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1 Introduction

Lobbying is part of political life in the European Union (EU). It is particu-
larly striking how much the political representation of interests is a normal
part of what happens in Brussels. A large number of associations, companies,
and federations maintain their own offices in Brussels so they can track and
influence European policy at close quarters. The opportunities they seize
to articulate their interests are equally abundant, since European legislative
procedures provide for various forms of consultation; nevertheless, European
lobby groups also seek to engage with members of the European institutions
(Commission, Parliament, and Council of Ministers) even outside formal
procedures. This forms the basis for lasting contacts that the actors involved
consider to be an integral part of political consultations and legislative
decision-making.

This profound insertion of European lobbying into the arena of European
politics cannot conceal the considerable dynamism that has characterised the
field of interest representation since its early days. The field has grown steadily
since the founding of the European Communities in the 1950 and 1960s, and
has experienced significant waves of expansion since the 1980s and 1990s. This
has incited competition between lobbyists and stimulated the professionalisa-
tion of their work (Kliiver and Saurugger 2013). What is particularly intri-
guing about this dynamism is the simultaneity of two different developments.
On the one hand, research has provided ample evidence that the growth of
the organisational field of interest groups has had considerable effects on the
pluralisation of the represented interests, the fragmentation of organisational
forms, the volatility of alliances and coalitions, and the competitiveness of
interest representation (Greenwood 2017; Diir and Matteo 2016; Beyers and
de Bruycker 2018; Kastner 2018; Keller 2018). One the other hand, there is
agreement that European lobbying has a distinct approach that is specific to
the EU and is persistently applied across interest group sectors (Woll 2006;
Coen and Richardson 2009; Mazey and Richardson 2015; Coen et al. 2021).

This means that there is an apparent paradox between the heterogenisation
of the field of interest groups and the homogenisation of the field of pro-
fessional activity. Lobby groups do diverge considerably with regard to their
interests, resources, missions, and orientations, but lobbyists tend to employ
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similar repertoires of action and develop similar professional skills. This
homogenisation of practices and skills has been demonstrated with regard
to interest groups moving into the arena of EU politics, such as in lobby
groups from the US or Eastern European Member States (Coen 2004; Sallai
2013; Vargovcikova 2015; Coen et al. 2021). The same also applies to civic
groups, grassroots initiatives, and social movement organisations, whose
action repertoires focused on public campaigning, mass mobilisation, and
street protests. More often than not, the scale shift of their activities towards
the EU also implied a move from confrontational public protest mobilisa-
tion to conventional and institutionalised forms of interest representation
(Bursens 1997; Lahusen 2004; Balme and Chabanet 2008; della Porta and
Parks 2013).

This homogenisation of lobbying, which is described also as a process of
professionalisation, has been attributed to the gradual accommodation of
interest groups by the institutions of the EU (McLaughling and Greenwood
1995; Mazey and Richardson 1999; Greenwood 2007; Berkhout et al. 2015).
The EU institutions have not only encouraged and supported a wide array of
lobby and advocacy groups to engage in legislative processes, but were also
able to accommodate them within the consultative bodies and processes of
the various policy domains, exposing them to the regulatory approach and
collaborative style of policy deliberation (Woll 2012; Michalowitz 2019). The
homogenisation of European lobbying within an organisational field marked
by fragmentation and competition thus seems to be demand-driven.

This interpretation has its merits, as it helps identify accommodative
pressures firmly established within the institutional architecture of the EU.
However, its explanatory power is limited because it downplays the insti-
tutional complexity of the EU. The EU Commission and the European
Parliament are known to attract and tolerate different forms of advocacy
(Bouwen 2007; Dionigi 2017), and the European Council also adds com-
plexity to the field, even though it is less exposed to direct forms of lobbying
(Hayes-Renshaw 2009). It builds on intergovernmental negotiations and
many specialised working groups that provide access points for national lobby
groups with their distinct interests and practices. Finally, the deepening of
European integration has widened the range of policy domains, encouraging
an increasing number of different groups to engage in European lobbying.
This pluralisation has also increased the variety of advocacy approaches
(Balme and Chabanet 2008; Imig and Tarrow 2001; della Porta and Parks
2013; della Porta 2022). All in all, scholars conclude that the EU might be
able to accommodate a wide array of interests, but its ability to manage and
streamline the highly populated and fragmented field of interest groups is
rather limited. The relations between the organisational field and the EU
institutions are deeply shaped by uncertainty, flexibility, and dynamism
(Mazey and Richardson 2006a and 2015), which means that the institutional
architecture of the EU can only have a limited impact on the homogenisation
of the professional field of lobbying practices.
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1.1 European lobbyists: a fruitful object of study

Against this background, it is therefore necessary to be more attentive to
those forces and actors that play an active role in the formation and hom-
ogenisation of European lobbying. This book wishes to direct the attention to
a collective actor that is receiving more attention lately (e.g. Michel 2005a and
2013; Laurens 2018; Coen et al. 2021; Beauvallet et al. 2002), because it can
help to better understand the paradox outlined so far: European lobbyists.
A stronger commitment to the study of lobbying professionals seems overdue,
because sociological research has convincingly and recurrently testified that
professions are a decisive factor in patterning, integrating, and streamlining
occupational and organisational fields. Microsociological and interactionist
studies have shown that occupational groups engage in defining shared
practices, norms, and identities across their different employees (Hughes
1958), neo-institutionalist studies have insisted on the role of professions
in driving isomorphism within organisational fields (DiMaggio and Powell
1983; Scott, 2008; Saks 2016), and research about epistemic communities,
communities of practices, and instrument constituencies have confirmed this
observation for the field of policy domains (Bicchi 2011; Zito 2018; Howlett
and Saguin 2021).

A study about European lobbyists can rely only on limited knowledge.
Previous research about European interest representation has addressed the
staff of interest groups repeatedly, but there is a lack of comprehensive data
and systematic analysis. Investigations in the realm of political science rele-
gate this actor to the backstage, because these studies privilege institutional
and organisational actors. They have taken professionalisation processes
more seriously lately, but they are interested in professionals only indirectly,
because they treat them as an organisational option or resource that might
have an impact on internal functioning, government relations or lobbying
success (Kliiver 2012; Rudy et al., 2019; Albareda 2020; Heylen et al. 2020;
Coen et al. 2021: 162-167). The staff has also made its appearance in studies
inquiring into the relations between interest groups and EU institutions, par-
ticularly with regard to the recruitment of personnel and the revolving doors
between the private and public sector (Coen and Vannon 2016). Professionals
were furthermore targeted by research that was interested in strategies and
practices of lobbying (Woll 2007; Barron and Trouille 2015). The focus has
been primarily on business interests and corporate political action, presum-
ably because these actors are more actively involved in professionalising
lobbying (Rudy et al. 2019; Coen and Vannoni 2020), even though separate
analyses have corroborated similar processes among civic groups and non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) (Brusens 1997; Eberwein and Saurugger
2013; Lindellee and Scaramuzzino 2020; Heylen et al. 2020).

Recent research, however, is recognising that lobbyists merit more direct
attention and a closer and comprehensive analysis (Michel 2005a; Beauvallet
et al. 2022). Previous research treated them as mere representatives and
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executors strictly tied to the mandates of the interest groups (Heinz et al.
1997; Healy 2016). However, there is growing evidence that lobbyists are
policy intermediaries or brokers that adapt and shape their groups’ agendas
(Stephenson and Jackson 2010; Lowery and Marchetti 2012; Tyllstrém and
Murray 2021), strive to defend and even expand their work-related autonomy
within their organisations (Vargov¢ikova 2015; Avril 2018; Cloteau 2018;
Kerduel 2022), and also pressure their headquarters, clients, or members to
step up professionalisation processes. Research devoted to the sociological
dimension of European lobbying has added that lobbyists are not only indi-
vidually an active player in the formation of the field, but also collectively,
because they share similar social backgrounds (Laurens 2018: 86-97; Michon
2022), are professionally mobile across employers, and engage in forming
a set of skills and practices (Courty and Michel 2013; Avril 2018; Cheynis
2022). Hence, lobbyists are important actors in their own right. They trans-
late the opportunities and constraints of their institutional and organisational
environment into factual actions; they develop and establish shared practices,
skills, and convictions of professional labour; and they engage in networking
and professional socialisation, thus integrating, homogenising, and stabilising
a field of activities across societal interests, policy domains and countries.

These studies thus provide sufficient indications that lobbying professionals
are a homogenising force within an organisational field marked by diversity,
fragmentation, and contentiousness. Previous research, however, does not
allow to assess this assumption critically, due to two limitations. First, studies
addressing professionals are limited to individual sectors (Albareda 2020;
Heylen et al. 2020; Coen et al. 2021; Beauvallet et al. 2022), thus obscuring
the view on the professional field itself. A critical assessment of the profes-
sionalisation of lobbying has to take into consideration that the professional
field of European lobbyists is differentiated and fragmented (Courty and
Michel 2013). Lobbyists are rarely trained lobbying professionals; they have
different educational backgrounds; they work for different interest groups and
thus have diverse work descriptions; they do not speak about themselves as
lobbyists; and they do not necessarily agree on ethical standards and policies
(Michel 2005b; Offerlé 2005; Michel 2013; Bunea and Gross 2019; Lindellee
and Scaramuzzino 2020). The analysis not only has to validate whether and
to what extent professionalisation has affected the field, but it also needs to
provide a more precise understanding of the main manifestations and driving
forces.

In this regard, this book is confronted with a second limitation of previous
research. Due to the marginal role of lobbying professionals within schol-
arly writing, the concept of professionalism or professionalisation has been
used in an undifferentiated and ambiguous manner. It has been employed to
address aspects as diverse as employment patterns, organisational structures,
professional activities, and attitudes (Bursens 1997; McGrath 2005; van
Deth and Maloney 2011; Kliiver and Saurugger 2013; Coen and Vannoni
2016; Heylen et al. 2020). Additionally, this research strand assumes that
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professionalisation is about increasing organisational capacities and improving
the effectiveness of lobbying (Eberwein and Saurugger 2013; Albareda 2020;
Coen et al. 2021: 15f.), even though this process might have side effects for the
organisations (Bursens 1997; Heylen et al. 2020). Ultimately, there is a func-
tional understanding of professionalisation and professionalism.

A systematic analysis of European lobbying as a professional field needs
to work with a more precise and nuanced approach that makes research
assumptions explicit and paves the way for a comprehensive and systematic
analysis. Following sociological research on professions, the book proposes
to understand professionalisation as a multilayered process driven by institu-
tional, organisational and professional forces. In empirical terms, it proposes
a conceptualisation that distinguishes between three different components —
professionalism as an occupation, as a knowledge and as a value — in order to
systematically map the field of European lobbying.

First, the aim is to empirically assess the extent to which European lobbying
has become a full-fledged occupation, and in this regard, the aim will be to
measure the degree of occupationalisation. For this purpose, the analyses will
make use of data about the employment status of lobbying staff (e.g. contrac-
tual relations, remuneration, staff positions, job satisfaction, and aspirations);
the sectoral permeability of the field (e.g. work experiences in different sectors
and within the EU institutions); and occupational paths (e.g. points of access
to the field, career histories, occupational requirements). This will make it
possible to ascertain the degree to which forms of full-time, remunerated, and
long-term (career-oriented) employment have replaced voluntary or part-time
activities, thus establishing clear boundaries and access points to the profes-
sional field, and homogenising it internally.

The formation of a specialised labour market, however, does not neces-
sarily imply that European lobbyists form an occupational group. The ana-
lysis will thus centre on the second and additional dimension of analysis — the
professional knowledge — by looking at the educational background of
European lobbyists (e.g. educational attainment, disciplinary background),
their professional know-how (e.g. exclusivity claims, required skills), and pro-
fessional capitals (e.g. networks, expertise, reputation, belonging). It will be
necessary to determine the extent to which lobbyists share common skills and
knowledge-based practices, and thus contribute to the constitution of the
occupation as a professional group both internally and vis-a-vis the broader
field of actors who populate the public affairs arena.

Third, the analysis will focus on the importance of professionalism as a
value in order to assess the extent to which European lobbyists are engaged
in a shared discourse of professional legitimacy. This aspect is particularly
important in the professionalisation process, because professions are known
to depend on the public recognition of their societal mission and commitment
to general welfare. The analysis will need to identify whether lobbying
professionals support similar ideas of public acceptance and political legit-
imacy across interest sectors, academic, and national backgrounds. Particular
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emphasis will be placed on the value of professionalism in general, and the
political legitimacy of professional interest representation in particular.

Based on the empirical mapping of the professional field, the analyses will
also be devoted to the identification of those social forces that are responsible
for stimulating and/or limiting the professional formation and homogenisation
of the field in its three dimensions. In this respect, two analytical approaches
and methods will be combined. On the one hand, the aim will be to uncover
the driving forces behind the professionalisation of the field on the basis of
standardised survey data, and thus also to name the relevant actors that are
actively engaged as drivers of professionalisation. In this regard, the analyses
will review the competing assumptions that professionalisation depends on
the organisations for which lobbyists work, varies according to the proximity
to the EU institutions and/or is conditioned by the social profile and class
affiliation of EU affairs professionals. On the other hand, the examination
will take a closer look at the European lobbyists’ perceptions, practices, and
experiences on the basis of qualitative interviews, because they help recon-
struct the structures and dynamics of the professional field from the inside.
Through their accounts it will be possible to reconstruct the ways in which
the institutional and organisational arenas pattern professional work, and to
show how lobbyists participate in reproducing the practices, skills, networks,
and convictions that prevail within the field.

1.2 European Lobbying: a challenging research phenomenon

The research objectives of this book are not without challenges, because
European lobbying is a field of activity with internal diversities and blurred
boundaries. With regard to organisations, it is not immediately apparent which
are part of European lobbying, as, depending on their mandate and object-
ives, associations, corporate representations, NGOs, non-profit foundations,
public bodies, professional associations, think tanks, PR agencies, or law firms
may carry out activities that could be described as direct or indirect lobbying.
The same applies to the staff, since not all people who work for lobby groups
are involved in interest representation. In some cases, they perform routine
tasks within the organisation, in others they work on specific aspects that
may or may not be related to interest representation (such as research and
monitoring, public relations (PR), legal review, contact maintenance). At the
same time, the spectrum of individuals involved can be very broad. Interest
groups can not only draw on their own lobbyists but also on other people
around them: members of the company’s board of directors, employees in
a specialist department with specific expertise, PR staff, the members or
support base of their individual associations, national member associations
and their constituencies, external lawyers, scientific experts or representatives
of professional associations.

The empirical and conceptual demarcation of the field of European
lobbying is challenging, but seems feasible when focusing on activities and
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practices. This approach promises to solve problems related to the complexity
and fuzziness of the field because it helps to centre on the core mission,
around which the professional field is organised. But it is also required for an
analysis that focuses on professionalisation and thus assumes that a specific
set of tasks and activities has been delimited, standardised and monopolised
in terms of a specialised labour market and occupational group. In this
regard, a strict definition of European lobbying referring to specific activ-
ities is the most plausible option to conceptualise and demarcate the field.
According to this definition, European lobbying comprises all active efforts to
influence the voting preferences and behaviours of office holders and decision
makers related to policy issues processed within the institutions of the EU.
These efforts include a wide range of activities such as mobilising one’s own
membership base, conducting public campaigns, participating in hearings or
committee meetings and presenting drafting proposals for upcoming legisla-
tive procedures.

