislative procedure?
In order to come to an answer for this question it is necessary to clarify things. The first chapter will therefore answer the following sub – question: what are Non – Governmental Development Organisations? In order to understand how NGDOs will lobby the European Parliament, first it needs to be understood exactly what kind of organisations they are, what they do. What exactly is development and what is an NGO?  The chapter will explain what development is and what an NGO is, after which the two will be combined to explain NGDOs. The answer to these questions will be based upon desk research and an interview that was conducted with Agnès Philippart, Policy and Communications Officer at CONCORD Europe, the Confederation of European Development NGOs. Due to technical problems, the interview can only be partly heard on the tape. Of this part a transcript has been written which can be found in the annex of this paper. For the part which was lost, a report has been written. This report has then been sent to Mrs. Philippart for approval. Both the transcript and the report can also be found as annex to this paper. Information from both the EU’s institutions and from NGDOs has been used to examine what development is and what an NGO is.

The sub – question around which the second chapter revolves is about the European Parliament: what is the legislative procedure at the European Parliament? Knowing what NGDOs are will not be sufficient, a better understanding of the European Parliament and the Parliament’s procedures will be necessary in order to fully understand how NGDOs lobby this particular institution. The different procedures will be explained as well as the process within the EP itself to understand the various steps of the legislative process. For this sub – question, desk research was carried out to gather information about the various procedures and the process of how legislation is being decided upon at the European Parliament. This chapter relies on information retrieved from various treaties and the Parliament’s Rules of Procedure as well as other information gathered from the European Parliament Web site.

After has been established what an NGDO is and what the procedures at the European Parliament are, the next step will be to determine how lobbyists approach the EP. The sub – question that will be answered in chapter three is: how can the European Parliament be lobbied? Based on the findings in chapter two, various lobbying tactics and methods will be explained. These tactics are mostly based upon the EP’s procedures. This chapter will also briefly touch upon the issues of transparency and conduct regarding lobbying and lobbyists. For this chapter desk research from literature and studies was used as well as the interview with Mrs. Philippart to list and explain the various tactics.

Chapter four will provide a practical example in the form of a case study to illustrate how an NGDO can lobby the European Parliament and to what success. The case study will discuss and examine the lobbying activities of CONCORD and its members during the process leading up to the Kigali Declaration. The various tactics will be discussed and the CONCORD’s position will be compared with the Declaration in order to determine how successful they were in lobbying. This chapter relies on desk research, using various documents which can be found on CONCORD’s public Web site. These documents describe the methods used as well as CONCORD’s position.

In this introduction references have already been made to CONCORD. CONCORD Europe is the Confederation of European Non – Governmental Organisations for Development and Relief. CONCORD brings together 20 international networks and 22 national associations from the European Union Member States. CONCORD strives for the advancement of impact Non – Governmental Development Organisations have within the European Union institutions. CONCORD is based in Brussels and is registered at both the European Commission and the European Parliament as lobbyist.
1
Non – Governmental Development Organisations
In order to understand the process of how a Non-Governmental Development Organisation (or: NGDO) influences the legislative process at the European Parliament, it is first and foremost important to reflect on what exactly constitutes an NGDO. What does it focus on, how does it operate and ultimately, what does it do to make its point come across towards the decision making institutions? To gain a better insight into what exactly how NGDOs influence these institutions, it is necessary to come up with a definition of this type of organisation. When looking at the term Non – Governmental Organisations, two elements become apparent from the name. The first part is Non – Governmental Organisation, or NGO in short; the second part is Development. Therefore, to come to a clear understanding of what an NGDO is, first needs to be defined what a Non – Governmental Organisation is, as well as what development means. When putting the two definitions together a better understanding of what these types of organisation do will present itself and can the focus be placed on how they seek to influence the political institutions, more specifically, the European Parliament.
1.1
Non – Governmental Organisations
At first glance, the term Non – Governmental Organisation seems rather self – explanatory: an organisation which is not part of any government or any other form of public administration. The organisation is independent from the government in performing its own tasks and deciding on its position regarding any issue the organisation might be working on. The European Commission in 2000 published a discussion paper on the relations between the European Commission and NGOs. According to the discussion paper there is a large variety of NGOs which complicates defining an NGO. The paper points out that any definition of NGOs cannot have a legal definition as a basis because of the many variations in laws which regulate an NGO’s activities. The Commission has however found that all NGOs do have a few points in common. NGOs do not pursue profit, they are non – profit making organisations. Some may have to pay salaries to its employees but these organisations are not trying to make profit. Another shared feature is the voluntary nature of NGOs. These organisations come together voluntarily and some people may choose to participate voluntarily. Unlike other groups, NGOs are formal groups. This status usually is derived from some type of founding document which describes the organisation’s aims and goals. This document could also include a part focusing on the accountability of the organisation. The discussion paper also lists the independence of NGOs as a common feature. Like it is described above, NGOs are not part of any government or public administration, nor political parties or corporations. Finally, the European Commission indicates that what separates NGOs from other organisations is that they work on public issues and not issues from which they will benefit themselves. Their work is not intended to serve their own interests or the interests of their members. The size and the activities of NGOs vary greatly however. One NGO can only have a couple of employees whereas another one will have 100 employees. As for activities, one organisation may choose to focus on field work while another NGO will mainly lobby policy makers as its main activity. The European Commission recognises that NGOs can contribute to the decision making process through participatory democracy. According to the discussion paper NGOs offer people an alternative to be involved in the process other than being a member of a political party for instance. The paper even says that NGOs can help develop the democratic process in a country. NGOs are there to speak for a group of people, either because they belong to a specific group (the discussion paper lists examples such as people with disabilities or belong to an ethnic minority) or because they work on a specific topic (environment, development, etc.). NGOs in addition also are capable of reaching to the poor to help them express their views who would otherwise be unable to do so. The European Commission acknowledges that NGOs can bring expertise and feedback to the policy makers, which enforces the NGOs role as lobbyists.

As mentioned above, NGOs are organisations working independently from government; they are not part of any governmental or public administrative structure. However, the question of independence is up to debate. On occasion, governments do in fact, although only partially, fund Non-Governmental Organisations (Willetts, 2002, “NGOs and their Independence from Governments” section). Willetts argues that particularly NGOs working in the Development sector need this type of funding in order to cover their costs. This financial dependence threatens the NGOs claim of independence vis – à – vis governments. One could argue that through providing funding, governments would be able to influence NGOs work. The European Commission also provides funding for Non – Governmental Organisations, mainly from the European Community budget (BOND, year unknown, “EC Funding” section). However, since the question of independence of NGOs and their funding are not the main issues for debate, this point will not be discussed any further.

In 2005, a number of NGOs, including ActionAid International, Oxfam International and the International Federation Terre des Hommes, got together and wrote an accountability charter, which sets out what an International Non – Governmental Organisation (INGO) entails (ActionAid International, et al, 2005). This charter has been written to set out terms such as accountability and transparency from INGOs so that its signatories will have a code to work by and give a better understanding to decision making bodies and third parties. By doing so with this charter, the INGOs also provide clarification on their own part of what an NGO is. According to the charter NGOs are non – profit organisations, which means that these organisations do not have a commercial agenda, they do not seek to become a rich organisation where profit making is the primary concern. Another important point in the charter is that the organisations use the freedoms of speech and association. In other words, the organisations use these rights to organise themselves and express themselves as a group. In the charter the organisations also mention the parts they play in democracies. The organisations make it a point to clarify that their intent is not to replace governments, but rather to work alongside governments and help those governments wherever they can, or where the governments fail to address certain issues. The charter also highlights the issue of funding. From the charter it becomes clear that NGOs depend on donors to receive the money they need in order to do its work. The funding will be used properly and responsibly. The Accountability Charter also demonstrates the diverse nature of NGOs. Some of its signatories work on development, such as ActionAid and Oxfam, or on human rights (Amnesty International) and others work on the environment (Greenpeace). These are but a few examples of the variety that can be found in the NGO world.

This only covers part of what defines an NGO however. Services, as well as lobbying and advocacy work have become an important part of NGOs (Fazi & Smith, 2006, p. 17). According to the study, in terms of services, NGOs play a big role, all the more so when it comes to development issues where field work is crucial. Perhaps equally important however are the lobbying activities that Non – Governmental Organisations carry out. According to a European Parliament report, lobbying is to be interpreted as “activities carried out with the objective of influencing the policy formulation and decision – making processes of the EU institutions” (Stubb, 2008, “Commission proposal” section).
 The report further goes to say that under this definition, NGOs should also be counted as lobbyists. This mentioning of NGOs means that they play an active role in Brussels in helping to form future policies. In the case of Development NGOs, they could argue that because of the field work they perform they can bring in additional expertise and knowledge of the situation on the ground, which can be of great value to the institutions when designing new policies.
In a personal interview (2008), Agnès Philippart from CONCORD Europe comments on what according to her an NGO is. In addition to listing activities such as lobbying and field work, she also lists fundraising and raising awareness as important activities of an NGO. In particular among the public NGOs try to raise awareness so that NGOs gain public support. Public support will lead to more funding and the public could pressure governments to keep NGOs up to date about new proposals. Standards and accountability are also important according to Mrs. Philippart. NGOs are charitable, non – profit organisations which means that they are accountable for all the money they spend that has been given to them either by the public or by a government. As far as the lobbying aspect goes, that depends on the NGO. Depending on the size they have more or less resources at their disposal. Bigger NGOs will have more resources and therefore will be more inclined to lobby than the smaller NGOs with limited funding.

To summarise, Non – Governmental Organisations could be described as a non – profit organisation, active outside of the public administration, using the rights of free speech and association. It is more difficult to pin down what issues an NGO might be working on, taking the example of the Accountability Charter, where its ten signatories cover a broad range, from consumers to good governance, although it could be argued that all signatories would appear to strive for idealistic goal. NGOs also play an important part in shaping future policies, as they can bring expertise and field knowledge, as well as help people adapt to the new policies through the services they provide. Another part of their main activities is field work, but what field work exactly entails depends on the theme the NGO is specialised in. An NGO focussing on development will probably operate differently in the field than an Environment NGO will. Non – Governmental Organisations operate only in the public interest and not for commercial or self interest, reflected also by their voluntary nature. Even though there are some common characteristics shared among NGOs there are also many differences. Their sizes hugely vary from a small NGO working in a single country to a network such as Oxfam which has an office in a number of countries. Their work areas also vary, from ethnic minorities to environment, as long as the issue is of a public nature there will be NGOs working on this particular issue. But perhaps the key activity that describes an NGO is to raise awareness. NGOs always try to bring certain issues or problems to the attention of others, making people aware that a certain issue exists. Whether the NGOs seek to raise awareness among the decision makers or the general public is of less importance since the one will influence the other. If the NGO targets the decision makers, the decision makers will start working on legislation which then will affect the general public. If the NGO raises awareness among the general public the general interest will grow pressuring the authorities to act and write legislation. But the NGOs raise awareness, the issues that matter to them will receive attention from the target audience the campaigns are aimed at, which in the end matters the most.
1.2
Development
Now that the term NGO has been clarified, it is important to clarify the term development, in order to better understand the concept of a Non – Governmental Development Organisation. 
The United Nations has made a list of development goals it aims to achieve by 2015, the Millennium Development Goals (United Nations, 2008, “What are the Millennium Development Goals” section). These goals aim to fight poverty and help poor countries develop. The list covers issues such as education, gender equality, famine, health, HIV / AIDS and cooperation between countries for development. These issues are the ones most in need of attention and important in order to help further develop the poor countries. These goals have been accepted by the UN members and development organisations, which reinforces the necessity to achieve these goals.
The Directorate – General for Development of the European Commission has this to say when talking about development: “to reduce and ultimately eradicate poverty in the developing countries through the promotion of sustainable development, democracy, peace and security” (DG Development, 2007, “Our mission” section). The DG lists more specific areas in order to achieve its overall objectives. This list includes areas such as: trade and development, regional integration, access to social services, transport and food security (DG Development, 2007, “Development policies” section). The DG Development also makes mention of issues such as gender equality, environment and NGO co – financing. In December 2005, the three institutions made the European Consensus for Development official (Author unknown, 2007, “Summary” section). The consensus seems to focus on specific themes such as: food, health, education, gender equality, environment and partnerships, which are the same as the UN’s MDGs.

Arguably one of the most well known organisations working in the development sector is Oxfam. When talking about development, Oxfam (year unknown) say that their goal is to bring an end to poverty and injustice on the long term. Oxfam cites various subtopics by which it aspires to achieve development, such as human rights, gender equality and HIV / AIDS. The organisation also focuses on emergency relief (Oxfam, year unknown, Emergencies). What is meant by emergency relief is to help people in poor regions who have been affected by a crisis situation, such as for instance a natural disaster, in order to help them recover as quickly as possible and reduce the number of casualties to a minimum.

Another example of an NGDO is ActionAid International. ActionAid uses the same terms that Oxfam employs, except that ActionAid does not seem to employ the term development (ActionAid, year unknown, “Who are we?” section). ActionAid say they want to fight poverty and combat inequality and injustice. Again in a similar fashion to Oxfam, ActionAid has a number of more specific issues it focuses on in order to fight for its objectives (ActionAid, year unknown, “What we do” section). In addition to the topics mentioned above, ActionAid also focuses on such issues as trade, aid and debt relief and education. Aprodev, an NGDO with a religious background, would appear to focus its attention more on European Union policies and other instruments such as funds and budgets, as well as the issue of gender equality (Aprodev, year unknown, “Development Policies” section). This example illustrates the different backgrounds of NGOs. Aprodev is active in the development sector based on religious morals and values, whereas organisations such as ActionAid and Oxfam do so from what seems a more political conviction. Save the Children also works for relief and development on the long term, but does so for children specifically (International Save the Children Alliance, year unknown, “What sets us apart” section). As a result, their focus is more geared towards issues such as education, health care, food and protection.

In other words, it seems as though between the institutions and the NGOs, there is general agreement as to what development entails. The penultimate goal of development is the eradication of poverty in the world. This can be done either alongside striving for equality or by putting an end to inequality in order to fight against poverty, depending on the organisation. However, all parties, both the policy makers and the NGOs, work to achieve this goal by working on more specific themes they feel are necessary in order to attain that goal of poverty eradication. Some themes, such as gender equality, emergency relief and trade, are more common among the EU institutions and the NGDOs. Other issues are only touched upon by a few, such as education and health. This shows that the development sector is comprised of many elements which together result in development. But all parties seem to agree that ultimately it deals with the issue of poverty and how to end it.
1.3
Development Cooperation
There is however an important distinction that is being made when talking about development. There is the concept of development as it is explained above and there is development cooperation. This distinction is important to keep in mind because although they are linked, there still is a difference between the two terms which could lead to confusion. Where development encompasses all aspects imaginable related to the development of a country, economically, socially, culturally, development cooperation has more to do with the means of achieving development, Mrs. Philippart explains. Because development can mean different things to different people and countries development cooperation is not tied to certain types of development (Eastern European countries look at development more from the economical perspective, Mrs. Philippart says, because they feel that some countries might already be well developed in terms of for instance culture and history). According to Mrs. Philippart, Development NGOs are the NGOs who do go out into the field and get in touch with the people involved and get a grasp of the situation those people face on a daily basis. The NGOs will not go to the developing countries with materials and solutions and leave it up to the local people but rather let the people who are affected themselves discuss and initiate the procedure that will lead to new development policies. By bringing the different groups that are affected together, they will realise that their problems are all connected in one way or another and look for solutions that serves the interest of all the groups involved as much as possible. It is also the people themselves who need to work on the implementation and carrying out the project since they are the ones who should and need to benefit from those projects. 
1.4
Non – Governmental Development Cooperation Organisation?
The distinction between development as such and development cooperation does lead however to the question of whether NGDOs are about development or development cooperation. Their activities in the field as described by Agnès Philippart lead to think that NGDOs are more about development cooperation. In the interview she illustrates that in contrast to past practices, at present NGDOs do not try to be as much involved in development but rather help the people by creating the proper circumstances for development. This means bringing people together to discuss the problem and come up with solutions. NGDOs will set up the project and assist the local people that way, but they will encourage the locals to carry out the project in order to ensure its sustainability. But since any problem will have various elements affecting different parts of the population the field work leans more towards development cooperation than development because the field work is about implementation. It is about NGDOs who cooperate with the local people to identify the problem and work towards a sustainable solution. When it comes to work at the main offices however it might not be so clear cut. The experiences and expertise they gather in the field can be used for their work when lobbying decision makers. Nevertheless the NGDOs have chosen different topics they think are important to help develop the poor countries. This is a more thematic approach rather than the practical approach employed on the field. This would suggest that for lobbying the NGDOs are more about development. NGDOs would take the experience accumulated on the field and use it to lobby when new development policies are being drafted. Those policies however would need to be implemented and with NGDOs being active in the developing countries themselves those NGDOs could help. NGDOs could also already help during the drafting of the policies’ stage to look at how to properly implement the new policies and give technical advice.

Given that development cooperation does not focus specifically on any subtopic of development and that instead it focuses more on the means to develop and how to implement those means, it would appear that NGDOs would be more development cooperation than development. NGDOs are always looking for ways to help countries develop be it economically or socially. An important word in this case is also cooperation, NGDOs cooperate with many stakeholders to achieve development. The people in the developing countries, the authorities in the developing countries and the decision makers in the developed countries who work on development, NGDOs will seek to contact all of them to come to viable solutions to problems together. The two terms are linked together however and NGDOs will work on development, but in the end it is the cooperation that actually leads to development.

1.5
Conclusion
When putting the two explanations about NGOs and development together, the result is that a Non – Governmental Development Organisation is an organisation using the rights of freedom of speech and of association, to fight and bring an end to poverty through the means of both field work in developing countries and influencing the policy makers by making use of their expertise. The people making up the organisation have come together under a common belief, that everyone deserves an equal chance in life; and work together to make this a reality by working in the field to help people in poor regions become self sufficient and who lobby the institutions in the developed countries to give those living in the poor countries the opportunity to make a living for themselves and for the generations that follow. NGDOs work in the public sector; their objectives are of public interest. They do not seek to achieve commercial interests for their own nor for anyone else, they are non – profit. This also makes them accountable for the money that they spent. The money is given to them because the donor trusts that the NGDO will use it for the common good and not their own so they have to be able to show that the money spent is to serve the public interest. NGDOs work to raise awareness about the inequalities between the rich, developed countries and the poor, underdeveloped countries among the general public and / or the decision makers.

An NGDO will focus most on ensuring the proper models for the implementation of new EU development policies. When lobbying, these organisations will, through their acquired expertise, be able to advise the institutions on how policies will be at their most effective in the developing countries but at the same time also provide valuable information to ensure that the policies being drafted will not be counterproductive to the development of the poor countries.

2
The Legislative Procedure
As it has become clear in the previous chapter, Non – Governmental Development Organisations try to influence the decision makers to alter future legislation into such a way they think will be most beneficial to the people it is targeted to help. Lobbying has become common practice in modern day politics and with its increasing importance, the European Union has become a prime target for organisations representing a certain interest. This is no less the case for Development NGOs. One of the three main institutions is the European Parliament and simply because of that, this means that it will have to deal with a great number of lobbyists trying to influence future legislation. But before taking a look at exactly how organisations, in particular NGDOs, lobby the European Parliament, it is first necessary to understand the process of legislation at the European Parliament. What happens when the European Commission has finished its proposal for legislation and sends it to the European Parliament?

2.1
The European Parliament
In order to better understand its role and why it is of importance to the NGDOs who lobby this institution, a brief explanation will be given about the European Parliament in general. The European Parliament is a directly elected chamber for a term of five years, counting a total of 785 Members of the European Parliament, or MEPs in short (European Parliament, year unknown, “Members” section). The meetings of the European Parliament take place in two cities: Brussels, Belgium; and Strasbourg, France. Each country has been given a number of seats, depending on the size of the country’s population. The meetings taking place in Brussels are the committee meetings (European Parliament, year unknown, “Parliamentary committees” section).These committees are specialized gatherings of MEPs, focusing on specific policy areas. Such policy areas include external relations, budgets, industry, regional development, etc. (European Parliament, year unknown, “Standing committees” section). It is the task of these specialised committees to work and decide on future legislation and to react to proposals from the European Commission. The meetings taking place in Strassbourg are the plenary sessions (European Parliament, year unknown, “Work in plenary” section). During these plenary sessions all MEPs are gathered together, arranged per political party. The main tasks during the plenary session are voting on the work done in the committees and debates.
The European Parliament nowadays has legislative powers; it makes decisions on proposals for legislation from the European Commission. Through the course of the various treaties the role and the powers of the European Parliament have changed since its creation. This becomes most apparent when looking at the Parliament procedures. There are several procedures, all involving the European Parliament in one way or another.