This approach helps identify the core of the field with reference to the
ultimate mission of interest representation, but requires further clarifica-
tion when it comes to the boundaries of the field. In fact, influencing pol-
itical decisions within the European Commission and Parliament requires
collecting a great deal of information and facts, preparing reports and ana-
lyses, commissioning scientific studies, or consulting experts. These activities
can be described as lobbying whenever they are carried out by groups with the
aim of influencing the legislative process politically. Lobby groups are likely
to use the information, analyses, and studies for specific purposes, and it can
therefore be assumed that they represent selective perspectives and opinions.
The picture is less clear when it comes to defining the role of experts, think
tanks or scientific institutes in general. Although they do not necessarily
pursue policy objectives that can be explicitly described as interest represen-
tation, their reports, analyses or opinions may have this effect or be used by
interested circles accordingly. Similar observations apply to other areas of
work, as they are related to European lobbying, but do not necessarily com-
prise explicit efforts to influence office holders and policymakers in regard to
pending policymaking decisions. This is true for PR and image campaigning,
policy monitoring and legal counselling, and association and event manage-
ment, among others. Depending on job titles and work descriptions, these
tasks can belong to the portfolio of European lobbyists. They might also be
externalised and delegated to specialised groups or companies, but they might
also have other purposes than influencing political legislation.

Any attempt to demarcate the field of European lobbying is thus confronted
with the problem of fluid boundaries. A practice-related approach, however,
allows this fluidity to be addressed and grasped adequately. In fact, lobbying
in its strict sense is a professional practice that is often interrelated with a
broader sphere of public affairs activities, which are not necessarily related to
political interest representation, but are either required, functional or helpful
in reaching its goal. European lobbyists might thus diverge in their position
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within the field, depending on whether their tasks are more or less centred on
exerting legislative political influence and/or other, complementary or supple-
mentary public affairs activities. But the focus on complex activity portfolios
makes it possible to reconstruct the structure and shape of the professional
field, and the place of strict lobbying practices therein. This approach implies
that initiatives and organisations not necessarily distinguishable as lobby
groups might be part of the professional field, as long as their staff is involved
in lobbying activities in the strict sense.

This practice-related conceptualisation of European lobbying will prove
its merits also because the field is institutionally formed and regulated in
this manner (European Parliament 2003; Holman and Luneburg 2012).
The European Commission and the European Parliament are themselves
confronted with the problem of determining exactly which groups, persons,
and activities can be considered to be part of European lobbying. The main
objective, however, is to keep institutional barriers to entry low in order to
ensure broad participation. Their measures aim essentially at regulating
working relations between the European institutions and civic, expert, and
interest groups. Transparency obligations are imposed on both sides, without
regulating the field of European lobbying itself. According to the European
Commission, it is important to avoid discouraging sections of society from
putting forward their expertise, concerns, and demands, irrespective of
the issues, groups, and interests involved (Commission of the European
Communities 1992; European Commission 2016). At the same time, the EU
institutions show considerable willingness to provide non-material, logis-
tical, and financial support for societal interests that are weak or difficult
to organise (Persson and Edholm 2018; Sanchez Salgado 2019), in order to
enable them to establish themselves as a European association and to partici-
pate in political decision-making.

The inclusiveness of this regulatory approach has encouraged the growth
and diversification of the field of European lobbying, without diminishing its
openness and fluidity. This development is responsible for the conceptional
problems indicated before, but also implies considerable troubles in empir-
ically mapping the field. In fact, the EU institutions, watchdog NGOs, and
scientific studies all struggle with the difficulty of providing precise data on
the number of European lobby groups (Berkhout and Lowery 2008; Courty
2010; Beyers et al. 2014; and 2020; Hanegraaff and Poletti 2021). In addition
to the aforementioned fuzziness of lobbying, there are also the challenges of
drawing clear boundaries between European and national interest groups and
lobbying activities. It can furthermore be assumed that the number of active
interest groups is subject to considerable fluctuations over time, depending on
which policy measures are discussed within the EU and how broad the circle
of groups affected by regulation is. The available data are even less precise
when it comes to determining the number of active lobbyists. It is not pos-
sible to determine exactly how many people in the respective organisations are
entrusted with lobbying tasks and to what extent.
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For the reasons mentioned above, most studies use estimates, some of
which, however, diverge considerably (Berkhout and Lowery 2008; Wonka
et al. 2010; Hanegraaff and Poletti 2021). The greatest increase was recorded
in the 1980s and 1990s. In 1992, the number of active interest groups was
stated as 3,000, which is significantly below what is known for the USA,
where the field grew to over 16,000 groups by 1998 (Woll 2005). The European
field continued to grow in the following years: In 2013, over 5,500 interest
groups were listed in the EU Transparency Register (Greenwood and Dreger
2013); in 2016, over 9,700 organisations were counted (Greenwood 2017: 13).
However, the EU does not come close to the US situation. As expected, the
number of active lobbyists exceeds the number of interest groups. In 2010,
this was estimated at over 15,000 individuals (Alter-EU 2010: 23), but there
are also estimates that suggest between 30,000 and 50,000 full-time workers
(Corporate Europe Observatory 2011: 6; European Parliament 2018).

These estimates illustrate how limited our knowledge about the field of
European lobbying is. It is difficult to ascertain how many lobby groups and
lobbyists are engaged in representing their interests towards the European
institutions. Beyond this, there is a lack of systematic and comprehensive
data about the professional field of lobbying with its internal structures and
external boundaries. It is thus challenging to ascertain how and why the field
is able to reproduce itself within an arena with open boundaries and a fluc-
tuating number of interests, and how and why it is able to accommodate the
many different societal interests from the many different countries. The data
collected for this book will allow a differentiated analysis of this open and
inclusive field. As will be shown in detail, a distinction between EU affairs
and European lobbying will be necessary in order to show that the profes-
sional field is structured in concentric circles. European lobbying will be
identified as a highly professionalised, integrated and homogenised field of
activity, which expands into a wider area of European public affairs-related
work. As will be explained in more detail, the estimate proposed here assumes
more than 18,000 EU affairs professionals, while the total population in the
field of EU lobbying is probably around 13,000 individuals (see Section 4.1).
Against this background, the analyses of this book will show that European
lobbying has been formed as an integrated field of professional labour that
has accommodated a highly diversified number of groups in terms of societal
sectors and national provenances. However, they will also highlight internal
divisions and conflicts, thus indicating that the professionalisation and profes-
sionalism is contested within the field itself.

1.3 The focus on lobbyists: research approach and structure of
the book

Since the 1970s, research in the social sciences has dealt extensively with
European lobbying. So far, most studies have been interested in the organisa-
tional field of European interest groups and have explored a variety of topics,
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dimensions, and developments in this respect (e.g. Pedler and van Schendelen
1994; Greenwood 2002; Kohler-Koch and Quittkat 2013; Bitonti and Harris
2017). The focus was, and still is, on the scope and structure of the organisa-
tional field (Berkhout and Lowery 2010; Berkhout et al. 2015; Beyers et al.
2020), the strategies of organised lobbying (Green Cowles et al. 2001; Diir and
Mateo 2016; Keller 2018), and effects and conditions of successful lobbying
(Diir 2008; Dionigi 2017; de Bruycker and Beyer 2019) as well as communi-
cation forms and framing strategies (Kliiver et al. 2015b; Eising et al. 2015;
Rasch 2018).

In contrast, European lobbyists have received muss less attention. Previous
research has collected evidence, as described above, showing that an occu-
pational field and a professional group with distinct tasks, skills, and iden-
tities has been established (for example, McGrath 2005; Michel 2005b; Kliiver
2010; Kohler-Koch and Buth 2013; Coen and Vannoni 2016; Heylen et al.
2020; Coen et al. 2021; Beauvallet et al. 2022). This evidence suggests that
a specialised labour market and workforce is in place, thus contributing to
the formation of European lobbying as a field of activity. However, findings
are inconclusive, and it is questionable whether case- or sector-specific
observations can be generalised to the entire professional field. Hence, there
is need for a comprehensive analysis that critically assesses whether European
lobbying is a professional field characterised by its own entry requirements,
activity profiles, knowledge base, contact structures, and professional iden-
tities. Additionally, there is need for an analysis of those forces and actors that
are influential in patterning the internal structure of the field and establishing
boundaries between insiders and outsiders.

In order to meet these empirical and analytic objectives, the present book
draws on a frame of reference that is based in the sociology of professions
(such as Larson 1977; Freidson 1986; Abbott 1988; Burrage and Torstendahl
1990; Evetts 2013; Georgakakis and Rowell 2013; Saks 2016; Noordegraaf
2020). Essentially, the aim is to investigate whether processes of professional-
isation have taken place which constitute, organise, and regulate the field of
activity on the basis of employment, knowledge and values. The theoretical
frame of reference provided by the sociology of professions promises new
insights to the study of European lobbying, because professions are regarded
in sociology as important collective actors in structuring fields of action and
homogenising organisational fields (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Scott, 2008;
Georgakakis 2002; Kauppi and Madsen 2013).

To this end, the results of many years of research work in the field will be
presented. Findings stem from fieldwork that used a mixed-methods approach
and gathered a unique set of data: a standardised survey of almost 700
European lobbyists, and a series of in-depth qualitative interviews with almost
50 European lobbyists and other relevant actors. The study concentrates solely
on the European arena and considers lobbyists from individual Member
States only insofar as they are involved in lobbying the European institutions.
The analyses of these data sets are committed to two objectives: a descriptive
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and an analytic one. On the one hand, this book pursues descriptive aims,
because it wishes to empirically map the field of European lobbying in its
internal structures and external boundaries across societal sectors, national
provenances, and policy domains. At the same time, the development of the
field will be reconstructed by contrasting interviews conducted during the late
1990s and mid-2010s, and by identifying cohort effects within the sample of
the standardised survey. These empirical analyses are explorative, because
previous research has only provided partial and segmented insights that do
not allow to paint a systematic and comprehensive picture of the field at large.

On the other hand, the mixed-methods approach of data-gathering is
complemented by a research design that makes use of structuralist and con-
structivist approaches of data analysis. Data from the standardised survey
will be used to validate the impact of different structural determinants of
professionalisation, which makes it possible to ascertain core drivers of this
process. In particular, it is intended to identify the impact of the organisations
for which lobbyists work, the proximity to the institutional field of European
politics, and the social profiles and class hierarchies within the occupational
field. The qualitative analysis of in-depth interviews will be devoted to ascer-
tain the ways in which European lobbyists perceive and seize contextual
opportunities and constraints, and how they participate in the formation and
reproduction of the professional field. This inductive analysis is indebted to
an interpretative and constructivist approach (Saks 2016), because it aims
to identify the practices, skills, and capitals that European lobbyists consider
to be integral part of their work, and because it strives to ascertain the shared
professional rules, norms, and values that pattern the field. Both analytic
approaches will take inspiration in the conflict-theoretical frame of reference
that views professionalisation as an ongoing contention between different
actors with different ideas of professional practice, expertise, and legitimacy
(Larson 1977; Freidson 1986; Collins 1987; Schinkel and Noordegraaf 2011;
Georgakakis and Rowell 2013; Beauvallet et al. 2022). The triangulation
of both approaches will help identify the internal dynamics patterning the
professional field of European lobbying and the competing collective actors
engaged therein.

The book presents the findings step by step. The second chapter looks
back at available evidence and presents the research design of the study. It
starts by reviewing three strands of research that are particularly signifi-
cant for the aims of this book: available studies about European lobbying,
scholarly writing about the sociology of occupational work and professions,
and research about transnational expert groups. Against this background, it
presents and discusses the research design by specifying research questions,
core assumptions, and conceptual operationalisations. Moreover, it describes
the methods and data on which the empirical findings of this book are based.
Given the mixed-methods approach of the research design, it will elaborate
on the two legs of the study: the standardised survey amongst a large sample
of EU lobbyists, and two interview series among various EU actors and
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lobbyists. Particular emphasis will be placed on the challenges of the field-
work, the specificities of the gathered data and the methods of data analysis
employed.

The following two chapters provide an introductory account of the field of
European lobbying. The third chapter looks at the origins and development
of the field, with the focus here being on the internal view of the interviewed
actors. It is based on two series of qualitative interviews with EU lobbyists,
experts, and stakeholders conducted in the late 1990s and mid-2010s. This
dual data set makes it possible to describe and analyse the developments
within the field. The findings not only show remarkable continuity in terms of
activity profiles, but also highlight important changes, particularly in terms
of occupationalisation and professionalisation. In the fourth chapter, a first
attempt is made to reconstruct the occupational field in its internal structure.
For this purpose, it makes use of the survey data and interviews with lobbying
staff. The focus is on the personnel’s socio-demographic characteristics,
activity profiles, and professional self-image. The observations show that the
occupational field is characterised by a marked heterogeneity clearly visible
with regard to national and professional backgrounds. On closer inspection,
however, the findings paint a picture of an occupational field that is homo-
geneous at its core area but increasingly blurred towards the edges. Lobbying
activities in the strict sense and a set of complementary tasks are clearly a
unifying element within this field of professional labour.

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 look at the three dimensions of the professionalisation
of European lobbying. The fifth chapter focuses on occupationalisation and
illustrates that political representation of interests at EU level is an occupa-
tion in its own right in terms of full-time, paid employment, with a strong
concentration of jobs at the senior or executive levels. Additionally, the ana-
lysis of career patterns helps identify mobility across sectors, which testifies
to sectoral permeability and a considerable integration of the labour market.
The labour market thus tends to streamline forms of employment across the
various sectors. Career moves from the European institutions into the interest
representation sector are common but not pervasive, indicating that the
labour market is relatively autonomous from the EU itself. Income patterns
are the only factor that introduce significant social inequalities into the field
of European lobbying. Against this background, entry barriers, and career
paths are reconstructed on the basis of the in-depth interviews, showing that
European lobbying has become a competitive labour market supporting
career advancement ambitions.

With regard to professionalisation, the sixth chapter provides empirical
evidence that confirms the formation of a professional group on the basis of
shared professional knowledge. Findings underline that European lobbying
is an increasingly streamlined professional group when considering its aca-
demic background, body of knowledge, and set of practices. EU lobbyists
tend to vary with regard to the combination of skills they find essential to
do their job, and they are not likely to support the idea of a joint corporate



Introduction 13

mission, when asked about the relevance of a professional associations. These
indications do not speak for an explicit professionalisation project among EU
affairs professionals, but the data show that the occupational field is subject
to latent processes of integration and closure. Particularly those who want
to belong to the circle of professionally recognised and successful lobbyists
would appear to be dependent on acquiring professionally relevant capital
and the appropriate professional habitus.