2.2
Codecision
The first procedure to be discussed is the codecision procedure. The Maastricht Treaty of 1992 was the start of this type of procedure and the number of areas in which European Parliament will get to codecide along with the Council is still increasing (Europa, 2003, “Article 251” section). In essence, the codecision procedure places the European Parliament on equal footing with the Council of the European Union, which until the introduction of the codecision procedure had the final say in whether or not a proposal for legislation was to be adopted or not. With codecision, the European Parliament is able to block a proposal, preventing that proposal from becoming actual legislation. Codecision makes the European Parliament equal to the Council, from a legislative point of view. The procedure can lead up to three readings by the Parliament in total. During the first reading, the Parliament can adopt without making changes (or amendments) to the proposal after which the Council will decide whether it will adopt or not the Commission proposal. However, the Parliament can choose to make changes to a proposal if the Parliament deems it necessary. The Council can then either decide to agree with those changes, after which the proposal is adopted; or it can choose to disagree with those changes, after which the Council will write a common position, which is sent back to the European Parliament. This common position is what is discussed during a second reading. The European Parliament can agree with the common position, or disagree, which will lead to adoption or rejection respectively. A third possibility is that again the European Parliament proposes amendments, though this time it is the common position which is amended. Then it is up to the Council to decide, if it agrees with the changes made by Parliament, the common position is adopted. If Council does not agree, then the third reading will follow. This third reading is also known as conciliation. A conciliation committee will be set up, comprising Members of the European Parliament and members of the Council. They will write a joint text based upon the common position with Parliament’s changes included. Once this text has been finished, the committee has to approve the text. If they do not approve the text, the proposal will not become legislation. If the text is approved, both the European Parliament and the Council will have to decide whether they will adopt it or not. If one of the two institutions does not, then the proposal will not be turned into legislation. The various treaties of Maastricht, Amsterdam, Nice and the as yet to be ratified Lisbon Treaty have and will continue to increase the number of policy areas in which the European Parliament will have a say (European Commission, 2008, “The codecision procedure” section). Under the first pillar, already 43 policy areas are decided this way and the Lisbon Treaty is set to further augment that number. Areas already falling under codecision are areas such as discrimination, services, transport, culture, research and environment (European Commission, 2008, “Scope following the implementation of the Treaty of Nice” section). 

2.3
Other procedures
The European Parliament however, does not get to codecide on all the European Union’s policy area. There are still a number of other decision making procedures, where the role of the European Parliament is less strong than it is with codecision, but where it has a role to play nevertheless. With the cooperation procedure, the European Parliament is given the possibility to change legislation by means of proposing amendments and writing an opinion (Europa, 2003, “Article 252” section). The European Parliament first writes an opinion on a Commission proposal, after which the Council writes a common position. The European Parliament can then propose amendments to the common position. The Commission then rewrites the proposal taking into account the common position and the Parliament’s amendments and sends its rewritten proposal to the Council along with an opinion for each amendment from the Parliament which the Commission has refused. If the European Parliament completely rejects the common position, the Council will have to vote unanimously in order to maintain the common position. The Council can choose to adopt the Parliament’s amendments refused by the Commission by voting unanimously in favour. With the consultation procedure the European Parliament will write an opinion on an issue (European Parliament, year unknown, “The machineries of the consultation procedure” section). The Council is not obliged to use the opinion but cannot act without having seen the opinion. There are a couple of areas which are decided under consultation procedure: agriculture, competition, tax and the revision of treaties (European Parliament, year unknown, “The consultation procedure and its scope” section).The European Parliament is also involved with the adoption of the European Union’s annual budget (European Parliament, year unknown, “The phases of the budget procedure” section).There are two readings regarding the budget. During the first, the European Parliament will be able to vote on amendments to the EU budget, for both compulsory and non – compulsory expenditures. During the second reading, the Parliament will vote on non – compulsory expenditure, because the Council has the possibility to change non – compulsory expenditure between Parliament’s first and second readings. Finally, at the end of the procedure, the European Parliament can reject the budget if it chooses to. Codecision is not the only procedure where the Parliament has a definitive say, with the assent procedure the European Parliament has the opportunity to reject new initiatives as well (European Parliament, year unknown, Assent procedure). It must be noted however, that the areas in which the Parliament has assent are mostly limited to new accessions to the European Union as well as agreements which the European Union has made. With enhanced cooperation, the focus in the legislative process lies primarily with the Member States and the European Parliament only has a role as an advisor (European Parliament, year unknown, Enhanced cooperation procedure). However, if the policy area treated falls under those listed for the codecision procedure, the European Parliament has to give its assent.

The European Parliament, although it is a legislative power in origin, also has a couple of options to initiate legislation (European Parliament, year unknown, Legislative initiative procedure). This power of initiative can manifest itself in three ways. First, the European Parliament decides on a resolution regarding the European Commission’s annual programme. The Parliament asks the Council to debate on the Commission’s programme and the Parliament’s resolution, after which the Parliament will vote on the programme before it will be adopted. Second, the European Parliament can ask the Commission to work on legislation. In order for this to happen, the Parliament committee responsible for writing the report; can ask the Commission to work on legislation after the committee has received clearance from the Parliament’s Conference of Presidents. The power of initiation of the European Parliament is further explained in Article 192 of the Treaty establishing the European Community (2003). This article states that the European Parliament can request the European Commission to write a proposal. This is however dependent on whether or not this proposal is deemed to continue the implementation of the Treaty establishing the European Community. And thirdly, the European Parliament can write own – initiative reports on any area for which the treaties give the opportunity to do so, after the Conference of Presidents has given its approval. For both the procedure under Article 192 and the own – initiative procedure the European Commission is requested to write a legislative proposal but it is not obliged to do so. The difference between the two procedures is that for the own – initiative procedure this only works when the report is written according to the own – initiative procedure. For the Article 192 procedure reports under other procedures (codecision, cooperation, etc) can be used as well if a report leads MEPs to believe that further legislation needs to be created.

2.4
The Parliamentary procedure
These procedures only give a general overview of the decision making process at EU level, explaining the role the European Parliament plays vis – à – vis the other institutions, the Council in particular. What it does not explain sufficiently however, is what happens within the European Parliament when they are to make a decision on how they stand on a European Commission proposal. Mention was made earlier of the European Parliamentary committees. It is within these committees that the legislative process at the European Parliament starts and where most of the work is done. There are 20 different committees at the moment, with a couple of sub committees and one temporary committee (European Parliament, year unknown, “Standing committees” section). The way that these committees work is that one of its Members will write a report on a proposal for legislation (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 42: Legislative reports” section). The committee in charge with writing the report is called the committee responsible. The Member, referred to as the rapporteur, is appointed by the committee which has been assigned with writing the report. The report contains amendments to the proposal, a resolution and an explanation (applicable to the codecision procedure, reports under the own – initiative procedure do not contain amendments but a motion for a resolution). There is the possibility that the chairman of the committee to propose the Commission’s proposal to be adopted without amending it, if the Members of the committee agree (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 43: Simplified procedure” section). If a committee wants to write an own – initiative report, the committee has to receive clearance from the Conference of Presidents (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 45: Own – initiative reports” section). Parliamentary committees might also be called upon to write an opinion within the scope of the committee’s policy area for another committee to include in its report (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 46: Opinions of committee” section). A committee has the possibility to ask for the opinions of other committees when it is in the process of writing a report. When dealing with a proposal of a legislative nature, the opinion will contain amendments; when the proposal is of a nature other than a legislative one, the opinion can only contain suggestions. All opinions related to a report shall be added to the report as annex. The committee responsible will vote on the amendments contained in the opinions and the committee responsible is the only committee which is allowed to propose amendments to the report in Parliament [plenary session]. After the committee has voted on the report, the report goes to the plenary session where the whole of the European Parliament will get to vote on the report.
2.5
The budget and Commission programme
The budget is decided upon at the European Parliament in a reasonably similar fashion, though there are some differences compared to the regular legislative process as described above. With the approval of the budget, the Members of European Parliament can propose amendments, which will be discussed by the committee responsible (European Parliament, 2008, “Annex IV: Implementing procedures for examination of the general budget of the European Union and supplementary budgets” section). The amendments need to have the support of at least 40 MEPs, or be proposed either by a political party or a parliamentary committee, in writing. If the committee responsible delivers a negative opinion on an amendment, it shall not be put to a vote in plenary. This is the first reading, the second reading happens in a similar fashion, except that the MEPs now react to a text written by the Council. 

With the Commission legislative and work programme, the European Parliament will write a resolution in which it gives its opinion of what the EU’s legislative programme for the following year should look like (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 33: Commission’s legislative and work programme” section). This means primarily that the Parliament has a say in what the European Commission should undertake next year.

The crucial difference between the budgetary procedure and say, the codecision procedure, is that there are no reports written; only amendments are written and put to a vote. In addition, it is not actually a legislative piece, which means that policies are not made when the programme is discussed. Although the budget will decide where money will be spent on, in that sense it might be interesting to try and influence. Considering the importance however, this could also be substantially more difficult. The issue with the Commission legislative and work programme is that in this case as well no actual legislation is being discussed, only the planning for next year’s legislative proposals.

2.6
Development committee
These are the various steps in the process of legislation with the European Parliament and within the European Parliament. But there are various procedures as well as various types of reports, which leads to the question how it exactly works when a proposal for a development policy is to be discussed. First needs to be determined what committee will work on development. The list of standing committees shows that there is a committee dedicated solely to development, which means that all proposals in the policy area of development will pass through this committee. According to the Parliament web site (year unknown), the Development committee has the following tasks:

1. “ the promotion, implementation and monitoring of the development and cooperation policy of the Union, notably:

a. political dialogue with developing countries, bilaterally and in the relevant international organizations and interparliamentary fora,

b. aid to, and cooperation agreements with, developing countries,

c. promotion of democratic values, good governance and human rights in development countries;

2. matters relating to ACP – EU Partnership Agreement and relations with the relevant bodies;

3. Parliament’s involvement in election observation missions, when appropriate in cooperation with other relevant committees and delegations (“Presentation and competencies” section).”

When the European Commission has come up with a proposal for legislation on a development issue, it is up to the Development committee to write a report on the Commission’s proposal. But what procedure applies to the European Parliament when development is concerned, does the Parliament get to codecide with, or does it merely consult the Council? Article 179, on Development Cooperation, of the Treaty establishing the European Community states that the Council “in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 251 [codecision procedure], shall adopt the measures necessary to further the objectives referred to in Article 177” (Europa, year unknown, “Title XX Development Cooperation” section). Article 177 outlines what is to be understood as development cooperation. It focuses on several elements: social and economic development, in particular for the poorest; integrating developing countries into the global economy; the fight against poverty; and to promote democracy, rule of law and respect of human rights and freedoms. This description is generally in line with the tasks of the Development committee and moreover, the two articles mentioned make it clear that the European Parliament has codecision when development cooperation is concerned. Therefore, when the proposal has been made, the committee will designate a rapporteur within the Development committee, who will then start working on the report. Depending on the topic, the committee may ask other committees to write an opinion to take into account when preparing the final report. All members are free to propose amendments for the report. Once the report has been finished, the committee will vote on the amendments first, then on the report with all the amendments that have been adopted included. If the report has been adopted, it will be voted on again in the plenary session, which means that the entire European Parliament will decide on the report. Only the Development committee can still propose amendments, which will be voted on as well during the plenary session. If Council disagrees with the European Parliament and writes a common position, the same procedure will apply during the second reading at Parliament, where the same committee(s) and rapporteur(s) shall be involved in the process of writing a report (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 59: Referral to and procedure in the committee responsible” section). Should Parliament and Council still not come to an agreement, a conciliation committee composed of Members of Parliament and Council shall be set up to work out a joint text which both Parliament and Council will then need to approve (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 65: Joint text” section). As far as the budget is concerned, a part of the Community budget is intended for development (European Commission, year unknown, “Global player” section). There is money available both for immediate needs, such as natural disasters, but also for more long term use for poor countries. There is another fund intended for developing countries, more specifically the African, Caribbean and Pacific countries, which is called the European Development Fund. This fund however, is not part of the EU’s budget, which means that the European Parliament cannot exert influence over this budget like it can over the Community budget.

However, it would appear that most reports written recently (as of: May 5, 2008) are own-initiative reports (European Parliament, 2008, Reports). The subjects these reports deal with also vary greatly, from the European Development Fund, to gender equality, agriculture, humanitarian aid and the Millennium Development Goals. The earliest report dates to April 18, 2007 and given that the list counts a total of ten reports, all own – initiative, this does lead to some questions. Has the European Parliament actually have the powers the Treaties would make believe in the area of development? If the European Parliament does actually have codecision when it concerns development cooperation, then why are all reports which are listed own – initiative reports? Perhaps the European Commission is not as active in proposing new legislation on development issues, or the Development committee simply wants more say in development policies than it has at this moment, either because the provisions in the treaties are insufficient, meaning that Parliament does not actually have that much to say, or because the European Commission brings out initiatives that do not require the European Parliament’s active involvement. Whatever the case might be, the Development committee would appear to be very active and act wherever it considers it necessary to do so, possibly leading to the large amount of own – initiative reports.
2.7
Conclusion
The legislative process at the European Parliament is not a simple one; there are various procedures for various policy areas. What has become clear is that most procedures have a number of stages, which means more opportunities to influence the European Parliament before they make their position i.e. report final. Arguably the most important procedure would be the codecision procedure because it puts the Parliament on an equal footing with the Council. However, although development cooperation falls under the codecision procedure, it would appear that the Development committee uses the right of initiative regularly. As to the reason why there are so many own – initiative reports, this is unclear and their use is debatable since the Commission is not obliged to act. As for the budget and the Commission legislative programme procedures, exactly how much it would benefit NGDOs to lobby the European Parliament for these procedures remains to be seen, particularly since neither of these two procedures will lead to legislation on the short term as opposed to with codecision. But one thing remains clear, the European Parliament would appear to provide ample opportunity for NGDOs to lobby.
3
Lobbying the European Parliament
Whenever future legislation is being prepared, it is logical to assume that there will be as many opinions on what the legislation should look like as there are stakeholders. Different parties will want to express their opinion on a specific matter and ideally would like to see their ideas being adopted into that piece of legislation. This influencing, or lobbying, of the decision makers takes place at various levels. Lobbying also takes place at European level, where numerous interest representatives seek to influence the various European institutions. The European Parliament, which gets to codecide on Commission proposals, will therefore be sought after by many lobbyists. Those lobbyists will seek to influence the Parliament into making decisions which is similar to the lobbyists’ positions or views. Non – Governmental Development Organisations will also contact the European Parliament and present their arguments to convince the European Parliament and its Members why a Commission proposal is right or why it should be changed and how. But how does this lobbying take place? What does a lobbyist do to influence the Parliament?

The European Parliament has many procedures and its set up is extensive and could be complicated to some. The European Parliament is home to several political parties, it deals with the Commission proposals through one of its various Parliamentary committees and then there are the Members of the European Parliament themselves. This system allows for various entry points for lobbyists to choose from when approaching the European Parliament. The question remains how exactly they approach the European Parliament, what their possibilities are in order to successfully lobby this institution.

3.1
Committees
First off, one could imagine that the Parliamentary committees would be a good starting point, which Mazey and Richardson concur (1993). The European Parliament committees are specialised in a specific topic and deal only with proposals and legislation in that particular policy sector, which makes its members very knowledgeable. Add to this that these committees are the ones who do the bulk of the work in discussing the proposals of the European Commission, prepare the reports and put it through the first round of voting and their importance in the legislative process becomes clear. Mazey and Richardson only discuss lobbying of the European Parliament for the specific purpose of amending Commission proposals. They argue that the Commission has faced an increase in amendments from the European Parliament for legislative proposals. Mazey and Richardson do however, point out that most of the times these amendments focus on the technical aspects of the Commission’s proposals, rather than changing the general outline of a proposal. They consider individual Members of European Parliament or even the whole of a political party to be a possible target for lobbying and possibly even the political parties’ secretariats, who give the MEPs advice.

When looking at the European Parliament committees it is possible to even further specify the possibilities.  Parliamentary committees are organised so that they have a secretariat (Greenwood, 2003, p. 57). These secretariats have a limited number of people employed, which support the work of the Members of the European Parliament as well as advice them. The secretariats help rapporteurs and committee chairmen with their work, making the secretariat an important, integral piece of the committee’s work (European Parliament, year unknown, Directorate-General for External Policies). Lobbyists could perhaps seek to make contact with the secretariat of the respective committee and provide them with information their organisation has been working which the lobbyist feels could be useful for a report the committee’s currently working on. Agnès Philippart from CONCORD Europe, says that the committee secretariats are a useful target for lobbying, even more so because the committee’s chairman or chairwoman is also the head of the secretariat in addition to being an MEP, although the chairperson does not write reports. But this does increase the importance a secretariat might have within a committee.

A study commissioned by the European Parliament’s Constitutional Affairs committee argues that due to codecision, the lobbying activities in the committees secretariats have increased considerably since codecision (Coen, 2007, p. 10). Considering the influence that secretariats could have within their respective committees, it is easy to understand why therefore lobbyists might want to approach these secretariats. The secretariats advice the rapporteurs and give advice on topics the committee is working on. The secretariats then can potentially make their mark on what a committee report will look like when it will be put to a vote. But in order to provide the committee with qualitative information, the secretariats will probably depend on other organisations and sources in order to be able to support the rapporteurs. This is where the lobbyists could come into play. Being specialised in a particular area, the lobbyists will most likely have sufficient, credible information to provide the secretariats with. By providing information to the secretariats, they might opt to use the information provided by the lobbyists to advise the rapporteur by providing information on the subject which then could end up in the report if the rapporteur chooses to. Greenwood (2003) even suggests that committee secretariats might write the reports to how the rapporteur thinks it should look like.

3.2
Rapporteurs
The lobbyist could perhaps also choose to approach the rapporteur himself, seen as this is the person actually in charge of writing the Parliament report. This way, the lobbyist would be able to make his point come across to the rapporteur directly and answer the rapporteur’s questions. Although there is no reason to believe that providing information through the committee’s secretariat will be any less of a successful means to supply the rapporteur with information, it could be argued that approaching the rapporteur directly might be a more successful approach because of the direct contact this allows with the rapporteur. Mrs. Philippart (2008) agrees that rapporteurs are the primary target when lobbying the European Parliament. They are an important part of the legislative process at the European Parliament and meeting with these MEPs is important for an NGO to make their point come across in the hope that it will be incorporated into the report.

But what if the rapporteur is not receptive to an NGO’s comments; that he or she does not want to incorporate the NGO’s ideas into the report? In that case there is a variety of other possibilities for NGOs. In addition to the committee’s rapporteur, there are also so – called shadow rapporteurs (Greenwood, 2003, p. 58). Other parties will want to monitor the progress of the report as well in order to consider their position on the issue and the report. Therefore, the other political factions in the European Parliament will appoint a shadow rapporteur, who will monitor the actual rapporteur to decide how their party will vote for a report, or perhaps write and propose amendments to the report. This shadow rapporteur will work from the political views of his or her own party. This might also present with an interesting opportunity for lobbyists. For instance, it could happen that when a report on a topic is being written by an MEP of a political party where, on that particular topic, the rapporteur has different views from what the lobbyist has. In that case, the lobbyist could seek out one or more other parties which are more open to the lobbyist views. The lobbyist could then contact the shadow rapporteur and present their arguments which the shadow rapporteur, if he or she agrees, could use as amendments to the actual report. Another possibility next to the shadow rapporteurs are the party coordinators. The party coordinators are MEPs who are the parties’ leaders in a committee. In other words, each party assigns to each committee an MEP who will be the coordinator, the leader of the other MEPs of their own party within a committee and who will advise other members of their party how to vote and represent their party within the committee. Should a report not correspond with an NGOs opinion, they could choose to contact the coordinators and try to convince them to vote against the report, or in favour in case the NGO wants MEPs to support the report.

3.3
Amendments
Another strategy employed by CONCORD is sending readymade amendments to Members of the European Parliament, which they can then submit for the committee to vote on. Readymade amendments are amendments which fit directly into the report; they do not have to be rewritten by the MEPs.
 This is a very direct way of influencing the European Parliament, since a lobbyist sending an amendment could directly change the report, should the amendment be voted in favour by the committee responsible. This does depend on whether or not the MEP the NGO sends the amendment to has similar views on a particular topic. Mrs. Philippart comments however, that an amendment can be sent to everyone, regardless of their political views, as long as the amendments have been written in such a way that the amendment reflects the Member’s political views. In addition, CONCORD does not send amendments to several MEPs at once, as this would be “embarrassing,” as Mrs. Philippart said. There are parties however, that CONCORD does avoid, mainly extreme right parties. On the other hand, in the already NGO favourable European Parliament, the left – wing parties and the Socialists especially are open to NGOs and their input. This practice of sending amendments to MEPs to influence a Parliament’s report is common practice. An article in a Dutch newspaper, dated March 31, 2008, entitled “The new laws? Lobbyists write them,” focuses on lobbyists sending amendments to MEPs for them to table in a committee meeting (Olgun). The writer of the article asked several MEPs about amendments sent by lobbyists, to which they reply that they regularly receive them and will table them in a committee, provided that the amendment is in line with their political views. A member of the BEUC, the European Consumer’s Organisation, commented that writing amendments had become an important part of the lobbying process. The lobbyists interviewed argued that this practice helps the democratic process and that MEPs do not always possess the necessary expertise in a certain area, which is confirmed by one of the MEPs interviewed. Nevertheless, the lobbyists do point out that ultimately they are not the ones in control of the legislative process, because they do not make the final political decisions. There are some critical voices however, who say that this practice does actually harm the democratic process and that the MEPs do in fact have sufficient means to research and write the amendments themselves, provided they apply themselves sufficiently and use their resources properly.