The seventh chapter examines the assumption, intensively discussed in the
sociology of professions, that professional work inevitably raises questions of
legitimacy, as professional groups claim areas of responsibility and work for
themselves. The arguments will demonstrate that European lobbying needs
to be legitimised on two levels: as an activity and as an occupation. Most
professionals share a common belief in legitimacy in both respects, which
manifests itself in a fundamentally affirmative attitude to lobbying and an
ethos of professionalism. Such a belief in legitimacy is particularly wide-
spread in the core area of the profession. However, the question of legitimacy
is a source of schisms and conflicts. It will become apparent that not all those
actively involved in the profession believe that lobbying is a politically legit-
imate activity that is respected by society. Rather, conflicts between different
groups with diverging interests and values erupt, as employees of different
interest groups (business and trade versus NGOs and social movement
organisations) have internalised divergent, sometimes incompatible, ideas of
legitimacy and patterns of justification. The occupational field is therefore
shaped by a conflict of legitimacy, which implies reciprocal attempts to justify
own work and delegitimise political opponents.

The results paint the picture of an occupational field that is characterised
by common and opposing forces. The final chapter aims to reflect the findings
in the light of research to date. Lobbying is a politically divided but profes-
sionally highly homogenised field of activity. It can therefore only be grasped
if European lobbying is seen simultaneously as both an organisational and
an occupational field. In this respect, it is argued that more attention should
be paid to research into staff in order to better understand the driving forces,
forms, and consequences of a professionalisation of European lobbying.
Additionally, this chapter reflects on the implications and consequences of a
professionalisation of European lobbying for European politics and the EU.
It argues that European lobbying will remain a highly normal but at the same
time highly contentious field of professional labour. This is not only due to
the raised attention of the general public, amongst them watchdog NGOs and
the mass media, but also to the internal dynamism and latent conflicts within
the field of European lobbying.



2 Lobbyists in the crosshairs of research
Evidence, assumptions, and data

European lobbying is a well-researched topic. Comprehensive insights on
the organisational side of political lobbying are available, which is why it is
known which interest groups lobby, and how. The question of how the field of
European lobby groups has adapted to the structure and functioning of the EU
and differentiated itself internally is also well explored. There are numerous
findings on how lobbying is institutionally integrated and contained, whom
the EU institutions listen to and to what extent, and who can exert influ-
ence on European policy. These numerous insights are an important refer-
ence point for a study of lobbying professionals, because interest groups and
EU institutions shape their work decisively. Lobbyists act on behalf of their
organisation, they use the knowledge and political influence accrued in the
organisation, and they develop organisation-specific identifications and loyal-
ties. EU institutions largely determine the way in which the professionals do
their work, given that they define policy agendas, regulate access, and organise
consultation procedures.

However, research is acknowledging that European lobbyists merit more
attention (McGrath 2005; Michel 2005a; Kliiver and Saurugger 2013; Coen
and Vannoni 2020; Beauvallet et al. 2022). These professionals are not mere
representatives of their organisations, but active participants in the formation
and reproduction of the field. They are intermediaries or brokers who shape
the agenda of their clients and the relations their interest groups maintain
with the European institutions (Lowery and Marchetti 2012; Tyllstrém and
Murray 2021). They gather practical knowledge and weave contact networks,
they socialise with each other, and they develop professional self-images
and identities (Vargovcikova 2015; Avril 2018; Cloteau 2018; Kerduel 2022).
Moreover, they have vested interests in the professionalisation of European
lobbying. Through their work, they collectively shape the reality of European
lobbying and consequently play a decisive role in the development of the field.

The focus of this book thus requires a more comprehensive review of avail-
able studies. For this reason, the presentation will not stop with the findings
on the organisational field of European interest groups, but will include avail-
able analyses on staff. Sociological research on professions and experts will
provide useful insights and assessments. This review will help formulate the
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theoretical and conceptual frame of reference and determine the various
research assumptions that will guide the empirical investigations in the
following chapters. Against this background, a final section of this chapter
will offer a detailed description of the research design and mixed-methods
approach of the study, the twofold data sets used for the analyses and the
strengths and limitations of the empirical evidence to be presented.

2.1 European lobbying as an organisational field

Previous research has focused extensively on European lobbying as an organ-
isational field. These findings are of particular relevance for a study of the
lobbying profession, because they provide important insights into the insti-
tutional and organisational context within which lobbyists work. Three
areas of research deliver important evidence: the development and structure
of the organisational field; the institutional and political specificities of the
European arena of interest groups; and the impact of the institutional and
organisational context on patterns of European lobbying.

2.1.1 Development and structure of the organisational field

Studies on European lobbying have been attentive to the genesis of the organ-
isational field in its central developmental trajectories. It was found that the
establishment of the European Communities and the subsequent deepening
and enlargement of the European Union (EU) brought an increasing number
of interest groups to the scene, seeking to shape European policy. Numerous
studies have attempted to substantiate this growth with figures, even if the
estimates are always to be understood as approximations, since the basis for
the data — as will be explained in more detail —is always incomplete and impre-
cise (Berkhout and Lowery 2008). For the year 1996, the size of the organisa-
tional field was already given as 2,221 interest groups (Berkhout and Lowery
2010). This number grew to 5,039 organisations by 2003, counting only those
interest groups accredited by the European Parliament (Coen 2007: 335). In
2013, the Transparency Register of the European Parliament reported the
number of registered interest groups as 5,949 organisations (Greenwood
and Dreger 2013); in 2016 the number was already 9,752 organisations
(Greenwood 2017: 13). Since the 1990s, the organisational field had conse-
quently grown more than fourfold.

This development is based on a growth logic that was accompanied by an
internal differentiation of the organisational field. Most observers agree that
this field has become increasingly heterogeneous, plural and competitive; one
can even speak of a fragmentation (Schmitter and Streeck 1991; Eising and
Kohler-Koch 1994; Greenwood 1997). European lobbying is characterised
by the supremacy of business representatives, since 70 per cent of interest
groups belong to the commercial sector, while the European Parliament
estimates the number of accredited non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
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at just 20 per cent (European Parliament 2003). However, these figures are
also subject to fluctuations, as the share of NGOs grew to 25.4 per cent in
2016. The commercial sector needs to be broken down at the same time,
as companies and trade associations accounted for 44 per cent of entries
that year, consultancies and law firms for 11 per cent, and trade unions or
professional associations for 7 per cent (Greenwood 2017: 13). Industry
is represented by a multitude of lobby groups that are active in Brussels
at the same time and do not necessarily speak with one voice (Diir et al.
2015; Kluger Rasmussen 2015; Chalmers 2019). These groups include the
European industry associations and the sector- and product-specific umbrella
organisations (automotive, chemicals, energy, transport, construction and
mining, trade, telecommunications, etc.), but also the corresponding trade
associations of the individual Member States and many large companies
(Pedler and van Schendelen 1994; Greenwood 1997; Eising 2007 and 2009).
The increasing number of company representations in particular changed
European lobbying noticeably throughout the 1990s, as large companies
now also engaged in direct lobbying — including independently and outside
the respective national and European umbrella organisations (for example,
Cawson 1997; Coen 1997, 1998; Green Cowles 2002; Eising 2007).

Non-profit NGOs have also contributed to the differentiation and plural-
isation of the organisational field. Since the 1990s, civil society organisations
from a wide range of sectors (trade unions and professional associations,
environmental, and consumer protection, women’s and social associations,
cultural associations, and foundations, etc.) have intensified their activities at
the EU level and opened their own offices in Brussels (Bouwen 2007; Long
and Lorinzci 2009; Kohler-Koch and Quittkat 2013). Even protest-oriented
social movement organisations have noticeably increased their presence at the
EU institutions (Lahusen 2004; Balme and Chabanet 2008; della Porta 2020).

The heterogeneity of the organisational field is the result of the multitude
of interests represented. But the organisational forms themselves also con-
tribute to this diversity. In this respect, particular attention should be paid
to the difference between lobbying associations, individual representations,
and commercial service providers. Lobbying associations include formally
constituted umbrella organisations of all kinds (industry associations, sectoral
associations, professional associations, etc.), but also more flexibly designed
networks or campaign-specific alliances (Knill 2001; Eising 2007; Mahoney
2007). The group of individual representations consists on the one hand of the
offices of large private companies already mentioned, while on the other hand
there are also the representations of state bodies (public companies, cities, or
regions) and non-profit NGOs and social movement organisations (human
rights, environmental protection, women’s, or consumer groups) (Imig and
Tarrow 2001; Kohler-Koch and Quittkat 2013; Balme and Chabanet 2008;
della Porta 2022). Lastly, there are also a large number of commercial public
affairs enterprises, law firms or self-employed consultants offering lobbying
services (Moloney 1996; Lahusen 2002, 2003).
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The different organisational forms can coexist because they provide
different goods (Bouwen 2002; Eising 2007; Woll and Jacquot 2010).
Lobbying networks are used and recognised by their members and the EU
institutions because they aggregate social interests and opinions. The par-
ticular value of this kind of lobbying is to bring together the views of a wide
range of members and stakeholders, to conduct a dialogue with one voice and
to signal joint agreement or support. However, this form of representation
also has a weakness: The larger and broader the membership base and spon-
sorship, the more difficult it is to develop common positions and to maintain
them in the event of conflict. Individual representations have it much easier
in this respect, as they represent specific interests. Large individual companies
or NGOs are also heard because of their political clout; however, their influ-
ence consists primarily of the factual, professional or technical expertise that
they can provide for concrete legislative procedures. Their ability to organise
political followers beyond their own organisational membership is, however,
quite low.

Finally, with regard to commercial public affairs agencies, it must be said
that they cannot make a specific contribution to lobbying, as their respective
function always depends on the agreed service. But this is the reason why this
form of organisation has become more important over time (Lahusen 2002,
2003). Their strength lies precisely not in their advocacy, meaning in their
ability to represent social interests authentically and appropriately; rather, it
lies in the provision of professional services independent of interests, that is,
in the provision of lobbying-specific resources and competences.

2.1.2 The specificity of the European arena

Overall, research to date has shown that the development of the organisa-
tional field has been subject to a dual momentum of growth with simultaneous
differentiation. At the same time, the research has tried to explain this devel-
opment with reference to the European integration process. A special role
is attributed to the establishment of the EC or the EU as a political system.
Here, representatives of the schools of theory dominant in political science,
known by the terms neofunctionalism or supranationalism (Stone Sweet and
Sandholtz 1997; Niemann et al. 2009), intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik
1991; Moravcesik and Schimmelpfennig 2009), and the multilevel approach
(Marks et al. 1996; Bache and Flinders 2004), had their say. They all assume
different forms and processes of interest aggregation and articulation at the
EU level. Neofunctionalism assumes that the establishment of the European
Communities created a new, autonomous, supranational arena of political
decision-making that reconfigures and Europeanises the political operation
in the Member States. The European umbrella organisations are seen as an
important element of European integration, as they can reaggregate national
interests, align them on a pan-European basis and thus create the neces-
sary pressure to generate further integration successes (Haas 1968: 16; Stone
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Sweet and Sandholtz 1997). The representatives of intergovernmentalism
have opposed this assumption of a cumulative integration process. They see
every integration step as a laboriously negotiated compromise between the
participating Member States. The latter still remain — given the legislative role
of the European Council in relation to the Commission and Parliament —
the main actors of the EC or the EU. And this implies that Member States
continue to be an important, if not decisive, arena of interest articulation
(Moravcsik 1991).

In the meantime, the multilevel approach has become the dominant
explanatory strategy in the study of European lobbying (Marks et al. 1996;
Bache and Flinders 2004), because the relevant studies were able to prove
that the European and national arenas are mutually interwoven. This is also
reflected in the fact that lobby groups focus their activities on both levels
and thus engage in multilevel lobbying (Eising 2004 and 2017). In addition,
the EU institutions cannot legislate on all issues in the same way, as their
competences vary greatly, depending on the policy area. We are consequently
dealing with a highly complex institutional structure that produces an equally
complex organisational field (Coen 1997; Kohler-Koch 1997; Bouwen 2002;
Michalowitz 2007) with equally complex forms of European interest represen-
tation (Pijnenburg 1998; Pedler 2002; Mazey and Richardson 2006; Eising
2008; Diir and Mateo 2012).

The complexity of the organisational field is particularly evident in the
simultaneity of European and national lobbying activities. If European legis-
lative projects are to be influenced at an early stage, lobby groups must be
present in Brussels to contact the relevant departments of the Directorates-
General in the European Commission. After all, the European Treaties
guarantee the EU Commission the right of initiative. At the same time, the
Commission is responsible for developing secondary law (regulations, direct-
ives, and other legal acts), which make up the bulk of current EU law (Nugent
and Rhinard 2019). In legislative procedures that grant co-decision to the
EU Parliament, it is essential to be in discussion with the rapporteur of the
committee concerned. It may also be necessary to influence the parliamentary
groups or the individual parliamentarians. Lastly, lobby groups must take
into account the fact that the decision-making power still lies essentially with
the Council of Ministers. They must therefore also make representations to
the governments of individual Member States in order to effectively represent
their interests. Organisations that can develop geographically differentiated
lobbying activities or organise correspondingly complex alliances are accord-
ingly at an advantage (Eising 2004 and 2007).

However, the EU’s multilevel system also has advantages for interest
groups, as it provides multiple channels of influence and allows lobby groups
to compensate for organisational weaknesses. This means that national
interest groups whose concerns fall on deaf ears in their own governments
can head to Europe to exert pressure on politicians in their own countries
via the European institutions — a strategy known in protest research as
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externalisation (Chabanet 2010; della Porta and Tarrow 2005; della Porta and
Caiani 2009: 82-128). Similarly, national actors can try to use their contacts
with their own government to influence the decisions of the EU institutions in
their favour, if necessary by intervening late to prevent a worst-case scenario
for them.

These observations help explain why European lobbying is not limited
to European umbrella organisations, individual representations and public
affairs agencies based in Brussels. Many national and local actors are also
involved (van Hecke et al. 2016; Hafner-Fink et al. 2016); these can be
distributed across the European territory, and even across the globe (Korkea-
Aho 2016). The organisational field is therefore not sharply defined and is in
principle boundless. Nevertheless, it can be assumed that the field is structured
along concentric circles. The centre is likely to be in the places where the
EU institutions are located: Brussels in particular, but also Strasbourg and
Luxembourg, and finally the capitals of all the Member States, which assume
the Presidency of the Council every six months. From there the field extends
to the interest groups based in the Member States’ capitals. Depending on the
subject matter, however, lobby groups can also come from countries outside
the EU and Europe. In view of this concentric structure, it can be assumed
that European lobbying is a highly dynamic field subject to contraction and
expansion: In continuous operation, European lobbying is likely to contract
to the core arena of European politics, but it is also capable of mobilising a
transnational field of organised interests should this be necessary for effective
interest representation.

The findings on the multilevel character of the EU are also highly relevant
for the analysis of European lobbying, because they highlight the fact that
interest groups have to operate in different arenas. Separate arenas of pol-
itical decision-making continue to exist at the European and national levels,
each of which is subject to its own constellations of actors and institutions,
agendas and procedures, rules, and discourses. Public policy analyses have
shown that both arenas are interrelated, because regulatory ideas and legis-
lative proposals developed at the European level may well be taken up by the
Member States and vice versa — as the concept of vertical Europeanisation
assumes (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003; Radaelli 2003; Graziano and Vink
2007). These diffusion processes seem to be more likely when the similarity or
complementarity of European and national policy domains (“the goodness
of fit”) is more pronounced (Borzel 1999; Knill and Lehmkuhl 1999; Héritier
et al. 2001).

The field of interest representation seems to deviate from this picture in
important aspects. With reference to institutional fit or compatibility, it was
examined whether interest groups from countries where lobbying is a firmly
established and legitimate expression of political interest representation, are
more inclined to Europeanise their lobbying activities. This was not proven
by the survey of trade associations, as associations from pluralistic coun-
tries with a high affinity for lobbying (such as Great Britain or the USA)
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are not clearly overrepresented (Eising 2007; Bernhagen and Mitchell 2009).
Lobby groups from all countries obviously strive to introduce their concerns
and demands into the European legislative processes (van Hecke et al. 2016;
Eising 2017). The organisational capacity and willingness to act weigh more
heavily than any potential fit between European and Member State structures
and forms of interest representation (Kohler-Koch et al. 2017).

Additionally, it has been shown that interest groups have to adapt when
they expand their activity from the national to the European arena, because
the EU is an institutional structure in its own right with specific procedures
and working methods (Eising 2004; Michalowitz 2007, Bernhagen and
Mitchel 2009). Europeanisation requires not only additional resources, in
particular personnel and funds (Coen and Dannreuther 2003; Kliiver 2010;
Kohler-Koch et al. 2017), but also knowledge about the functioning of the
EU and familiarity with the relations with the EU institutions, which are
characterised by informality (Imig and Tarrow 1999; Woll and Jacquot 2010;
Mazey and Richardson 2015). Furthermore, the European arena is populated
by specialised professionals and experts (Georgakakis and Rowell 2013;
Kauppi and Madsen 2013; Biittner et al. 2015), which requires interest groups
aiming at the European level to acquire the relevant expertise and affiliations
(Vargovéikova 2015; Cloteau 2018; Kerduel 2022).

These findings do not exclude the possibility of mutual influences. Studies
have shown, for example, that national lobby groups have been able to estab-
lish their forms of lobbying at the European level (Taylor and Mathers 2004;
Monforte 2009). Particularly with reference to US companies and associations,
it has been argued that these lobby groups use the much more confrontational
and belligerent lobbying style they pursue in Washington also in Europe and
thereby change the European organisational field (Green Cowles 1996; Coen
1999). But examples were also found in the opposite direction, showing that
the EU-specific processes of political decision-making and participation
changed the forms of lobbying at the Member State level (Green Cowles et al.
2001; Grossman and Saurugger 2004). However, it must be noted that such
reciprocal changes are not easy to measure (Saurugger 2005). Moreover, even
if they have been identified in individual policy fields or legislative processes,
this does not necessarily mean that the structures and processes of interest
representation at national and European level have changed in the long term.
The findings rather speak for a constancy or inertia, which is why national
interest groups wishing to become active at the level of EU institutions must
continue to adapt to the conditions in Brussels (Coen and Dannreuther 2003;
Coen 2004: 208-209; Beauvallet et al. 2022).

2.1.3 The organisational field and its implications

The previous explanations paint a picture of an organisational field that
has grown steadily and has become internally differentiated with regard to
interests, forms of organisation, and levels of action. Although it is open to
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new entrants and invites Europeanisation, the field also seems to have entry
requirements and barriers. In this respect, one can speak of a closure process
that sets limits to growth and differentiation. These developments seem to
have a direct impact on European lobbying. In this regard, three implications
should be pointed out, which are mostly assessed similarly in the literature.
First, the growth and differentiation of the organisational field has direct
consequences for European lobbying, as interest representation becomes
more competitive. The European umbrella organisations cannot assume that
their members will keep quiet, because many of these organisations are active
in several trade associations, networks or campaigns and also do their own
lobbying. In addition to the industry associations, trade unions, and social
associations, consumer initiatives, environmental or human rights groups also
campaign for their issues, to name just a few examples. The multilevel structure
of the EU provides a fertile breeding ground for this competitive representa-
tion of interests: Lobby groups can start at several points in the political pro-
cess, for example at the Commission’s Green or White Papers and the first
draft bills, at the deliberations in the European Parliament or the Permanent
Representations, at the negotiations and decision-making of the Council or,
finally, at the European courts (Pedler and van Schendelen 1994; Bouwen and
McCown 2007). Interest groups take advantage of every opportunity that
presents itself, a tactic described as “multilevel venue shopping” (Richardson
2006; Mazey and Richardson 2006; Bouwen 2007; Baumgartner 2007). At
the same time, it is significant that lobby groups also work on networking in
order to combine forces and alleviate competition. This then causes formal
alliances between interest groups to become established (Coen 2004). More
common, however, are issue-specific coalitions (Pijnenburg 1998; Mahoney
2007; Kliiver 2011; Barron and Trouille 2015; Beyers and de Bruycker 2018).
Second, the development of the organisational field seems to have shifted
the established patterns of interest representation and participation from cor-
poratism to pluralism (Schmitter and Streeck 1991; Mazey and Richardson
2015). The privileged involvement of centralised umbrella organisations now
seems to have given way to competition between conflicting lobby groups.
Even in the field of economic interests, strong growth and internal differenti-
ation seem to have paved the way for an elite pluralism (Coen 2007: 335) that
makes the representation of interests more open and unpredictable. However,
it is debatable how fundamental this change really is. Corporatist and pluralist
structures of interest representation and political participation are not neces-
sarily mutually exclusive, since the European arena is divided into different
policy fields, within which separate networks and communities of actors have
emerged (Michalowitz 2002; Coen 2004; Broscheid and Coen 2007; Eising
2009; Bernhagen et al. 2015; Ruiz et al. 2016). It is true that lobby groups
are in competition with many other groups. However, pluralism is limited,
because these lobby groups have been able to secure privileged access to the
Directorates-General of the EU Commissions, the committees of the EU
Parliament or the respective expert groups of the Permanent Representations
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that are relevant to them, and because the competing interest groups very
often belong to other policy fields and thus use other contact networks
and opportunities for participation. In this respect, corporatist patterns of
interest representation and participation survive within a pluralistic organ-
isational field.

However, the idea of a pluralistic competition of interests is also inappro-
priate with regard to opportunities to exert influence, because the mere number
of lobby groups tells us nothing about the organisational capacity and ability
to act. Especially in multilevel systems, lobbying is a question of resources
and thus ultimately a question of staffing and money (Coen and Dannreuther
2003; Beyers and Kerremans 2007; Kliiver 2010). The groups that can best
meet the requirements of multilevel venue shopping, networking, and the for-
mation of issue-specific coalitions seem to be at an advantage. Furthermore,
European lobbying also appears to be a battle of resources that requires
greater investment from lobby groups. On this issue, there is a consensus in
research that business interests have a structural advantage over all other civil
society groups, because they are not only represented in greater numbers at
the EU level, but also have more resources and thus greater organisational
capacity and ability to act (Coen 2004; Eising 2007; Ruzza and Bozzini 2008;
Hermansson 2016). Whether this structural advantage ultimately pays off, and
whether business interests can influence political legislative processes more
effectively, depends on the concrete disputes, the resonance of the demands in
question within the public sphere, and the dynamics of political negotiations
within as well as between the EU institutions (Woll 2007; Diir et al. 2015;
Kluger Rasmussen 2015; Chalmers 2019; Junk 2019). This means that the
outcome of lobbying efforts is always subject to a high degree of uncertainty
(Coen 2004; Mazey and Richardson 2015).

Third, despite its size, heterogeneity and competitiveness, the organ-
isational field is subject to processes of closure and exclusion. The EU has
established its own arena of political decision-making with its own institutions,
procedures, and rules. Interest groups that move in this arena must adapt to
these conditions if they want to be heard. However, these closure processes
are not primarily based on formal barriers to entry, as the EU is known for
its weak regulation and control of the field of European lobbying. It is true
that over the last decades the EU has tightened the reins somewhat, as a pro-
cess was initiated with the EU Commission’s White Paper on “Governance in
Europe” (Commission of the European Community 2001) that regulates the
working relations between the EU institutions and lobby groups to a greater
extent (Homan and Luneburg 2012; Greenwood and Dreger 2013).

This openness facilitates lobbying, but does not rule out informal barriers
to access. These can be defined by three aspects. In first instance, it is noted
that lobby groups need to have specific knowledge. Those who want to be
effective must have reliable information about upcoming or ongoing legis-
lative projects and be well acquainted with the EU’s established decision-
making processes and procedures within and between the EU institutions (van
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Schendelen 2013). Additionally, Brussels is referred to as an “insiders’ town”
(Nugent 1999), because the staff of the EU institutions and lobby groups
are in regular contact and develop long-standing working relationships and
informal networks. These policy communities fluctuate between exclusivity
and inclusivity: The EU institutions are said to cultivate an open consult-
ation practice in order to increase their own knowledge base and legitimacy
(Jarman 2011), which is why they are not too exclusive in their choice of dia-
logue partners (Mazey and Richardson 2015). At the same time, however,
privileged discussion circles seem to be emerging, even if the composition of
these can be quite heterogeneous (Jarman 2008; Broscheid and Coen 2007,
Eising 2009).

This remarkable combination of inclusivity and exclusivity is ultimately
the result of the preferred consultation style within the EU. The emphasis
is on factual, dialogue-based and consensus-oriented forms of participation,
which is why information, expertise, and specialist knowledge remain cen-
tral resources of effective lobbying (Bouwen 2002; Coen 2004; Jarman 2008;
Hermansson 2016; Koehler 2019: 9-39). This consultation style generates
adaptive pressures that have been clearly demonstrated by civil society groups
and social movement organisations, because their conflict-, protest- and
publicity-oriented mobilisation strategies clash noticeably with the collabora-
tive style of interest representation that is cultivated in Brussels (Marks and
McAdam 1999; Imig and Tarrow 2001; Rucht 2004; Coen 2004: 208-9). These
groups take a more contentious approach to advocacy and aim to politicise
European policymaking (Imig and Tarrow 2001; della Porta and Parks 2013;
della Porta 2022), but have had to adapt to established legislative procedures
and styles of policy deliberation in order to become part of the inner circle of
privileged dialogue partners (Jarman 2008).

The development of the European field of interest groups thus has
important implications for the patterns and dynamics of lobbying as an
organisational goal and professional activity. At the same time, it affects the
role the organisational field plays within European integration and demo-
cratic governance. Scholars have discussed critically the contribution of
interest groups to European policymaking within the widely ramified network
of committees, advisory bodies and expert groups established around the
Commission, the Parliament, and the Council of Ministers (Haibach 2000;
Norgaard et al. 2014; Dehousse et al. 2014). Similarly, studies have reflected
on the consequences of lobbying for the legitimacy of the EU institutions and
their legislative processes (Greenwood 2017: 194-218; Jarman 2011). Critical
voices emphasise that the EU has numerous deficits, which are magnified by
European lobbying. Scholars are concerned about deficits in governance and
control (Benz and Papadopoulos 2006), which are intensified by the growth
and differentiation of the field of organised interests. At the same time, ref-
erence is made to the democratic deficit of the EU (Karr 2007; Bartolini
2009), which is also associated with the work of European lobby groups,
as the influence of particular interests undermines democratic and public
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welfare-oriented politics. Analysis has focused particularly on the role of civil
societies, with critical discussion also centring on the gains in democratisa-
tion and participation (e.g. Smismans 2006; Kroger 2008; Ruzza and Bozzini
2008; Long and Lorinczi 2009; Kohler-Koch 2010; Kohler-Koch and Quittkat
2013). Overall, opinions on the compatibility of European lobby groups with
integration and democracy diverge, as fundamental (Balanya et al. 2000; van
Apeldoorn 2002; Saurugger 2008; Laurens 2018) as well as moderate (Karr
2007) criticism is voiced.

2.2 European lobbying as an occupational field

Political science research has privileged the analysis of organisations, organ-
isational forms and organisational fields. However, scholars interested in
European lobbying have devoted themselves increasingly to the lobbying
staff, even though insights are more fragmented. Firstly, staff played a role
once it came to estimating the growth and size of the field. Time and again,
figures appear in the documents of the EU institutions and scientific studies
that speak of 10,000, 15,000 or more EU lobbyists (Berkhout and Lowery
2008; Courty 2010). Most of the time only these estimates are available, which
is why the composition of the staff and the structure of the field of activity are
not discussed. Secondly, the distinction between lobbying consultants and in-
house lobbyists is repeatedly referred to (Michalowitz 2002: 88-98) in order
to identify different types of employment (e.g. self-employment and salaried
employment). However, this comparison ultimately points back to different
organisational forms, as the typology aims to distinguish between commercial
consultancy agencies, public relations companies or law firms on the one hand
and associations or individual representations on the other.

The analysis of lobbying has shifted the focus of attention more clearly onto
the staff in recent years. Numerous topics have been addressed, even though
lobbying professionals are of relevance only indirectly. The staff is treated as
an organisational resource that increases the interest groups’ professionalism
and thus affects their lobbying performance (van Deth and Maloney 2011;
Kliiver 2012; Eberwein and Saurugger 2013; Albareda 2020; Heylen et al.
2020; Coen et al. 2021: 162-167). Studies interested in the relations between
European institutions and interest groups also moved lobbyists to centre stage
when addressing the mutual recruitment of personnel and the revolving doors
between the private and public sector (Avril 2018; Coen and Vannon 2016).
Finally, studies interested in lobbying strategies and practices pointed also at
the staff of interest groups (Woll 2007; Barron and Trouille 2015), even though
both levels — the organisation and its personnel — were addressed as comple-
mentary sides of the same coin. In fact, the debate is driven by an implicit
assumption that lobbyists are primarily a mouthpiece of their organisations,
and this assumption was explicitly voiced by US-American scholars who
identified a strong partisan attachment of lobbyists to their clients (Heinz
et al. 1997; Healy 2016).
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Recent research urges to distinguish more clearly between both, because
professionals are actors in their own right and follow own needs and interests,
aspirations, and convictions. Several case studies acknowledge that lobbyists
are policy intermediaries or brokers who adapt and shape the policy agendas
of their clients (Stephenson and Jackson 2010; Lowery and Marchetti 2012;
Tyllstrom and Murray 2021). Additionally, they strive to expand their work-
related autonomy within their organisations (Vargovcikova 2015; Avril 2018;
Cloteau 2018; Kerduel 2022), as this has an impact on their work performance.
Lobbyists thus have their own professional agenda. However, it is important
to acknowledge that this agenda is not only an individual one but also a col-
lective agenda, because European lobbyists are engaged in establishing and
reproducing common practices and skills across the various employees, thus
enabling professional exchange across the various sectors as well as social
mobility within the wider labour market. Recent sociological studies indicate
that such a professional group has been formed. They show that the staff
of interest groups share similar social backgrounds (Laurens 2018: 86-97;
Michon 2022), are professionally mobile across employers, and are engaged
in forming a set of skills and practices (Courty and Michel 2013; Cheynis
2022). They are collectively committed to establishing European lobbying
as a specialised professional activity within and between their organisations
(Michel 2013; Vargov¢ikova 2015; Avril 2018; Cloteau 2018; Kerduel 2022).