3.4
Events

Greenwood also mentions Parliament hearings. According to the European Parliament’s Rules of Procedure, a committee may choose to organise a hearing during which experts on a specific subject will get to speak about the hearing’s subject seen from their point of view (European Parliament, 2008, “Rule 183: Committee meetings” section). These hearings would provide with an interesting opportunity for lobbyists to voice their opinion on issues. In addition, appearing at a hearing as an expert might also present the occasion to make contacts with MEPs and use these contacts further along in the process. Fazi and Smith (2006) argue however, that the use of hearings is rather limited, especially on the longer term. They acknowledge that these hearings do present an opportunity for organizations to enter the spotlight. Hearings in the European Parliament tend to receive more attention, announcements can usually be found on the individual committee’s Web pages. The increase in attention could also be useful, as it might attract a bigger crowd, maybe even the press. They counter however, that considering that hearings usually are a one – off event and that as a result of that hearings alone most likely are not enough to establish relations with the European Parliament or its Members on the long term. However, if coupled to regular meetings with Members hearings could eventually help lead to better understandings between lobbyists and Members of the European Parliament. They also argue that the motivation for choosing particular organisations remains somewhat unclear. Mrs. Philippart also agrees that hearings are a useful opportunity; CONCORD has worked together with the Development committee before on hearings, appearing on the panel as experts.
In addition to hearings, there are other types of meetings which lobbyists might organise together with MEPs or with a committee. For instance, NGO platforms organise meetings with a committee (Fazi, 2006, p. 32). These meetings are not intended for lobbying on a specific topic or report, but are rather organised to engage in dialogue over what is perceived important for both parties in the near future. This way the NGOs and the respective committees can express concerns on issues that are becoming increasingly important, notify each other of future projects. These types of meeting also are a good means to maintain and further improve relations between NGOs and European Parliament, which in the future may help NGOs to lobby more successfully the EP’s committees. Both Fazi and Smith (2006) as well as Mrs. Philippart mention that CONCORD meets with the Parliament’s Development committee twice per year. Mrs. Philippart points out that these meetings are useful to tell the European Parliament what CONCORD is working on and what their projects are in the months to follow. She also mentions the expert meetings as a possible event to lobby the European Parliament. Expert meetings gather experts from various parties, the EP, civil society, together to discuss a particular topic.

3.5
Intergroups
Other groups which might present an interesting opportunity for lobbying are the so – called Intergroups. Greenwood describes Integroups as follows:

“Intergroups of the European Parliament are unofficial (with one exception) groupings of MEPs clustered around particular areas where members have particular interests, and vary widely in their significance. Around a dozen are long standing, have a full-time secretariat, meet frequently and attract speakers of Commissioner status, while others have little more than letterheads, with lots of shades in between. They vary widely from MEP hobby interests through to those whose topics make them of interest to different sections of civil society, from highly specific subjects to general groups.”

These groups appear to be an interesting possible target for lobbyists to approach. They gather MEPs based on common interests. This means that unlike committees, the topics they touch could be far more specific than committees and although unofficial, it is not impossible to imagine that influencing MEPs in these Intergroups could lead to the Members asking the Commission questions or proposing amendments for reports. There are a couple of issues concerning Intergroups that need to be mentioned however. First, because they are not official groups, bar the one exception, they are not officially part of the European Parliament, so decisions made within the groups do not necessarily lead to changes in legislation. They are not supported by the European Parliament, therefore the Members have to fund the groups and look for staff for the secretariats themselves. Also, some Intergroups are open to people who are not member of the European Parliament, but other groups refuse to allow people who are not MEPs. In the cases where Intergroups do allow other people to join them, this can be interesting for lobbyists, because this way they can directly talk with MEPs, on a non – official basis. It could also serve to improve relations between lobbyist and MEP. Their unofficial status means that there is no list of these Intergroups and since these groups can be created and dissolve at any given moment, it makes it more difficult to seek out potentially interesting Intergroups to contact. In a European Parliament report on a framework for interest representatives (Stubb, 2008), Intergroups are also mentioned. According to the rapporteur, Intergroups are not transparent and the report therefore calls for a list of all Intergroups, both official and unofficial, their main aims and a financial declaration of their outside financial support. This because according to the report some Intergroups are, in part at least, financed by interest representatives. Their usefulness then is subject to debate. On the one hand, they could make for interesting lobbying opportunities. They gather MEPs with specific interests and they can be, but do not necessarily have to be, open to people outside of the European Parliament and the groups can receive support from lobbyists. On the other hand, the Intergroups appear to be somewhat shrouded in mystery, considering the lack of a list of these groups, the fact that they are unofficial and thus not supported by the European Parliament and that they have no directly visible or measurable influence in Parliament. On the other hand, one advantage they might have according to Greenwood, is that Intergroups usually meet around plenary sessions, where lobbying can be more difficult and arguably less important because the report is already largely decided upon, only the final vote is required. Mrs. Philippart pointed out during the interview that most of the lobbying takes place during the committee meeting and not so much during around the plenary session, but said that CONCORD did not work with Intergroups.

3.6
Other procedures
The commonality among the lobbying tactics and strategies discussed above is that they are mostly, if not solely in some cases, used when a report is being prepared in one of the European Parliament’s committees. As mentioned in the previous chapter, reports are only being written when the codecision procedure applies, save for the Parliament’s right of initiative (the own – initiative reports). But there are other procedures, as discussed in the previous chapter. When asked about whether or not CONCORD lobbies the European Parliament when the budget is concerned, Mrs. Philippart replied that in order to do so, a good understanding of law is required and that the budgetary procedure is a highly technical exercise. This, she argued, is also the main reason why they do not lobby much when the budget is concerned. In order to be able to influence the budget procedure and thus in order to understand law, the best approach would be to have people who are familiar with law i.e. lawyers. The problem with NGOs however is that their resources are limited, working for an NGO does not pay very well, whereas lawyers tend to go to work for whoever pays the most. Lawyers would be an asset for NGOs in general, because knowing the legal basis of a proposal will help understand the scope of the proposal, but their limited financial resources means that lawyers are not keen on working for an NGO. And so CONCORD and probably most NGOs in general, do not try to lobby the EP when the budget is concerned. Mrs. Philippart did add however that CONCORD did once lobby the European Parliament when the budget was discussed and did have some success. She said that they succeeded because they were in constant contact with the MEP in charge of the External Affairs section of the Community’s budget. It was however a game of give and take, where if they managed to secure extra funding for one item, they had to allow compromise on another. On influencing during assent procedure, Mrs. Philippart said that they did not usually lobby the European Parliament when agreements were being discussed. It is not unimaginable that lobbyists do not try to influence Parliament during assent procedure. These agreements are generally between the European Community and a country or perhaps a trading block. This procedure in other words, does not deal with any type of legislation, meaning that it is probably less interesting for lobbyists and NGOs specifically, who seem to focus rather on policy areas in the legislative process.

3.7
Transparency and conduct
In one of the previous chapters as well as this one, mention has been made of a European Parliament report on “the development of the framework for the activities of interest representatives (lobbyists) in the European institutions.” This own – initiative report is a response from the European Parliament to the Commission’s 2001 White Paper on European Governance and their Green Paper on the European Transparency Initiative (2005). The main topic of these two documents is transparency. The Commission is working on increasing transparency in the decision making process at EU level. Lobbyists, or interest representatives, form an integral part of modern day decision making, which is why they are also mentioned in these documents and particularly in the Green Paper. The main outcome of the Green Paper is that lobbyists should be better regulated and made more accountable. The Green Paper proposes measures such as classification of lobbyists into categories, financial disclosure, signing up to a register and a common code of conduct for lobbyists. The Green Paper points to NGOs relying on Community funding in order to maintain themselves financially. The Commission reasons that this could lead to and has in fact already lead to doubts among some, since NGOs use this Community funding partly to lobby the EU’s institutions. NGOs on the other hand argue that they often do not have the financial means at their disposal like corporate lobbyists do, which according to them leads to inequalities between the various interest representatives. The register’s main purpose is just that, to register all lobbyists in Brussels. One of the main questions surrounding the register is whether to make it voluntary or mandatory for lobbyists to sign up to. Making it mandatory should lead to more transparency, but the Commission is nevertheless keeping the idea of a voluntary register in mind. In order to encourage lobbyists to sign up the Commission will create incentives, such as notifying lobbyists when a consultation is being launched within their specialised areas. The idea behind the common code of conduct is to ensure good practice by lobbyists, that they are not unethical when lobbying the EU’s institutions. Proper representation is also part of ethical lobbying, such as announcing who the lobbyist is, from which organisation or company he or she is and if applicable, who he or she is representing. Mrs. Philippart indicated during the interview that CONCORD, whenever lobbying, clarifies who they are and what their purpose is, why they are lobbying. CONCORD has signed the EP’s internal rules so that they can have permanent access to the Parliament. The code of conduct provides for rules on ethical and responsible lobbying and would also introduce a system where the Commission could sanction lobbyists should their lobbying tactics prove unethical. The European Parliament reacted to the Commission’s initiative by drafting a report on a framework for lobbyists. The report was discussed and adopted in the April 2008 meeting of the Parliament’s Constitutional Affairs committee and its adoption in plenary was on May 8, 2008. The main outcomes of the report are that the European Parliament is in favour of a mandatory register for lobbyists, which in addition should be if possible a joint register between the European Commission, Council and the European Parliament. In addition, the report calls for financial disclosure, the type of figures depends on the type of organisation: for instance, NGOs will have to give numbers on their main funding and from who they receive it, whereas law firms would need to indicate how much money they spend on lobbying the EU’s institutions. Finally, the report also mentions the idea of a “legislative footprint,” essentially a list of lobbyists which have been consulted while writing a report.