This book aims to contribute to this emerging body of evidence by providing
a comprehensive and systematic analysis of the occupational field as such. For
this purpose, it is necessary to review sociological research about occupations
and professions, because this strand of inquiry offers considerable theoretical,
conceptual, and empirical wisdom to the analysis of European lobbying. The
added value does not stem from the simple question as to whether European
lobbying is a profession in its own right. More promising is the contribution
of sociological writing to the analysis of professionalisation processes in its
various dimensions, because it allows to better understand the extent to which
European lobbying has developed structural characteristics that integrate the
field internally and close it off externally, and because it allows to uncover the
main factors and drivers responsible for the — always contentious and precar-
ious — enforcement of professional work.

The sociology of occupations and professions has explored these questions
in depth. It is true that earlier studies were much more interested in indi-
vidual occupations and professions than in fields of activity. The main focus
was on fully qualified occupational groups and professions, such as the lib-
eral professions — especially doctors and lawyers (Abbott 1988; Burrage
and Torstendahl 1990; Broadbent et al. 1997). However, these cases allowed
to determine how a field of activity is shaped and established as a labour
market with restricted access; and it allowed the researchers to trace how
occupational groups and professions define and control their fields of work
(Wilensky 1964; Abbott 1988; Neal and Morgen 2020). The focus on indi-
vidual occupations and professions is of limited use for the purposes of this
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study, because European lobbying is a highly diversified field of activities
and recruits people with different professional profiles. However, sociological
research has moved away from the idea of clearly delimitable occupational
groups and now investigates specific forms of knowledge and fields of activity
(Muzio and Kirkpatrick 2011; Muzio et al. 2013; Saks 2016; Noordegraaf
2020), thus increasing its appeal for a study of European lobbying. Recent
research has addressed three issues that can help formulate key assumptions
that guide the present study: research studying the changes in the social envir-
onment of professions; studies analysing the strategies of professionalisation;
and investigations into the particular requirements of transnational arenas of
professionalisation.

2.2.1 The changing context of professional work

A first debate was mainly interested in the changes in the social environment
of professional work. Here, sociological theory takes the lead. It argues that
the emergence of occupational groups and professions is an essential part of
the development of modern societies, precisely because the process of func-
tional differentiation of social spheres calls for such specialisation (Durkheim
1997). Occupational groups and professions safeguard the functioning of soci-
eties in specific areas because they provide, expand and pass on specialised,
rational knowledge and because they link their professional actions to
norms oriented towards the common good (Parsons 1968). Societal differ-
entiation can therefore work towards a monopolisation of areas of activity
by occupational groups, provided that these groups succeed in establishing
specialised knowledge as authoritative expertise and legitimising it through
a mission dedicated to the common good. The simultaneous development of
capitalist enterprises and state bureaucracies both jeopardises and promotes
this push towards professionalisation, as salaried employment in companies
and administrations becomes the dominant form of activity (Wilensky 1964;
Rueschemeyer 1983; Muzio and Kirkpatrick 2011). This curtails professional
autonomy, which is why professions have appeared to establish themselves
best in areas of self-employment — the liberal professions (especially medi-
cine and lawyers) (Parsons 1968). However, state regulation of the education
system is also conducive to professions, because the accumulation of cultural
capital in the form of state-accredited educational certificates helps secure
and reproduce the social status of occupational groups (Bourdieu 1977 and
1996; Hanlon 1998; Schinkel and Noordegraaf 2011). Modern, functionally
differentiated societies consequently produce a system of professions based
on the division of labour (Abbott 1988), in which different occupational
groups define their respective spheres of activity and influence.

However, there is widespread agreement in research that occupational
groups and professions are no longer able to secure their position sufficiently
in the course of further societal developments (Evetts 2003; Gorman and
Vallas 2020). From a systems theory perspective, functional differentiation
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contributes to the establishment of professions (Parsons 1939), but also to the
erosion of their ability to exert social control (Stichweh 1997). This is not only
due to the fact that differentiation is constantly triggering further specialisa-
tion. It is more significant that professionalism becomes a generalised orienta-
tion for action that can be adopted by different actors (Evetts 2013; Schinkel
and Noordegraaf 2011). Professional knowledge and action orientations can
be monopolised less and less by certain collectives, which is why not only can
there be a professionalisation of different professionals, but also a profession-
alisation of laypersons in relation to experts.

Behind these developments are societal changes that can only be listed briefly
here. It is about the mechanisation, rationalisation, and digitalisation of the
world of work, which replace old occupations and professions with new ones.
The transition from an industrial to an information and knowledge society
brings about educational expansion, an increase in the service sector and the
upgrading of knowledge-based work (Bell 1973), and thus the emergence of
a multitude of new occupational groups that base their validity precisely on
specific knowledge and a rational-professional approach to this knowledge
(Evetts et al. 2012; Saks 2012). Another factor to be mentioned is the changed
role of the state, because the deregulated, increasingly flexible labour markets
have changed the existing employment relationships and increased the share
of atypical employment (Countouris 2007). This implies risks for established
occupational groups, but also new opportunities for occupationalisation,
especially in the field of knowledge-based services. Moreover, the education
revolution has implications for established professions, because the growing
access to higher education and the growing internationalisation of this pro-
cess is eroding their privileged status and questioning their claims to superior
knowledge (Baker 2018). Finally, the strengthening of social movements,
self-help groups or citizens’ initiatives and a more critical public should be
mentioned. Established groups of experts and professions increasingly see
themselves confronted with a multitude of counter-experts, protest groups or
lay associations that question the experts’ claim to exclusive access to higher
knowledge (Beck et al. 1994; Evetts 2008; Pfadenhauer and Kirschner 2017).

These developments necessarily result in a continuous pluralisation and
democratisation of knowledge and thus also in a demystification of pro-
fessional expertise (Nowotny et al. 2001; Pfadenhauer 2006; Schinkel and
Noordegraaf 2011). Established professions risk a decline in status or influ-
ence, just as less established occupational groups can no longer follow the
traditional path of professionalisation, because clearly defined and exclu-
sive areas of responsibility and professional roles, training and professional
careers are no longer so easy to define and defend. In addition, the certifica-
tion of one’s own sphere of influence by the state is becoming increasingly
precarious. To contend with this, occupational groups must increasingly hold
their own in the market and present themselves to a critical public.

The societal context challenges occupational groups that seek pro-
fessional status, but it also encourages new forms of professionalisation
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that are better adapted to the new exigencies of work. Particularly in the
area of knowledge-intensive services (for instance, digitalisation and IT-
communication, management consultancy, legal counselling, policy analysis,
and creative services), new occupational groups are formed that put par-
ticular emphasis on professional expertise in mastering complex problems.
Given that these occupations are strongly tied to organisations, either in
terms of employment and/or as subject of their work, these occupations
develop a new approach that has been called hybrid, corporate or organ-
isational professionalism (Faulconbridge and Muzio 2008; Muzio et al.
2011; Noordegraaf 2015 and 2020), because it merges the contradictory
orientations of professional and managerial principles, that is, autonomy
and control, quality and efficiency.

These observations also apply to European lobbying. The field of work is
not protected by any formalised barriers to entry, so it is open to people with
different professional backgrounds. Lobbyists do knowledge work, but the
breadth of activities calls for different bodies of knowledge. They are employed
by organisations whose interests they are charged with representing, but their
professionalism depends largely on their ability to organise the development
of political interests and demands within their interest group or client organ-
isation. In addition, interest representation is repeatedly confronted with the
demand for de-occupationalisation. Criticism of lobbying is to a large extent
always also criticism of the occupationality of interest representation. It thus
also implies demands for a democratisation of lobbying, in other words for
generalised and unhindered access to politics for all.

2.2.2 Occupational groups and strategies of professionalisation

The described pluralisation of professional expertise and practice does not
call into question the processes of occupationalisation and professional-
isation (Wilensky 1964; Broadbend et al. 1997). Rather, it can be assumed
that professionalisation has become a generalised point of orientation and a
standard of assessment for professional work, also in the area of lobbying.
A second strand of research in the sociology of professions is devoted to
these processes of professionalisation. It is primarily concerned with the
question of which paths occupational groups take and which strategies they
employ in order to establish themselves in a highly changeable social envi-
ronment. This research debate is heavily oriented towards the sociology of
knowledge, as it is interested in how occupational groups produce bodies of
knowledge, practices, and professionalist values, and how they institution-
alise them as valid points of orientation in a specific field of work (Schinkel
and Noordegraaf 2011; Evetts 2013; Suddaby and Viale 2011). Much of this
work is rooted in a Weberian tradition (Saks 2016), because it aims to uncover
the ways in which professionals engage collectively in generating common
understandings, routines, and beliefs relevant to their work. Symbolic inter-
actionism was early in discovering this profession-building work by studying
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the way in which occupations construct common practices, skills, and iden-
tities, and how they strive to increase their social status as a group (Hughes
1958). However, questions of power theory were also addressed in this strand
of research, since professionalisation ultimately aims at market control
through monopoly formation (Larson 1977; Freidson 1986). According to
this approach, occupational groups try to transfer the scarce resources they
control (expertise and professional competences) into other scarce resources
(high income and high social prestige). The aim of the research is therefore to
identify the means and mechanisms that underlie profession-specific profes-
sionalisation projects (Saks 2016; Neal and Morgen 2020). In total, five such
levers can be identified that have been introduced into the debate over time.

The focus of the initial studies was, firstly, the organisational capacity of
the occupational group itself. Occupational groups claim special knowledge,
ability, and skill in identifying, analysing, and solving socially relevant issues
and problems. They legitimise their professional mission by referring to their
own expertise and their orientation towards the common good. Ultimately,
however, occupational groups as a collective must be able to tap into and
control a particular labour market. Professional organisations and trade
associations play an important role here (Carr-Saunders and Wilson 1936;
Harrison 2003). This corporative form of organisation is important in order
to claim an exclusive knowledge, to underpin accountability for socially
recognised services and to regulate access to the profession. Professional
associations play an important role in this professional closure of fields of
activity, because they advocate the introduction of binding training and
qualification certificates, push for registration in professional chambers as
a prerequisite for practising a profession and/or enforce control bodies with
an association that sanction good and bad professional practice (Wilensky
1964; Larson 1977). Political representation of interests is also not insignifi-
cant, as the legal framework set by the state is of great importance for a pro-
fessionalisation project.

These studies thus already pointed to a second lever, which concerns the
state: Occupational groups are also interested in state recognition, licensing,
and mandates (Collins 1987; Burrage and Torstendahl 1990). Indeed, occu-
pational groups have an interest in the state recognising corresponding edu-
cational pathways and degrees, protecting professions and professional
titles, delegating responsibility for certain activities to occupational groups,
subsidising them via state funding instruments or even bringing them into
the public services. Professional privileges are institutionalised by the state,
which means that they are established, sanctioned and legitimised through
legal frameworks and public funding. However, the state can also play
an obstructive role when it comes to restricting privileges, deregulating
labour markets, promoting competition or regulating professional practice
(Broadbent et al. 1997; Hanlon 1999; Evetts 2003). The extent of state regula-
tion varies between countries and occupational fields, depending on the degree
of resistance to state regulation or the state’s interest in gaining access to the
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occupational field (Neal and Morgen 2020). In the area of public services,
for example, the state has a major interest in regulating professional labour
markets, whereas in many areas of business-related activities and knowledge-
based services (such as the IT and multimedia sector, the new creative indus-
tries), there is greater reliance on the market or professional associations.

With professional associations and the state, two central players or
mechanisms of professionalisation have been identified. However, the more
recent sociology of professions has been able to show that today’s occupa-
tional groups have greater problems claiming special knowledge and profes-
sional privileges and having them certified by the state. Therefore, thirdly,
the market seems to have become an important venue for contrarian profes-
sionalisation projects. Or to put it another way: Occupational groups have to
push strategies of professionalisation that pay off on the market. This means
developing marketable services, securing important contracts, filling lucrative
positions (jobs, directorships, advisory positions), aggressively marketing pro-
fessional expertise, establishing their own private training camps and other
means that are in line with the market. State regulations and privileges play
a lesser role, but are not necessarily abandoned. For instance, occupational
groups can use (legally codified) evidence of professional performance (evalu-
ation, transparency, training obligations, etc.) to distinguish themselves from
other providers on the labour market (Broadbend et al. 1997; Pfadenhauer
2006; Pfadenhauer and Kirschner 2017).

Fourthly, reference has been made to the importance of science and higher
education. Professions are characterised by specific knowledge and a clearly
delineated world of expertise. Professions have esoteric knowledge and an
esoteric practice (Hughes 1971: 374 f.; Macdonald 1995: 1), which is not
accessible to laypersons. For the development and establishment of this spe-
cial knowledge, universities play a prominent role as a place of teaching and
research (Saks 2012; Evetts et al. 2012; Frank and Meyer 2020). Professional
knowledge is legitimised as rational and abstract knowledge that is gener-
ally applicable to various problems and can be reflexively extended. For
many professions, the scientification of the professional knowledge base (for
example, through cooperation with universities, research assignments, profes-
sional publications or conferences) is becoming a decisive strategy for profes-
sionalisation (Mieg and Evetts 2018). In this context, the academisation of
vocational education and training plays an important role, since this ensures
that educational certificates are acquired that indicate rationality, superiority
and exclusivity.

Finally, the scientification and academisation of professional action point
to the necessity of staging professionalism. In fact, professionalism is under-
stood as an ability to convincingly present one’s own professional competence
(Dent and Whitehead 2002; Evetts 2013; Noordegraaf 2020). This staging
competence is initially only a means used by professionals to be recognised
as professional by employers or clients. Professionalism is a label that directly
pays off for professionals on the labour market. It signals willingness, ability,
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and authority to take on tasks and activities (Pfadenhauer 2006; Evetts 2008).
In a societal context in which the presentation of one’s professionalism is
made permanent, however, this staging is a constitutive element of profes-
sionalism itself. This is not only due to the competitive pressure of competi-
tive markets, but also as result of the greater importance of a critical public,
which is discussed as the fifth and last factor of professionalisation. As already
described, occupational groups are under public scrutiny; they have to justify
their own expertise and practice, assert themselves against other occupational
groups and deal with a self-assured lay public (Beck et al. 1994; Rucht 2004;
della Porta and Pava 2017). This makes the display of competence a part of
professional skills and activities. Professional action is only effective if it is
perceived as professional by clients, customers, competitors, the media, and
the general public (Mieg and Evetts 2018; Harrits and Larsen 2021).

European lobbying offers an interesting case for the study of such pro-
fessionalisation processes. On the one hand, the conditions for successful
professionalisation are not particularly favourable; on the other hand, it can
be assumed that this field of activity is subject to controversial profession-
alisation projects. First, it can be assumed that a corporative strategy plays
only a minor role in the field of European lobbying, since lobbying-specific
professional associations are hardly of any importance. The legal regulation
of lobbying by the EU institutions is also unlikely to be a driving force, as
the measures introduced only address the working relations between lobby
groups and EU institutions and do not directly regulate the occupational
group and the related labour market. In contrast, it can be assumed that
European lobbying is subject to a market-conforming process of profession-
alisation, since commercial services have become an important sub-segment
of the occupational field and thus also place special demands on the proof
of a professional gain. In this context, it can also be assumed that European
lobbying follows the path of scientification and academisation of professional
activity in order to provide such evidence. After all, the need for staging in this
field of work is probably extremely high. This is because lobbying is an easily
scandalised activity, and because professionals have to overcome reservations
on the part of clients, institutional targets and the mass media in order to be
able to do their work.

2.2.3 Transnational expert groups

European lobbying is also an attractive object of study because it is linked
back to a transnational field of activity that poses particular challenges for
professionalisation. The pool of professionals is not only characterised by a
diversity of professional backgrounds and careers but also by the diversity of
national origins. This particularity has not been addressed in depth by socio-
logical research on occupations and professions, as interest has been primarily
focused on the situation in individual countries. Nevertheless, it is possible
to draw on scientific findings identified by political science and sociological
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research. This research debate has dealt with transnational experts and
professions and represents the third point of reference for the present study.
For the purposes of this study, reference should be made in particular to
studies on transnational professional networks and associations (Seabrooke
2014; Quack 2006), on so-called epistemic communities (Haas 1992; Cross
2013) or communities of practice (Wenger et al. 2002; Bicchi 2011).

The main purpose of this research was to empirically determine the
importance of professional expertise in the field of international politics.
In this respect, studies have shown that experts have a discernible influence
on political negotiations between governments (Cross 2013), as they define
problems, determine the causes of problems, narrow down constraints on
action and offer possible solutions. They are not infrequently also respon-
sible for encouraging international organisations and national governments
to legally and institutionally establish individual policy fields (such as eco-
nomic, security, climate, environmental or education policy), which actively
involve these expert groups or delegate core tasks to them (Dunlop 2010
and 2014; Faleg 2012; Galbreath and McEvoy 2013). For this research
approach, experts and professions are therefore driving forces of global-
isation. They are themselves transnationally organised and put pressure
on international organisations and national governments to identify and
address common problems. In this they are not only advocates for inter-
national regulations. They seem to homogenise political institutions at the
national and international level, as they promote similar problem-solving
role models. Transnational expert groups and professions are thus institu-
tional entrepreneurs that contribute to institutional isomorphism (Meyer
et al. 1997a; Meyer et al. 1997b; Meyer and Ramirez 2000; Antoniades
2003). Their influence is primarily cognitive, because they affect the way the
world is seen and evaluated, that is, which problems and causes of problems
are identified and addressed.

Scholars have proposed to distinguish between different types of com-
munities — epistemic communities on the one side, communities of practice
and instrument constituencies on the other — because they play different
roles within the political process. Transnational communities of experts are
strongly involved when it comes to the definition of policy problems and
goals. Epistemic communities have highly rationalised and consistent bodies
of knowledge, which are a source of their social and political influence, but
also of their internal homogeneity as a group. These communities share a
similar world view, common causal thinking, a belief in the verifiability of
problem diagnoses and solutions, and similar notions of meaningful strat-
egies for action (Haas 1992; Seabrooke 2014). Their bodies of knowledge are
specialised in certain fields of action, which is why these communities are
usually also differentiated along policy or problem fields (such as economy,
security, climate, environment or education).

However, expert communities are not exclusively made up of members of
academia and academically related professions (Haas 1992; Ikenberry 1992).
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Research also proposes to acknowledge the existence of communities of prac-
tice and instrument constituencies. They comprise professional practitioners
who are committed to policy and problem solution and employ similar policy
instruments and toolkits (Wenger et al. 2002; Antoniades 2003; Zito 2018;
Bicchi 2011; Howlett and Saguin 2021). These communities are effective
on the practical level, since the implementation and application of political
programmes and government measures are very often placed in the hands
of occupational groups that claim to have a profession-specific repertoire of
knowledge and a corresponding toolbox.

The predominance of transnational communities of experts has been
confirmed in many case analyses (Schneiker et al. 2018). However, recent
research draws a more differentiated picture that seeks to do justice to the
internal heterogeneity of the fields of action in which these expert groups
operate. Earlier studies have focused on issue-specific expert groups, including
science-based ones (Ikenberry 1992; Schofer 2003), underlining that they
operate as cohesive transnational groups. The community character is indeed
very pronounced within scientific disciplines and schools. Yet, even more so
than the earlier studies, current research points out that many policy fields
(such as security, economic, environmental or education policy) are internally
heterogeneous and sometimes also listen to different groups of experts and
professions (Drake and Nicolaidis 1992; Cross 2013; Galbreath and McEvoy
2013). The work of expert committees is not necessarily characterised by con-
sensus, because often there are differences of opinion and dissent (Dehousse
et al. 2014). Especially when it comes to the professional-practical level of
detailed regulation and implementation, the circle of actors and organisations
involved becomes even wider (Wenger et al. 2002; Adler 2008; Djelic and
Quack 2010: 21; Béland et al. 2018: 8).

Transnational expert groups are consequently also confronted with a
growing number of competing bodies of knowledge and working related
toolkits. This diversification, however, does not necessarily limit their ability
to reproduce themselves as communities of knowledge and/or practice. Two
factors seem to be particularly effective (Schneiker et al. 2018). On the one
hand, it is emphasised that transnational communities of experts are pri-
marily based on personal interactions and shared socialisation processes
(Antoniades 2003; Cross 2013: 147; Checkel 2009; Faleg 2012: 165). Through
regular meetings and continuous communication, the members develop
common world views, ideas, and identities. Transnational expertise is ultim-
ately constructed through mutual attributions. On the other hand, the recog-
nition of this community of experts by international organisations and
national governments plays an important role. Individuals only gain expert
status by being invited to and participating in expert hearings and panels.
Moreover, the same applies to the extended networks and expert groups
that use such hearings and participations as an arena of communitisation
and recognition. In this respect, transnational expertise is dependent on state
recognition and accreditation.
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The case of the EU provides a vivid example of this, because the forma-
tion of transnational communities of experts is institutionally provided for.
In the literature, the European integration process and the establishment of
the EU are described as a process of juridification (Joerges 2003; Miinch
2008). The central role of European law as a driver of integration has led
to the establishment of professional networks of legal practitioners (judges,
lawyers, administrative officials) who exert considerable influence on shaping
European law (Vauchez and Mudge 2012; Vauchez and de Witte 2013).
Furthermore, the many consultation forums of the EU Commission and the
numerous specialised committees of the EU Parliament and the Permanent
Representations create a multitude of thematically specialised expert circles
(Haibach 2000; Nergaard et al. 2014). Although this system of comitology
allows for diversity of opinion and dissent (Dehousse et al. 2014), it also
consolidates policy field-specific expert networks across national borders.
These networks bridge communities of expertise and practice, because the
importance of secondary law (e.g. implementing and delegated acts) within
European policymaking makes the work within the comitology system a
highly technical matter. Finally, the many European funding programmes
also result in the development of a transnational network of EU professionals
who make their living in the field of fund acquisition, project management
and consultancy (Biittner et al. 2015 and 2018). In all these cases, the develop-
ment of professional networks and communities of experts is clearly demand-
driven, because these groups of people develop specialised knowledge of the
EU regulatory material, undergo common socialisation processes and often
develop a professional self-image based on the European idea.

The findings of this debate are important for the study of European lobbyists,
because they help comprehend them as a transnational community of know-
ledge and practice. Their role, however, is a peculiar one, because they are not
firm experts themselves. Rather, they process, communicate, and contribute
information and analyses that have been developed by experts on the subject
matter. It is not uncommon for their work to involve identifying and recruiting
experts who specialise in a particular field or topic and integrating them into
advisory bodies and procedures. The specificity of European lobbying is thus
related to its mediating role: European lobbyists have assembled specialised
knowledge about the European policy process and a toolkit of instruments
to exert political influence on this process. Lobbyists perceive themselves as
professional experts — and so do their clients and employers. They are part
of a community insofar as they claim to possess an exclusive knowledge and
practical mastery that is not accessible to every layperson: Membership to this
community must be obtained, recognised or granted.

2.3 Analytical concepts and research assumptions

The review of previous research allows to sharpen the senses when analysing
the field of European lobbying. Studies about European interest groups
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help delimit the specificities of the professional field under analysis, while
research about professions and expert groups provides the analytic frame-
work to conceptualise the field and identify the relevant research questions
and assumptions.

2.3.1 The conceptual framework: professional work as occupational field

The analyses of this book are thus particularly indebted to the sociology
of professions. An important point of reference is the social constructivist
approach to the study of occupational groups, because is allows to move
European lobbyists to centre stage. Following the path created by previous
research (Hughes 1958; Freidson 1970; Larson 1977; Dent and Whitehead
2002; Saks 2016), it is argued that the professionals’ own experiences,
practices, and convictions are crucial to understanding the formation and
reproduction of the occupational field. It is thus essential to determine how
European lobbyists are involved in shaping common routines, relationships,
and understandings relevant to their work, in forming and vindicating group
images and missions, in safeguarding the authority and command of their
area of operation, and in increasing their professional standing and social
status. Particular emphasis needs to be placed on the role of professionalism
as a specific type of agency, expertise, and value in the formation and repro-
duction of occupational groups (Freidson 2001; Schinkel and Noordegraaf
2011; Saks 2012; Evetts et al. 2012; Evetts 2013), because it is argued that
European lobbyists are interested in professionalism as a resource and asset to
secure acceptance, reputation, and influence. Highly relevant is also the soci-
etal, institutional, and organisational context of professional work, particu-
larly with regard to European lobbying, because most lobbyists are employed
by interest groups, consultancies or law firms. They are thus exposed to cor-
porate, managerial, and/or bureaucratic pressures (Muzio and Kirkpatrick
2011) that require new professional tasks and skills, thus encouraging new
forms of corporate or organisational professionalism (Faulconbridge and
Muzio 2008; Muzio et al. 2011; Noordegraaf 2015).

These indications highlight the need to acknowledge the organisational
and institutional embeddedness of professional work. For this reason, it is
argued that the constructivist approach to the study of occupational groups
has to be inserted into a field-theorical research agenda (Bourdieu 1998: 1-34;
Kauppi 2003; Georgakakis and Rowell 2013; Vauchez and de Witte 2013).
This approach makes it possible to conceptualise European lobbying as an
occupational field that is institutionally embedded into the architecture of the
EU and organisationally patterned by the arena of interest groups and com-
mercial consultancies working at EU level. The theoretical adjustment is also
required, because the constructivist approach has privileged the joint attempts
of occupational groups to ensure a professional status, thus downplaying
internal rifts and conflicts (Saks 2016). European lobbying, however, is an
open and contested field (Michel 2013; Beauvallet et al. 2022), marked by
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different occupational groups, internal tensions, and conflicts that are fuelled
by antagonistic groups, scandal-mongering media, watchdog NGOs, and
regulatory EU institutions. In this sense, it is necessary to respect the role
of rifts and conflicts in the formation and professionalisation of European
lobbying.

The proposed conceptualisation of European lobbying as an occupational
field makes it possible to adopt a well-established theoretical framework — the
theory of social fields. According to this approach, fields are social arenas
of collective action. They are constituted by common purposes, interactions
between actors having a stake in these purposes, and binding rules and
discourses guiding these interactions (Bourdieu 1998: 1-34; Bourdieu and
Wachquant 1992: 94-115 and 2020). Fields are structured along the strategic
relations between actors, and thus by conflictual relations of domination and
subordination, core and periphery (Fligstein and McAdam 2012). These con-
flictual relations are determined by the scarcity of resources, which is charac-
teristic of social fields. Scarcity prompts struggles over access and allocation,
competition between actors, and disputes over the definition of the under-
lying rules.

Field theory has been widely applied within the social sciences, amongst
them to the study of contentious policy fields (Fligstein and McAdam 2012),
expert and professional groups (Vauchez 2008; Georgakakis and Rowell 2013;
Vauchez and de Witte 2013), organisational fields (Meyer and Rowan 1977,
DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Scott 2008; Suddaby and Viale 2011), and societal
sub-areas, such as art, academia, law, or education (Bourdieu 1987, 1993 and
1996). Beyond that, it is also highly appropriate for an analysis of European
lobbying, because the latter can be defined as a strategic field of action with
common purposes, competing actors, and scarce resources. In fact, European
lobbyists are guided by one concern: How can they effectively influence rele-
vant decisions? This question not only implies a common purpose but also a
reference to influence as a scarce resource. It is true that competing interest
groups might be able to jointly influence a policy, given that political decisions
are usually based on compromises between diverging demands. However, the
number of demands that can be tabled in legislative proceedings and are
ultimately incorporated into laws is limited. Moreover, limited influence is
also a function of limited access, because lobbyists can only exert political
influence if they have access to the political institutions and their staff. Hence,
access is itself a scarce resource (Bouwen 2002; Eising 2007) that determines
the degree of political influence. Members of the European Parliament or
the European Commission, for example, can only conduct a certain number
of meetings. It should also be taken into account that the Commission and
the Parliament are internally differentiated according to policy fields, which
is why lobby groups vie for access to Directorates-General and committees,
which are staffed to varying degrees. After all, lobbyists compete not only for
the scarce commodity of “influence” or “access,” but also for “attention.”
Lobbying is aimed at generating attention for specific issues and demands
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within as well as between the European institutions (Skorkjer Binderkrantz
and Rasmussen 2015; Kastner 2018; Rasch 2018). The aim is to raise issues
and place demands, and this objective is ambitious, given the multitude of
interest groups competing for attention for their issues and demands. Also
important is the fact that lobby groups themselves have limited resources
(funds, staff), which is why they have to decide in which (limited) way they
want to generate access, attention and influence.

These explanations make it clear that European lobbying meets an
important characteristic of social fields. Lobbyists are professionally oriented
towards a common goal — that of influencing political decisions. Furthermore,
they interact directly with each other through their activities. Influence,
access, and attention are scarce commodities, which is why one’s own success
is largely determined by the actions of others. These interdependencies do
imply competitive relationships between lobby groups. But they can also lead
to cooperation, coalitions or alliances (Pijnenburg 1998; Mahoney 2007;
Kliiver 2011; Beyers and de Bruycker 2018), because the latter can solve the
problems of scarce resources, access, and attention spans. European lobbying
therefore oscillates between competition and cooperation. In any case, how-
ever, the actions of the individual lobby groups are integrated into a network
of interdependencies and interactions: Lobbyists observe each other, are in
direct and indirect contact with each other and align their own activities with
the actions of others.