What becomes clear from these documents is that many perceive lobbying to be a vague, hidden activity which leads to legislation EU citizens will wonder how it was created. This need for transparency is off course a good initiative by the EU’s institutions, as it will lead to a more open, democratic legislative process. The Commission’s initiative is interesting, but some questions need to be asked. Especially the issue regarding whether the register should be voluntary or mandatory is a debatable one. When asked what the most important aspect of successful lobbying is, Mrs. Philippart said that above all it is important for a lobbyist to be informed. Being informed of what institutions are working on or planning to do will allow lobbyists to react timely and accordingly, increasing their chances of success. It would be logical to assume that a good lobbyist will have the right contacts and therefore will be timely informed when an institution is planning something. One of the main incentives for signing up to a voluntary register is notifying lobbyists of consultations. But if the most important thing for a lobbyist is to remain informed, then would it not be logical to assume that the lobbyist will probably already be aware of the consultation? If this is the case, then the incentive for signing up to the register is gone. Furthermore, if the register is not mandatory, lobbyists will not have to give financial disclosure, defeating the point of creating a level playfield. A mandatory register would therefore be most beneficial, especially if transparency truly is the main goal of this initiative. In that respect, the European Parliament’s report is far more progressive, calling for a mandatory register shared between the EU’s main institutions, financial declarations by lobbyists, sanctions when breaching the code of conduct and the legislative footprint. Mrs. Philippart was pleased with how the report turned out. She commented that CONCORD, through the Civil Society Contact Group of which it is a member, lobbied the European Parliament for these points. This report then would appear to be a positive step forward to better regulation regarding interaction between lobbyists and the EU’s institutions as well as improve the transparency leading to a more open decision making process.

3.8
Conclusion
In conclusion, there are various tactics that lobbyists can employ to influence the legislative process at the European Parliament. The key players at this institution would appear to be the rapporteurs, but the shadow rapporteurs and party coordinators could also be important for a lobbyist should the rapporteur not be of the same opinion as the lobbyist is. The most employed and therefore arguably one of the more successful tactics to influence would be to send amendments, considering that several lobbyists employ this practice and MEPs seemingly accepting them. Questions can be raised however about whether or not this would be an appropriate form of lobbying the European Parliament. In essence, it is the MEP’s task to reflect on a Commission’s proposal and to amend it if the MEP believes it necessary. Considering this, one could argue that it should be left up to the MEPs to write amendments and not to just accept amendments written by a lobbyist, but that the lobbyist rather provides information which the MEP could then use to write the amendment. MEPs do accept amendments written by lobbyists however, so it is important that MEPs support the amendments completely if they choose to accept an amendment sent to them by lobbyists. Lobbyists should also act in a responsible manner with writing and sending amendments, by not sending one amendment to multiple MEPs at once, but rather by careful consideration choosing an MEP to whom they send the amendment and then gather support amongst other MEPs to vote in favour of the amendment when it is put to a vote. Other tactics could also be useful, but are probably less direct in their effect. This applies more specifically to the large gatherings such as hearings, dialogue with a committee or possibly in expert meetings. It should be noted however that these events probably do lead to good relations between lobbyist and Parliament, which is only a positive thing for lobbyists. The recent issue of transparency and the code of conduct have put the spotlight on lobbying. Nothing is certain yet, but so far the European Parliament report would appear to be an important step forward for lobbying. It is important that the decision making process is open and transparent, both for the actors involved and for the credibility of the European Parliament and the EU’s other institutions. The Commission’s initiative is interesting as well, though calls seemingly less for transparency. Time will tell how this call for transparency will evolve and what this will mean for lobbyists in the future, but the important thing is that these issues are being discussed and that in the end, it should lead to better regulation and even more responsible lobbying.

4
The Art of Lobbying
One thing which has become clear by now is that lobbying can occur in a variety of manners and does not necessarily have to be focussed on a particular subject, although most of the times lobbying actually revolves around a particular piece of legislation. It has already been established that the development area covers a wide range of issues and that the areas in which Non – Governmental Development Organisations work varies from education for children to emergency relief for those affected by natural disasters. The importance of lobbyists is that they can be valuable to the Members of the European Parliament in providing them with information key to the MEPs work and go even beyond this by writing amendments, for instance. It is hard to deny that lobbyists would not have any significant influence in the legislative process and in some cases, such as the development field; their work is to be considered commendable due to its benevolent nature. Now the question that remains is how all these elements, NGO’s, development, the European Parliament and lobbying come together in practice. The various tactics have been discussed but how are they being used to influence the EP? In order to get a clear view of how Development NGOs lobby the European Parliament theory alone will not be sufficient, a practical example is needed.

There are many subjects which have been treated by the European Parliament where Development NGOs have lobbied for specific purposes, which provides plenty of opportunities to examine the process in real life. To definitively establish how NGDOs lobby the European Parliament, one specific subject needs to be examined as a case study so that the theory can be compared to how lobbying takes place in practice. How has a Non – Governmental Development Organisation lobbied the European Parliament on a specific issue and perhaps even more important than that, what did they ultimately achieve at the end of the process?

4.1
The Kigali Declaration

The subject chosen to be used as a case study is the process surrounding and leading up to the Kigali Declaration. First the situation surrounding the Kigali declaration will be explained, along with an outline of the main players involved in this process. The methods and documents used by the lobbyists shall be examined and put together with the final Kigali Declaration for comparison to analyse to what extent the Declaration reflects the views of the lobbyists. The creation of the Kigali Declaration was chosen as a case study because it involves the European Parliament and even has the EP interacting with Parliaments from developing countries. The Kigali Declaration also makes for an interesting case study due to its importance and the moment at which the Declaration was signed. New developments were taking place in relations between the European Union and the developing countries, as the European Commission was in the process of significantly changing its Development policy which was subject to intense debates. This particular issue was consequently an important one to the NGDOs and much has been undertaken by Development NGOs to be involved and have their opinions heard, including during the Kigali event.

In November of last year, the 14th session of the ACP – EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly took place in Kigali, Rwanda, lasting from 17 to 22 November (ACP – EU JPA, 2008, “14th session – Kigali” section). The ACP – EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly is a gathering of Members of Parliament from the 78 African, Caribbean and Pacific (or: ACP) countries which signed the Cotonou Agreement and of 78 Members of the European Parliament (ACP – EU JPA, 2006, “Why a joint parliamentary assembly” section). The ACP – EU JPA takes place twice a year, one meeting in Europe and the other in one of the ACP countries. The set up of the JPA is quite similar to that of European parliamentary committees. The JPA has two co – presidents, 24 vice – presidents who together form the bureau of the Assembly. There are currently three committees: one on Political Affairs; on Economic Development, Finance and Trade; and on Social Affairs and the Environment. The main aim of the ACP – EU JPA is “promoting the interdependence of North and South.”  The JPA would appear to use a rights based approach to promote development:

“The ACP – EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly is a democratic, parliamentary institution which aims to promote and defend democratic processes in order to guarantee the right of each people to choose its own development objectives and how to attain them.”

The Joint Parliamentary Assembly appears not to have any formal decision making powers within neither the EU’s institutions nor in any of the ACP countries. Rather it would seem that they mainly discuss issues concerning the development of the ACP countries by trying to gain a better understanding of what happens with people in the developing world and discuss new European development policies. An important part of their work is to ensure and further increase the cooperation between the EU and the ACP countries. Even if their actual powers are limited the JPA does give the MEPs new insight into developments in the developing world and to gain more knowledge of the situation in these countries, which is vital for their work at the European Parliament. 

The JPA could, despite its lack of powers, still be interesting to Development NGOs because it brings together the EU and the developing countries allowing to gather information from the ACP countries’ officials and share their own knowledge with them from what they have experienced in the field and discuss issues with both MEPs and ACP MPs at the same time. This direct contact with the EP and ACP Members of Parliament simultaneously makes the ACP – EU JPA therefore an interesting event to attend. This interaction will lead to lobbyists being better informed about situations and issues and allow them to discuss their ideas and arguments with among others the officials of ACP countries and perhaps convince them of their intentions and ideas to help develop. If NGDOs would manage to convince the ACP country MPs, they might also be able to indirectly influence the MEPs if the ACP MPs choose to use the NGOs arguments and ideas during the JPA. The ACP – EU Joint Parliamentary Assembly therefore is an important event for NGDOs, as it brings the EU directly in contact with ACP countries where current issues will be discussed, creating the environment for NGDOs to both gain more knowledge of what goes on in the developing countries and to share their views on the issues.

Also present at the Kigali session of the ACP – EU JPA were several Non – Governmental Development Organisations (CONCOR D Europe, 2007, “CONCORD in action” section). CONCORD was represented by a delegation from their Cotonou Working Group. Their main goals were to inform parliamentarians of both the ACP countries and the EU on various issues related to development such as funds, gender and also the Economic Partnership Agreements. Documents were prepared outlining their views on these matters and CONCORD organised a lunch together with other organisations from ACP countries to bring together different stakeholders and encourage dialogue and discussion. Present at the lunch were apart from parliamentarians, the Eastern African Farmers Federation, ACORD and VECO.
 Long before the Kigali session took place CONCORD and its members were already actively working on preparing for this session. Members of the European Parliament were contacted in advance and provided with information. The MEPs were urged to ask questions to the European Commission on issues such as funding. In Kigali, CONCORD came with documents outlining their views and argumentation which were then handed out to MEPs and MPs from the ACP countries. The lunch and the provision of information to the parliamentarians are presented as the tactics used to influence the parliamentarians during this ACP – EU JPA. The lunch would appear more useful to establish contacts and to obtain a better impression of how organisations and people of the ACP countries will perceive the EU’s new development policies. Similar to the Parliament hearings this lunch might not be useful to establish long term contacts but for the purpose of the Kigali session it could be enough to make an impression on the parliamentarians on the situation in the ACP countries. Since the European Parliament is open to NGOs and non – profit organisations it is not hard to imagine that they might also be receptive to what these African organisations have to say and since they will have firsthand experience in how the European Union’s development policies will influence the people of the ACP countries and particularly African countries. Regarding the documents, the important thing for the NGDOs was to ensure that the main message of the documents would come across to the parliamentarians and would therefore be dependent on how receptive the MEPs and MPs from the ACP countries would be to CONCORD’s views.