The interdependencies described above point to two further characteristics
of social fields. On the one hand, strategic interactions do not follow a
random principle but are guided by rules and norms. The occupational field
of lobbying is subject to a set of norms, incentives, and sanctions, which
is why lobbyists moving in the field know (or should know) which action
is appropriate or inappropriate, sensible or senseless, desired or undesired.
On the other hand, occupational fields are characterised by discourses
that legitimise these rules and norms, and justify or discredit actions that
follow or deviate from them. This has been well documented in relation to
professionalism as a value and occupational ethos (Evetts 2013; Schinkel
and Noordegraaf 2011). In the occupational field of European lobbying,
such a discourse is likely to be widespread, because lobbyists have a mutual
interest in justifying their professional work as meaningful and legitimate,
even though they work for competing interests. Additionally, the justifica-
tion pressure is also likely to be pronounced because European lobbying
is the subject of controversial debates within the public sphere. This is
mainly due to the scandal-ready mass media and NGOs that are critical
of lobbying with regard to democratic principles of governance. However,
justification pressure is also inherent in the regulatory measures of the EU
institutions, as EU affairs professionals are required to comply with (vol-
untary) commitments and codes of conduct (Greenwood and Dreger 2013;
Greenwood 2017: 55-66) in order to safeguard their professional reputation
(Nastase and Muurmans 2018).
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2.3.2 Mapping the field — research questions and assumptions (1)

The analysis of European lobbying as an occupational field involves, in first
instance, an empirical objective that calls to answer a number of descrip-
tive research questions related to the field’s scope and structure. Is European
lobbying a well-established occupation that spans across interest sectors and
lobby group provenances? Is it a field subjected to processes of integration
and closure? How strong is the internal homogeneity or differentiation? And
what are the main dividing lines structuring the field internally? The empirical
data of this study promise to deliver answers to all these research questions,
because it comprises two data sets (a quantitative and a qualitative one) that
provide a comprehensive picture of the breadth and diversity of the occupa-
tional field across various interest groups, professional backgrounds, national
provenances, and activity profiles (see Section 2.4). The mapping also promises
to be systematic, because it aims to conceptually distinguish between three
components of professionalism — as an occupation, knowledge and value —
and to empirically map and analyse the related dimensions accordingly: the
employment patterns and occupational status, the know-how and profes-
sional capital, and the professional self-affirmation and legitimation. Each of
these dimensions is expected to be responsible for the successive integration
and closure of the field around paid employment, professional capitals and a
legitimate mission.

The first empirical dimension refers to the occupational structure of the
field. In this respect, the analyses will take a look at the employment status
of lobbying staff (e.g. contractual relations, remuneration, staff positions, job
satisfaction, and aspirations), the sectoral permeability of the field (e.g. work
experiences in different sectors and within the EU institutions), and occupa-
tional paths (e.g. points of access to the field, career histories, occupational
requirements). The aim will be to ascertain the extent to which European
lobbying has been established as an occupational group across interest groups
and professionals. Occupationalisation is a concept proposed to describe the
replacement of (voluntary, part-time or temporary, and rotating) lobbying
activities by forms of full-time, remunerated and long-term (career-oriented)
employment. It also refers to the establishment of an integrated labour market
that erects external boundaries and entrance requirements, while allowing for
occupational mobility across interest groups and sectors.

The second dimension relates to the professional expertise of the occupa-
tional group. To identify this professional dimension, the analyses will make
use of data about the educational background of European lobbyists (e.g.
educational attainment, disciplinary background), their professional know-
how (e.g. exclusivity claims, required skills), and their professional capitals
(e.g. networks, expertise, reputation, belonging). The aim is to ascertain the
degree of professional integration and closure of the field across interest
groups and their staff. Professionalisation in its strict sense is used as a con-
cept to delineate the extent to which diverging skills and practices between
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different interest sectors, vocational backgrounds, and national provenances
have been supplanted by a shared repertoire of action and a common stock of
professional capitals. It will not only help ascertain the degree of homogenisa-
tion, but also the extent to which the field is establishing boundaries between
insiders and outsiders, depending on the ability of professionals to acquire the
necessary professional capitals, and thus, ultimately, the professional prestige
and influence necessary to move into the closed circuit of insiders.

The third dimension is associated with the professional and political legit-
imacy of the occupational groups. In order to substantiate this dimension,
the analysis will make use of data about the professional ethos of European
lobbyists (e.g. attitudes towards European public affairs, lobbying and pro-
fessional work), their perceived images of lobbying (e.g. the perceived public
acceptance, their own assessments, and political and ethical demands), and the
explicit justifications and criticisms they voice. This legitimation is expected
to be twofold, because it requires a justification of the professionalised form
(the labour) of political exertion of influence (the task). The aim is to delimit
the extent to which European lobbyists have internalised an ethos of profes-
sionalism and profess their work’s political legitimacy. It will allow to ascer-
tain the degree to which competing visions about the professionalism and
political legitimacy of lobbying are replaced by a shared understanding of the
profession’s mandate and mission.

The analyses of this book will be devoted to empirically mapping these
dimensions separately. The overall aim, however, is to paint a nuanced picture
of European lobbying that makes it possible to consider additive relations
between the three components, and the cumulative effects they might have
on the internal integration and external closure of the field. It will be asked
whether European lobbying is not only a well-established occupation, but also
a professional group that dissociates itself from non-professional outsiders
and is eventually committed to an ethos of professionalism and a belief in
the political legitimacy of its mission. The empirical findings presented in
the following chapters will show that the internal integration and external
closure of the field are quite advanced, but exhibit different levels on the three
dimensions analysed. The empirical data will reveal that European lobbying
is a fully established occupation marginalising other forms of labour.
Moreover, European lobbyists are jointly engaged in accumulating profes-
sional skills and capitals that allow them to access the inner circles of EU
politics. However, lobbyists do not see themselves as a corporate professional
actor, and disagreements emerge when considering professional and polit-
ical attitudes, thus evidencing considerable conflicts about the occupational
groups’ legitimacy.

2.3.3 Identifying drivers — research questions and assumptions (11)

The empirical mapping of the field stimulates a number of analytic questions
that are related to the second, explanatory objective of this study. If the field



40 Lobbyists in the crosshairs of research

of European lobbying is (gradually and/or partially) professionalising along
the three components introduced above, what are the drivers of the profes-
sional integration and closure of the field? Is it possible to identify those
segments of the field that are particularly professionalised with regard to
all three components? Which are the factors that have an effect on diverging
levels of professionalisation within the field? And is it possible to identify the
types of lobbyists that are most closely linked to the professionalisation of
European lobbying, and can thus be labelled as drivers of professionalisation?
The review of previous research studies and findings provides a number of
assumptions about the explanatory factors and driving forces that might be
responsible for the (partial and/or gradual) professionalisation of European
lobbying. In this regard, it is advisable to start with the identification of
research assumptions that are related to the institutional and societal context
of European lobbying, before the focus is placed on more specific research
assumptions that address the lobbyists themselves.

The first set of research assumptions refers to the societal context of
the occupational field. Based on the review of the sociology of professions
(Section 2.2), it is expected that the presumed professionalism is the result of
a co-production of different societal spheres: market actors, state institutions,
educational institutions, professional associations, and actors of the public
sphere (especially mass media and organised civil society). Some of these
actors will have their say in the following chapters, thus providing empirical
illustrations of their influences on the field. Above all, however, the European
lobbyists will help explore the constellations of economic, institutional, polit-
ical, and social forces that are constitutive of the occupational field, because
the data allow to identify those professionals that are particularly exposed to
these contextual drivers of professionalisation. In preparation for the empir-
ical evaluations, five assumptions can be formulated.

Firstly, it can be assumed that the process of professionalisation follows the
logicof themarket. Europeanlobbyingisa growingand highly internationalised
labour and service market. Lobby groups are in competition with each other
and this competition should conceptually and structurally favour profession-
alisation, since highly professionalised forms of lobbying promise a compara-
tive competitive advantage in influencing political decisions. Industry lobby
groups are likely to have played a decisive role in establishing a labour market
of secure, often well-paid jobs. Professionalisation drivers are likely to include,
in particular, commercial consultancies (law firms, management consultan-
cies, PR agencies, etc.) that have made professional services their business
model (Avril 2018; Korkea-aho 2021). They have been an important player in
the field since the 1990s (Lahusen 2003 and 2013). However, large companies
are also likely to play an important role, as company representations have
gained a foothold as well in Brussels and have shaped European lobbying
(Coen 1997; Laurens 2018; Coen et al. 2021). It can therefore be assumed that
the professionalism of European lobbying is particularly pronounced in the
industry-related sector of the labour market.
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Secondly, the sociology of professions has emphasised that higher education
institutions play an important role in the establishment of occupational fields,
the academisation of staff and the scientification of professional practice. This
is also true for European lobbying, because public affairs are being included
into the curricula of professional and academic education. Universities in
several Member States offer thematically relevant courses and specialisations
(Bitonti et al. 2017; Michon 2022), and at the College of Europe in Bruges,
which is considered a hotbed of EU activity (Poehls 2009), these topics are an
integral part of the curriculum. In addition, private educational institutions
have established specialised education and training programmes. There are
also conferences, handbooks (Cassidy 2000; Geiger 2006; van Schendelen
2013), and publications in relevant journals (Journal of Public Affairs, Interest
Groups & Advocacy or others). This suggests that academisation has reached
and shaped the occupational field. It is to be expected that this academisation
will be particularly strong among the younger cohorts, who should have rele-
vant academic certificates and internalised an academically oriented profes-
sional ethos.

Thirdly, sociological research also points to the special role of the state in
the formation of occupational fields as legislator, employer, financier, and/or
purchaser. In the case of European lobbying, the EU institutions have been
less active as a legislator beyond the introduction of transparency and conduct
rules (Commission of the European Communities 2001; European Parliament
2003; Holman and Luneberg 2012). However, institutional pressures might
still be relevant for the occupational field. In the first instance, transparency
requirements and ethical standards might have an impact on the profes-
sional integration and closure of European lobbying (Bunea and Gross 2019;
Barron and Skountridaki 2022). European institutions play a decisive role by
establishing European interest groups conceptually, financially, and institu-
tionally, and this financial support is explicitly directed at under-resourced
interest groups from the civil society sector (Persson and Edholm 2018). It can
therefore be expected that the NGO sector has also embarked on the path of
occupationalisation, thus levelling out differences between different interest
sectors. Beyond this occupational dimension, however, it is expected that the
consultation procedures and routines of the EU institutions are contributing
to the professional closure of the field in terms of inner circles of insiders. In
this regard, it is indicative that political elites played and play a decisive role
in the building of the EU (Haller 2008; Vogel and Rodriguez-Teruel 2016;
Laurens 2018), thus implying that high-ranking senior professionals with a
superior social status might be at the forefront of this process of closure.

Fourthly, it can be assumed that the public sphere increasingly determines
the success of professionalisation, particularly by introducing critical voices
that aim to limit or oppose this process. These voices are not only associated
with the mass media; the establishment of several watchdog NGOs is par-
ticularly significant. Examples that focus on European lobbying include
the Alliance for Lobbying Transparency and Ethics Regulation (Alter-EU)
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and the Corporate Europe Observatory. International organisations such as
Transparency International also regularly report on the lobbying activities
of high-ranking EU politicians. National watchdog NGOs should also be
mentioned, which are based in the UK (Public Interest Investigations and
their Spin Watch project) or Germany (LobbyContol) and critically monitor
European lobbying from there. LobbyControl, for example, created the Worst
EU Lobbying Award 2005, which is awarded annually to “black sheep.”
The actors generate a considerable pressure on European lobbyists to jus-
tify and legitimise their work. It is to be expected that this pressure increases
contentions within the field, depending on the specific approach and action
repertoire they employ: business lobbyists and NGOs activists should opt for
contrary justifications that lean either towards a professionalist and/or an
advocatory ethos.

Finally, scholarly writing has also pointed to the role of professional asso-
ciations in the formation of occupational fields, for example with regard
to issues of education and training, networking within the profession, eth-
ical standards, and the representation of professional interests (Greenwood
2017: 59; Bitonti et al. 2017; Barron and Skountridaki 2022). However, these
collective actors do not seem to influence the field decisively. Professional
associations have become established in the field of European lobbying, such
as the European Public Affairs Consultancies” Association (EPACA) or the
Society of European Affairs Professionals (SEAP). There are also associ-
ations that see themselves as a forum for professional exchange on occupa-
tional and ethical standards. They work at the EU level (the European Centre
for Public Affairs, ECPA) or organise professionals across national borders
(the Public Affairs Community of Europe, PACE). However, these associ-
ations do not have a large membership base. In addition, professional asso-
ciations also organise and represent practitioners at EU level, such as the
Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe (CCBE) in the field of law.
The professional organisation of EU affairs professionals is consequently
weak and fragmented, and professional associations are not expected to con-
tribute significantly to the self-regulation and communitisation of the occupa-
tional field. It can be thus expected that European lobbyists lack a collective
and corporate consciousness. Rather, the acting individuals are likely to be
characterised by different professional profiles and professional loyalties.

Overall, the above assumptions suggest a nuanced picture of profession-
alisation. The process should be particularly advanced among company
representations, trade associations, and commercial consultancies, which
have established an independent labour market through their demand.
Additionally, European funding may have ensured that even weak interests
followed the path of occupationalisation. In terms of professionalisation
in its strictly conceptual sense, one can assume an incomplete professional-
isation. It can certainly be assumed that academisation standardises profes-
sional knowledge and that, moreover, the informal consultation practices of
the EU institutions establish insider—outsider relations and centre—periphery
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structures. This implies that a highly professionalised core area is likely to
stand out from a marginal area of semi-professional activity and an external
area of non-professional interest representation. This core area presumably
includes lobbyists who look back on a long-standing presence in the arena
and share knowledge and skills that are explicitly declared as professional.
However, it is not to be expected that the staff has produced common profes-
sional self-images and identities, as the collective and corporate organisation
of the occupational field is low. And in the face of a critical public, it is to be
expected that voices critical of lobbying will also speak out within the occu-
pational field and in this way hinder occupational communitisation across
interest groups. In Bourdieu’s sense (1977: 159-171; 1991: 184-188), it is to be
expected that the field is separated by an orthodox and a heterodox discourse,
respectively, which emphatically affirms or denies the professionalism and
legitimacy of European lobbying. A marginal and heterodox discourse should
speak out against the professionalism of the dominant discourse, advocating a
pushback of resource-rich lobby groups, a de-occupationalisation of interest
representation and greater appreciation of direct forms of participation. In
distinction to the professionalism in the core area, the fringe area is expected
to be characterised by an orientation towards political activism.

This first set of research assumptions helps provide potential explanations
as to why European lobbying has been professionalised, to what extent this
process has had an impact on the field, and which segments of the field
spearhead this process. However, they need to be specified further in order
to be able to explain the position of lobbying professionals within the field.
Which lobbyists are the most professionalised when considering occupational
and career patterns, professional expertise and capitals, and work-related
convictions? Can we identify a group of drivers sharing a set of relevant traits?
Which profiles are associated with this group, and do these profiles allow gen-
eral conclusions about the main forces pattering the occupational field to be
drawn? The exploration of potential answers can rely on previous findings
and theoretical reflections drawn from studies about European lobbying and
professional groups. Different explanations can be identified, which group
around three key factors: organisational membership, institutional demands
and social profiles.