The JPA session in Kigali took place at the moment when the European Union was in the process of revising its policy on Development of the ACP countries. When reading the Kigali Declaration, the main issue the Declaration revolves around is what the European Union refers to as the Economic Partnership Agreements (or: EPAs) (ACP – EU JPA, 2007, pp. 1 – 4). The EPAs are designed to replace the European Union’s former trading agreement with ACP countries and which are in line with World Trade Organisation ruling (European Commission DG Trade, 2008, para. 1 – 5).The EPAs are designed to engage in fair trade while still protecting the more important and potentially vulnerable market sectors in the ACP countries. In other words, all products exported from the ACP countries into EU Member States will not be hampered by any kind of trade barrier and vice versa unless they are of significant importance to the economical survival of an ACP country. The Agreements also aim to increase investments in the ACP countries to help strengthen their economies. To further strengthen their economies and ultimately help the ACP countries make their way onto the global economy in a sustainable way, the EPAs also promote regional integration. Regional integration means that countries are grouped together with the intent to have the countries work together to improve their economical situations. Although the Economic Partnership Agreements would appear to focus primarily on trade the European Commission does point out however that there are development elements to the EPAs (European Commission DG Development, 2007, “Development Dimension of EPAs” section). The DG for Development explains that the regional integration will help further develop the regional markets and attract more investments as well as further strengthen the relations between the ACP countries and the EU through increased trade. The Commission acknowledges that the ACP countries will need time to adapt to the characteristics of this new trading regime and say they will allow the ACP countries ten years to do so, with the possibility to further extend this period should it be necessary. Finally, the European Commission says that the Economic Partnership Agreements alone are not sufficient measures and so other policies and funding such as the 10th European Development Fund will help to improve the economical situations of the ACP countries and help them enter the global economy. The progress of negotiations is debatable. When looking at a list of press releases by the DG Trade regarding EPAs, only one region has signed a full Economic Partnership Agreement, with other regions and countries opting for an interim EPA (as of: May 5, 2008) (European Commission DG Trade, 2008, “Individual press releases” section). The difference between full EPAs and interim EPAs is that the interim Agreements differ from one signatory to the other; some have included more products for trade than others depending on their situations. The interim agreements are mainly there because the deadline by which the new trading regime had to be signed was approaching (end of 2007) but due to some issues which were not resolved in time full Agreements could not be concluded yet (European Commission DG Trade, 2008, para. 2, 3).

4.2
The NGDOs’ positions

The Economic Partnership Agreements were one of the main issues during the 14th ACP – EU JPA session and CONCORD was present and had prepared several documents on the EPAs outlining their main position and arguments on this particular matter. Though it is difficult to establish what has been said and discussed during the lunch organised in Kigali by CONCORD, their documents do provide a clear view on where exactly they stand on the issue of the Economic Partnership Agreements and what they have lobbied for during the Kigali session.

Considering the Kigali Declaration’s focus on the Economic Partnership Agreements, the documents from CONCORD which will be studied are only those focusing on the EPAs. CONCORD had prepared additional briefing documents on issues such as the 10th EDF (European Development Fund), gender and HIV / AIDS, but will not be discussed because they do not appear to discuss the EPAs nor seem to be directly related to the EPAs. The two documents to be studied are called “A step backwards? The EU’s new two – step approach to EPAs” (2007) and “Financing EPAs: don’t expect EU Aid to right EPA wrongs” (2007). The first document focuses on the background of the EPAs, negotiation process and outlines the main issues that need to be addressed according to CONCORD and its members. The second document discusses the financial aspect of the EPAs such as the funding for implementation and funding for the EPAs themselves. One other document mentions the EPAs but only within the context of the two other documents mentioned above and therefore shall not be discussed in this case study (CONCORD Europe, 2007, pp. 1 – 2). The documents all follow the same structure: first the main issue is explained briefly so that the reader can understand what is happening; then the documents describe the European Union’s plans, describe what they are proposing; after which the documents differ, the document on the two – step approach discusses what CONCORD perceives as areas that need to be addressed while the briefing paper on finance has no such section; finally the documents offer solutions or “recommendations” to the Joint Parliamentary Assembly. The briefing paper on the 10th EDF is structured slightly differently, instead of explaining the EU’s plans the document describes the progress made up to the Kigali session.

If the EU and the European Commission in particular are the main supporters of the Economic Partnership Agreements then the NGDOs are clearly its biggest critics. This becomes clear when reading the recommendations at the end of the documents aimed at promoting development vis – à – vis the largely trade orientated EPAs of the ACP countries. The first document to be examined is the document entitled “A step backwards? The EU’s new two – step approach to EPAs” (2007):

“The members of the CONCORD Cotonou Working Group call upon the Joint Parliamentary Assembly 

· to insist that the EU:

· offers Cotonou equivalent and non – punitive alternatives for those ACP countries that are not in a position to sign EPAs or interim agreements at the end of this year;

· does not undermine regional integration by signing sub – regional agreements;

· does not impose negotiations on services and trade related issues;

· seeks agreement in the WTO to allow the whole of the EPA negotiations more time in stead of splitting issues and regions; and to insert the principle of special and differential treatment into GATT art. 24 to allow more flexibility in bilateral agreements with developing countries;

· offers a substantial development package beyond EDF funds to improve productive capacities of poor and women workers, producers and traders in ACP countries ensuring an enabling policy framework for value added production of goods.

· to reassert democratic governance and the role of parliamentarians in the EPA negotiations by clearly demanding ratification before the entry into force.”

The EPAs were supposed to be negotiated by the end of 2007 but it became clear that some outstanding issues would not allow full Agreements to be concluded. Since none of the ACP countries had ever stated that they would not be able to sign EPAs, the European Commission never considered any alternatives to these Agreements, leaving ACP countries that in the end did not sign EPAs either to fall back on the Everything but Arms scheme (for Least Developed Countries) or on Generalised System of Preference (for non – LDCs).The Commission however is saying that higher quotas under these schemes will be in place than they are at the moment if countries do not sign EPAs. The Cotonou WG wants the Commission to offer alternatives which will not hamper trade or worsen the ACP countries’ situation. The Cotonou WG also fears that regional integration will be undermined because in some regions only one or a couple of countries signed an Agreement. In order for the regional integration to work all countries within a region need to sign the agreement, otherwise some countries’ situation will improve while others will lag behind. The European Commission had written draft texts in order to advance the negotiations. The texts dealt with subjects such as Intellectual Property Rights and movement of capital. Each interim Agreement also contains a calendar for the negotiating of issues which have been left out of these Agreements. The ACP countries however did not accept the draft texts as they found the texts did not reflect their position but only that of the EU. The Commission appears to be somewhat forcing negotiations on the ACP countries which those countries might not want to rush in to. The Cotonou WG argues that it would be better for the ACP countries if full Agreements were negotiated as opposed to the two –step approach, but the Commission had to sign agreements before December 31 2007. The Cotonou WG says that if more time was allowed the Commission would be able to sign full Agreements with every region, therefore avoiding the problems which have arised due to the two – step approach. The Working Group also wants the WTO to ensure that the difficult economical situation developing countries are in will be taken into account when trading agreements are signed and that developing countries will benefit from special treatment to give those countries a fair chance. The Working Group wants this to be added to GATT Article 24 because this article deals with all kinds of trading agreements and blocks (WTO, year unknown, “GATT: Article XXIV” section). The interim Agreements have also left out several issues which are important to producers. Issues such as the Rules of Origin and safeguards which allow for value added for produced goods. The producers in ACP countries do not have sufficient capabilities and means to produce value added goods nor does the two – step approach deal with this issue, which is why the Cotonou WG calls for a policy framework to help producers in producing value added goods. Finally, the negotiating process has been done by the European Commission and the governments of the ACP countries, but Parliaments from both parties have so far been more or less left out of the process. But since parliamentarians are directly elected representatives of the people, the Cotonou WG feels that, in order to give credibility to the Agreements and to make the whole process of negotiating the EPAs more democratic, the Parliaments in the ACP countries and that of the EU to ratify the Agreements before their entries into force.
The document on financing EPAs also points out to several other issues arising from the EPAs and / or the negotiation process. One of the issues is the cost of implementation. The ACP countries will have to change institutions and infrastructure in order to rival the EU products. The European Commission says the opposite however, that liberalization will mean access to cheap products of good quality and due to the economic changes that follow the arrival of new investors will lead to the changes. The briefing paper discusses in more detail the question of whether the EPAs are trade or development. The Commission continues to comment that the EPAs are trade agreements and that as a consequence development should be negotiated within the context of the EDF but not together with the negotiations on the EPAs as the Commission considers EPAs as trade. According to the briefing paper this leads to the following question: “will trade liberalization lead to development or does one need to have reached a certain level of development in order to be able to cope with increased competition.” The funding for making the trade reforms has also become an issue. Following discussions at the WTO decisions were made to increase the Aid for Trade (financing for development from the Member States themselves, not the European Community) but it would appear that the amount of financing will fall short of the amount needed to support the reforms. What the AfT financing will be spent on as well does not meet the expectations of the ACP countries. The briefing paper does point out that the European Commission has added development elements to the EPAs but deplores that the language used by the Commission does not amount to concrete points of action. The Commission has announced that it will use EDF to cover fiscal losses and to improve the regional EPA funds. The Cotonou WG in the paper on financing EPAs finally calls upon the JPA to urge the Commission to make financial means available aimed at covering for losses the ACP countries will suffer in order to adapt to the EPAs and to ensure that the development aspect is looked after while putting the interests and capabilities of the ACP countries before anything else.

4.3
The Declaration

When reading the Kigali Declaration it would appear that the Declaration contains language which is rather careful and wary of the Economic Partnership Agreements. The Declaration urges for more consideration of the ACP countries situations and their needs and to adapt the Agreements accordingly. The Kigali Declaration says that the ACP countries are being pressured and rushed into signing an Agreement leading to consequences which according to the Declaration could and possibly even will be counterproductive. In particular the regional integration element which the ACP – EU JPA thinks to be the main point of the EPAs, could suffer due to the two – step approach and that strengthening the regions is important to development. The ACP – EU JPA also calls on the European Commission to show more flexibility on a variety of issues such as the rules of origin, transition periods, intellectual property rights and safeguards among others. The Commission should take into account the difference in levels of development of the ACP countries when working on the Agreements. The Declaration also touches upon the EDF, which still requires the ratification of the revised Cotonou Agreement before the 10th EDF can be implemented. Furthermore, additional funding is requested in addition to the EDF and the Kigali Declaration also urges that the EDF is not to be tied to the EPAs in any way. The Declaration mentions the losses ACP countries would suffer due to the abolition of duties on imports for which the JPA wants more attention to be paid. They do applaud that there is a proposal for a regional fund for initiatives from ACP countries looking for new ways to compensate for those losses. The JPA also wants the Common Agricultural Policy to take into account development policies and not lead to incoherence.
 The ACP – EU JPA deplores that there has been made no mention of gender in the negotiation process and urges the Commission to research how the EPAs will affect the more vulnerable groups in the ACP countries. Finally the Joint Parliamentary Assembly says in the Kigali Declaration it will commit itself to monitor the negotiation process of the EPAs as well as development and trade to ensure that these two policy areas work together and not against each other. The JPA also promises to ensure that the Economic Partnership Agreements “will leave no single country worse off” and that the EPAs will lead to better economies in the ACP countries.

It would appear that the views of the ACP – EU JPA expressed in the Kigali Declaration are largely in line with that of CONCORD. Both have expressed their concerns regarding the true nature of the EPAs, development or trade. Both have also deplored the European Commission for forcing the ACP countries into negotiating and signing the EPAs. Both CONCORD and the JPA ask the Commission to offer a different trading scheme to ACP countries if they are unable to sign an Agreement for whatever reasons they may have. For Least Developed Countries the JPA also calls for additional measures in addition to the Anything but Arms scheme but these are not an actual alternative trading scheme, although LDCs should also be able to choose from an entire different trading scheme as mentioned above. On trade – related issues (intellectual property rights, rules of origin, safeguards, etc.), CONCORD and JPA both call for some flexibility. CONCORD wants the Commission not to push too hard on these issues and respect the ACP countries’ views on these issues (liberalization), the Joint Parliamentary Assembly states that the Commission should adapt these issues depending on the countries and regions, allowing for various degrees from one region to another. On the issue of the European Development Fund the Declaration also appears to follow the briefing papers. CONCORD expressed doubts about sufficient funding for the negotiation process and implementation and preparation for the EPAs and the Kigali Declaration has the same line of thought. Both also call upon the Commission not to couple the EDF to the EPAs. CONCORD and the ACP – EU JPA express their worries about regional integration. The Declaration calls regional integration one of the key principles of the EPAs and that the EPAs must help to improve regional integration. CONCORD uses different wording but their views are also that regional integration must not be undermined, by allowing sub – regional or even bilateral Agreements leaving out other countries within the same region countering regional integration. The Declaration also adds the gender issue. CONCORD had also prepared a briefing paper on gender specifically (2007) which they also distributed in Kigali. In the paper CONCORD asks the JPA to question how gender has been incorporated into the EPAs during negotiations.

Most points can be found in both documents even if sometimes issues are only implied, such as for instance that the Kigali Declaration does not explicitly mention sub – regional or bilateral agreements even if the Declaration mentions the threat the two – step approach imposes on development. The CAP reform is the only issue which is mentioned by just one party, the ACP – EU JPA and not by CONCORD, but this is the only main difference found.

Considering all this it would appear that CONCORD has been successful in lobbying the ACP – EU JPA on the EPAs. The main worries and issues which were important to CONCORD have found their way into the Kigali Declaration. Although the wording is different depending on which document is read, the meaning and thoughts behind them are more or less the same. Both CONCORD and the JPA reflect their skepticism of the Economic Partnership Agreements, whether they are actually development oriented or if they might be more about trade and trade liberalization than both parties feel these Agreements should be. There is not much difference between the positions of CONCORD and that of the ACP – EU JPA, which can only be the case if there has been dialogue between the two and by informing each other of their positions and views on the Agreements. But to give the credit solely to the lobbying tactics and skills of CONCORD would not be realistic. The Members of the European Parliament will have listened to what their counterparts from the ACP countries have said when drafting the Kigali Declaration. They are an important source for the Declaration and of major importance to the work the MEPs do both in the JPA as well as in the European Parliament in terms of development and possibly trade as well. The MEPs will have carefully listened to what the parliamentarians from the ACP countries have said. But if the parliamentarians from ACP countries would have said something completely different from what CONCORD has said in their documents the Declaration would look very different from how it is. Considering the similarities between the documents it would seem that the parliamentarians and CONCORD are generally thinking along the same lines, which would only strengthen the NGDOs position and chance of successful lobbying and is proof of how knowledgeable NGDOs are of the situation and problems ACP countries face. This case study also relies mostly on what has been written in the form of briefing papers while other actions have been undertaken, the lunch as well as the information sent to MEPs so that they could pose questions to the European Commission. It is difficult to verify however to what extent these other actions have influenced MEPs. Perhaps the MEPs did ask questions to the Commission to which the Commission already responded prior to the Kigali Declaration so that this would no longer be an issue. Since there are no official documents on what happened during the lunch it is difficult to assess its usefulness. A logical assumption would be however that the views expressed and discussed during the lunch will be similar to what is said in the briefing papers and which were then illustrated by the experiences of the organizations which were invited. But without any documentation this is difficult to verify.

4.4
Conclusion
Regardless, the Kigali Declaration resembles the views of CONCORD and taking this into consideration it has to be concluded that CONCORD was successful in making their point come across to the Joint Parliamentary Assembly. Their methods proved to be efficient in influencing the parliamentarians when they were drafting the Declaration. It is hard to think of other possible tactics CONCORD could have used in this particular case to further strengthen their presence and influence on the JPA. Proposing amendments as a tactic is out of the question as no report was written. CONCORD could have possibly also used their biannual meeting with the Development committee of the European Parliament to lobby. The JPA bureau and its committees could have been approached and it is likely that they will have been contacted either before or during the Kigali session, but since there is no list available of who has been contacted it is difficult to verify this. Members of the bureau and committees could have been invited to the lunch or have been handed documents thereby informing them of CONCORD’s positions. CONCORD and the Cotonou WG will have put much thought into what would be the best possible ways to inform the parliamentarians of their views on the EPAs and trying to influence the final outcome of the Kigali Declaration. Considering the similarities between the briefing papers from CONCORD and the Kigali Declaration from the ACP – EU JPA the lobbying activities of CONCORD have proven successful.

Conclusion

The area of development is a very wide one, there are many topics and issues to be found in developing countries which require the attention of the rich and developed countries. There are as many Non – Governmental Development Organisations however as there are topics, which means that whenever a new situation arises that needs to be addressed there is a strong possibility there will be an NGDO who will call for attention on this particular situation. These topics can vary from infrastructure to allow people to go to the coast and start fishing, to new trade agreements which are being discussed and negotiated between the European Union and developing countries. Arguably the most important task of an NGDO is to raise awareness, about the need for development, the means for development, about any particular issue in a developing country. Although the public is an important target audience of an NGDOs campaign, the political decision makers are no less important because in the end they are the ones who will decide to send money and formulate new policies to help the developing countries to grow economically and socially.

At the European level the European Parliament plays an important role within the legislative process and is consequently a target for NGDOs to lobby. In particular the Parliament’s Development committee is of interest to the NGDOs, as this committee is ultimately the one which is the most important when Commission proposals on new development policies and initiatives are being prepared and discussed. The European Parliament has codecision in the area of development cooperation which makes the European Parliament as important as the Council and thus influencing the European Parliament can influence the outcome of the proposal in a substantial way. Whenever the Commission has published a proposal for legislation which deals with development, the Development committee will appoint a rapporteur who will in essence write the EP’s opinion on the proposal and propose amendments where they find it necessary. During the second reading, the European Parliament will react on the Council’s common position.
There are various options an NGDO can choose from to lobby the European Parliament. Because there is a committee working on development specifically any Member of the European Parliament who is a member of the committee can be approached to lobby. Due to the legislative procedure at the European Parliament however, lobbying tactics can be far more specific. The MEP in charge of writing the report on a Commission proposal, the rapporteur, is the most obvious choice for an NGDO to contact as this is the MEP who will influence the most what the report will look like. In addition the NGDO could also choose to approach the Development committee secretariat which could be assisting the MEP in writing his or her report and provide further information through the secretariat.

If the rapporteur is not susceptible to the NGDO’s position the NGDO could contact other people, such as the shadow rapporteurs (MEPs from other political parties than the one of the actual rapporteur and who monitor the progress of the report) or party coordinators (leaders of political parties within a committee who advice their party on how to vote and represent their parties in the committee). These MEPs have a certain amount of influence within their own party, so that way NGDOs can gather support if they feel the report is conflicting with their position and convince them that they need to amend or in the most extreme case vote against a report.

The most direct way NGDOs can use to influence the European Parliament is to send amendments. When an NGDO contacts an MEP and presents their arguments to the MEP, if the MEP is convinced he or she will still have to write amendments on the Commission’s proposal. An NGDO could write the amendments themselves and find an MEP who will table the amendments for them after which the NGDO will have to seek support for their amendments. It is however the MEPs work to review Commission proposals and change them where they find it necessary, to amend it. The NGDOs do provide useful information to MEPs because they often know of issues and problems that an MEP might not be aware of, or at least not in as much detail as NGDOs will. But NGDOs who write amendments which MEPs then only have to table are to an extent taking over the work that MEP should do. NGDOs should support MEPs by providing them information and telling the MEPs what is good about a Commission’s proposal and what needs to be changed in order to get the best policy for development, but this does not mean that they should do the work for the MEPs by writing amendments.

There are other options for an NGDO to lobby the European Parliament which have varying degrees of influence. Hearings are good because they create more attention from MEPs and possibly also the media and the NGDO participating in the panel can voice their opinion, but are perhaps not the most useful when trying to establish long term relations with MEPs. Meetings between NGDOs and committees are more useful to create and maintain relations with the European Parliament, but do not necessarily influence what a report will look like, as these meetings are more aimed at informing one another of future plans and issues that are of importance to either the NGDOs or the committee. Expert meetings on the other hand will focus more on the content of an issue and perhaps also any report dealing with this particular issue, making these meetings more useful when the European Parliament is discussing Commission proposals.

Most of the lobbying will take place during the committee stage because the bulk of the work is done at this stage by the people who are most involved with these issues. The plenary session, when the whole European Parliament convenes and votes on reports, presents less of an opportune occasion to lobby. It is the final stage of the legislative procedure and it could be argued that most MEPs will probably already know how they will vote which makes trying to influence them more difficult. The Intergroups, who meet around the plenary session, might be an opportunity. But due to their uncertain status and the lack of regulation clarifying the Intergroups contacting these groups might not necessarily lead to the desired results.
There is a variety of tactics to lobby but not one which is better than the other ones as they all have a specific purpose. It could be argued that sending amendments is probably the most effective tactic if sent to the right MEP. Whatever tactic is used however, good contacts would appear to be crucial when lobbying the European Parliament. Good contacts will listen to an NGDO and will cooperate with them. It is important for NGDOs to know who to approach and when. The relationship an NGDO has with the Development committee can greatly help the NGDO to successfully lobby the European Parliament. The committee and its Members will be far more open to NGDOs and their positions and will lead to better cooperation between NGDOs and the European Parliament. The European Parliament will listen to the NGDOs and consider their positions, perhaps even involve the NGDOs by inviting them for hearings or contacting them while the report is being written instead of the NGDO contacting the rapporteur. The contact between NGDO and European Parliament is crucial for the level of success an NGDO will have in lobbying the European Parliament.
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