The first three assumptions centre on organisations and expect that profes-
sionalism in its three dimensions is strongly determined by the organisations
EU affairs professionals work for. The first assumption follows the propo-
sition formulated explicitly for the US-American case, which stipulates that
lobbyists are representatives of their clients and thus strictly tied to their man-
date (Heinz et al. 1997; Healy 2016). According to this view, professional-
isation is an organisational choice, and this means that varying degrees of
professionalism within the occupational group will thus strictly mirror the
sectoral differentiations within the organisational field. In particular, it is to
be expected that professionalisation in its three dimensions is more developed
among business interests, as indicated by previous studies (Laurens 2018;
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Coen et al. 2021). Business interests provide more stable and better paid
employment, are committed to standard repertoires of action explicitly
related to legislative lobbying, and endorse more overtly the idea of profes-
sionalism and the legitimacy of lobbying. NGOs should be more reluctant
to professionalise their staff because they have more limited resources, take
a more confrontational advocacy approach and express more doubts about
professional lobbying.

However, other research assumptions cast doubts on the alleged impor-
tance of sectoral interests. A second proposition argues that a high degree
of professionalisation must rather be attributed to commercial consultancies,
because these companies treat lobbying as marketable services. Even more
overtly than representatives from interest groups, who are tied to a specific
sector and sectoral expertise, it is the commercial consultant that has a vested
interest in establishing EU affairs as an area of professional labour (Avril
2018; Lahusen 2003 and 2013). Commercial consultants can expect a good
employment situation due to the high demand for their services; they have
a particular interest in developing lobbying practices and skills that can be
applied across issue fields; and the need to market their services predisposes
them to propagate an ethos of professionalism.

Third, it can be argued that professionalism does not depend on sectoral
interests or commercial services, but more generally on the resource endow-
ment of organisations. Previous studies have shown that the financial and
human resources of organisations are one of the main factors explaining
lobbying performance (Kliiver 2012; Kohler-Koch et al. 2017), implying that
sectoral differences between commercial interests and NGOs play a minor
role in the level of professionalism (Kliiver and Saurugger 2013). Instead,
well-resourced organisations are expected to be the most advanced in profes-
sionalism across all domains compared to low-resourced organisations.

A second research assumption centres on the institutional context and
expects that the exposure to the EU institutions is a driving force of profes-
sionalisation. This proposition builds on the extensive literature about the
accommodative pressures of the European institutions (Coen and Richardson
2009; Mazey and Richardson 2015; Koehler 2019) and its influence on the
assimilation of lobbying activities across all interest sectors (Woll 2012;
Michalowitz 2019). Two propositions can be derived from this assumption.
On the one hand, it is very likely that lobbyists maintaining more regular
contacts with the European institutions might be more professionalised on
all three dimensions. Close relations with these institutions might be a driver
of professionalisation because they require more stable employment, targeted
action repertoires and an aura of professionalism and legitimacy. The divi-
sional line in regard to professionalism would thus separate lobbyists along
their government relations, and also within the various interest sectors. On
the other hand, it is possible that the pressure to professionalise might not
be tied to specific institutional demands, but rather to Brussels as a polit-
ical place and its agglomeration of European institutions, interest groups,
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experts and specialised media (Biittner et al. 2018; Kortelainen and Koeppen
2018). Lobbyists spending more working time in Brussels might be more
professionalised with regard to the three dimensions analysed, because the
“Brussels bubble” grants them preferential access to good jobs, facilitates
the development of professional skills and promotes a common professional
awareness and identity.

The third assumption leaves the organisational and institutional levels
aside and focuses exclusively on the personal characteristics of EU affairs
professionals. This proposition builds on the increasing body of knowledge
about the social background of European lobbyists. While most studies
recognise that the personal biographies are varied, there are considerable
similarities in terms of education, work experience, and career paths (Laurens
2018: 86-97; Lindellee and Scaramuzzino 2020; Coen et al. 2021: 149-158;
Michon 2022). Two assumptions can be derived from this proposition. On
the one hand, it is very likely that professionalisation is driven by social
class. This conforms to the proposition that professionalism is an elitist phe-
nomenon (Schinkel and Noordegraaf 2011; Evetts et al. 2012) determined
by the disposition of professionals with a privileged social status to pro-
tect their standing against lower occupational positions. Professionalisation
might thus be a social class project. In the context of the EU, this project
might even be cultivated by the fact that political and economic elites have
played a decisive role in building the EU (Haller 2008; Vogel and Rodriguez-
Teruel 2016; Laurens 2018). An academic elite of high-ranking professionals
might be at the forefront of professionalisation, because they have been able
to secure outstanding positions, invest considerable efforts in accumulating
work-related capitals and are devoted to internalising a professional habitus
that grants preferential access to the inner circle of EU politics.

On the other hand, it is necessary to validate the assumption that pro-
fessionalism depends more generally on socio-demographic factors that go
beyond social class. In particular, professionalisation might be linked to
personal characteristics such as age, gender or national provenance. In fact,
it has been shown that men are overrepresented among European lobbyists
(Junk et al. 2021; also Bath et al. 2005; LaPira et al. 2020), which implies
that professionalism might be gender-driven. Age is a relevant factor as well,
because of possible cohort effects. If the observation is correct that European
lobbying is exposed to a gradual process of professionalisation, it should
be more established among the younger generations that have a more out-
spoken interest in developing professional skills and habitus within a more
populated and competitive arena of interest groups. Finally, national proven-
ance might also be a driver of professionalisation, because interest groups and
lobbyists coming from countries with longer traditions of interest representa-
tion (e.g. UK and the USA) might be overrepresented among professionalised
segments in terms of jobs, professional skills, and convictions, even though
findings are inconclusive (Eising 2007; Bernhagen and Mitchell 2009; Coen
et al. 2021: 149-158).
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2.4 The empirical research design: methods and data

The present analysis of EU lobbying as an occupational field required
extensive fieldwork, systematic data-gathering and analysis. This work was
accomplished in the context of two research projects. The primary study
involved fieldwork conducted between May 2014 and March 2019 in order to
inquire into the professionalisation of European lobbying, as conceptualised
in this book. It employed a mixed-methods approach and allowed to gather
two types of data: a standardised survey of a total sample of 700 respondents;
and a series of more than 40 qualitative interviews with European lobbyists
and EU stakeholders. Additionally, the analyses of this book draw on the
data from a second and earlier research project devoted to the study of
interest groups in the multilevel system of the EU (Lahusen and Jauf3 2001).
It generated a number of qualitative interviews conducted between July 1997
and June 1999, which makes it possible to compare the more recent material
with the situation of European lobbying almost 20 years earlier.

The findings presented in this book rely primarily on the data of the more
recent research project, because this inquiry was explicitly designed to address
the lobbying staff. In particular, the aim was to generate data sets that pro-
vide a comprehensive overview and systematic insight into the occupational
field. The project followed the recommendation of various scholars to over-
come the prevailing orientation towards case studies and instead look at the
field of investigation as a whole (Beyers et al. 2008; Franchino 2005; Coen
2007; Beyers 2008; Eising 2008). Many of the more recent studies are in fact
driven by a desire to generate large data sets in order to be able to produce
more comprehensive and generalisable findings (see, for example, Beyers,
Bonafort et al. 2014; Lowery 2014; Eising 2016; Eising et al. 2017; Beyer
and Fink-Hafner et al. 2020). Following these examples, the present study
implemented a mixed-methods approach that combined various instruments
of systematic data-gathering and analysis. First, qualitative, exploratory, and
theory-generating research was carried out in order to focus on the largely
under-researched staff. The field-immanent conditions had to be determined
and inductively synthesised. These inquiries followed precepts of qualitative
and interpretative research, which urge the researcher to immerse into the data
with an open mind to ensure that findings emerge from the material (Strauss
2004; Charmaz 2006), without excluding analytical and theoretical reasoning
(Kelle 2014). The research assumptions presented in the previous sections
were thus used as analytic devices during the iterative process of inducive
analysis and generalisation, but they were also revised and refined during
the inductive and exploratory analyses. Then, a quantitative and hypothesis-
testing research approach was applied, which aimed at a standardised survey
of European lobbyists and a statistical analysis of the data collected. The
calculations were intended to generate generalisable results on the structure
of the occupational field. In particular, the assumption of a professionalisa-
tion of the field of activity was to be verified and discussed critically. For this
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purpose, the research questions and assumptions indicated above were used
to identify a number of explanatory factors and test their potential effects on
the three components of professionalisation.

The data on which this book is based are highly fruitful in their richness
and breadth. However, they also have their limits, because the empirical survey
of the occupational field required conceptual and methodological decisions
to be made that narrowed down the object of investigation and thus also the
total population of the persons investigated. The project took an exclusive
approach in determining what constitutes “European lobbying.” Only those
persons explicitly involved in European lobbying were considered. More spe-
cifically, the study focused on those persons responsible for representing soci-
etal interests towards the institutions of the EU. No minimum requirements
were set for the scope of the activities in question, which is why persons who
may be only partially involved in European lobbying in the above sense, even
on the periphery, were also included. As the later chapters will illustrate, this
exclusive approach turned out to be quite inclusive, as the breadth and vari-
ability of the surveyed job profiles, occupational profiles and self-perceptions
are considerable.

The explicit focus on European lobbying had implications for the sample
of interviewees, as it deliberately relied on a self-selection of the respondents.
Interview requests and the invitation to take part in the standardised survey
contained references to the topics and objectives of the survey (“European
lobbying”), which also resulted in a number of rejections or dropouts. Only
respondents who were at least partly personally involved in this area of activity
actually participated in the two surveys. The respondents do not necessarily
consider themselves “lobbyists,” but state that they are involved in lobbying as
an activity. This means that, although the present study can make statements
about the occupational field of European lobbying, it provides little insight
into the broader field of political interest representation. Actors who do not
directly and explicitly target the EU institutions are not taken into account.
This concerns interest representatives who live in the European Member
States and who have an exclusively national mandate. This does not mean,
however, that the data are restricted to Brussels. On the contrary, many of the
European lobbyists interviewed do not live in Brussels. They lobby from the
countries in which they live and work. The object of investigation is there-
fore limited institutionally but not spatially: The data concentrate on EU-
specific lobbying, but cover the field in its pan-European and partly global
composition.

The research approach outlined above was implemented in a multistage
work programme. In a first step, the professional field of European lobbying,
including the relevant contextual structures, was reconstructed using
research literature and available documents (in particular reports from EU
institutions, think tanks or associations critical of lobbying, selected back-
ground reports from the media, etc.). In some cases, expert interviews were
conducted with central actors (members of the EU Commission and the
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EU Parliament, relevant NGOs, and journalists, professional associations,
and media representatives). The 16 interviews used a common but flexibly
adapted guideline. They were conducted by Frank Borchers between June
2014 and April 2015. If respondents consented, the interviews were recorded
and transcribed.

The second step followed an explorative research approach and used quali-
tative methods of data collection and analysis. The qualitative data collection
was carried out by Frank Borchers. Firstly, longer and shorter field trips to
Brussels were used to visit events, hold all kinds of meetings and gain insights
into the practical work of a lobby group. The results of these participa-
tory observations were documented in the form of field notes. Secondly, 29
interviews were conducted with employees of various European lobby groups —
some face to face, some via telephone or video conference. This second series
of interviews was conducted between June 2015 and February 2016. All
interviews were recorded and transcribed with consent. The examinations in
Chapter 3 make additional use of the 20 interviews that were conducted in
the course of the earlier research project in 1998 and 1999. These interviews
were included in the analysis, as they contained statements and descriptions
concerning the situation of European lobbying in the late 1990s. They make
it possible to carry out a contrasting evaluation that provides insights into
changes in the occupational field. Consent and transcripts were also available
for these interviews.

The selection of interview partners followed the guidelines of theoret-
ical sampling (Morse 2007; Rapley 2014) and aimed to capture the breadth
and diversity of the occupational field (e.g. in terms of employers, fields of
work, age, and gender). From the total number of interviews conducted, 41
were used for the present analyses. Thirty-seven interviews were done with
EU affairs professionals, four with stakeholders. Of the 37 professionals, 10
were women and 27 were men; 10 worked for NGOs, 20 for companies and
trade associations, and 7 for consultancies and professional associations. The
gender gap is mainly due to the first interview series, which means that women
were more easily recruited during the later fieldwork. The interview guidelines
had been formulated in a topic-centred manner and consisted mainly of
narrative prompts that were flexibly adapted to the profile of the interviewee
and to the course of the interview. The interviews addressed various topics,
among them the professional background and activities of the interviewed
lobbyists, their perception and assessment of the organisational, institutional,
and societal contexts of their work, their evaluation of the field of European
lobbying in its multilevel structure, and their description and assessment of
the EU’s regulatory approach. The interviewees readily provided informa-
tion, which is why the interviews have a high narrative content. The interviews
were transcribed word for word, although emphases and filler words were
not included, as these were not the subject of the analyses. The material from
the interviews was analysed in accordance with the methodological principles
of qualitative social research, in particular grounded theory (Charmaz 2000;
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Mills et al. 2006; Roulston 2014), and was carried out in a number of steps.
The in-depth micro and detailed analysis of a small number of interviews
provided the basis for a systematic coding of the interviews. The identified
codes were condensed into central categories. Lastly, these categories were
used to selectively code all interviews, and thus to amend, expand and refine
the emergent codes and categories. This made it possible to inductively iden-
tify various thematic areas that could be confirmed as relevant structuring
characteristics of the occupational field. Core categories were also evaluated
in terms of their inherent meaning and cross-relations in order to identify
structurally interrelated aspects of EU affairs as an occupation.

This synthesising analysis was supplemented by an interpretative analysis
of central interview passages, as the meaning of the codes and categories
identified is not self-explanatory. The coding and categorisation should be
understood as an interpretative task, which is why the presentation of results
must explicitly focus on the interpretative part. The aim was to reconstruct
the social significance of the identified core characteristics of the occupa-
tional field (e.g. forms of knowledge, practices, orientations of action, ideals)
from the perspective of those involved. In the selection and interpretation
of the passages, consideration was given to differences in order to enable an
inquiry with a comparative approach so as to identify different positions in
the occupational field, the relations of these positions to one another, and the
structural dimensions of the occupational field. The interpretative analysis
of the passages was based on the principles of a comparative, paraphrasing
and analysing, formulating, and reflecting interpretation (Bohnsack 2014;
Nohl 2010).

Strict anonymisation was ensured in the presentation of the results. As
the staff are well networked, any identification had to be completely ruled
out, which is why far-reaching measures were necessary. The presentations
in the following chapters therefore include no information on the name and
gender, nationality, and age of the respondents. As regards the employer, the
information is limited to the main sectors to which the organisations can
be attributed. The distinction here is made primarily between the following
sectors: industry associations, corporate representations, NGOs, consultan-
cies, and professional associations. The names of the interviewees mentioned
in the chapters are completely fictitious; the linguistic origin and gender
have also been randomly assigned, but mirror the proportion of interviews
between these categories. This anonymisation method does not reduce the
output in terms of content. During the data analysis, it became apparent that
the interview responses did not vary noticeably by gender and nationality,
which is why randomisation does not cause a significant loss of information.
Only the employer’s sector has emerged as an important structuring feature
of the occupational field, which is why complete anonymisation was not used
in this case.

The interviews were conducted in English, French, or German and were
also analysed in the chosen language version. However, in the interests of



50  Lobbyists in the crosshairs of research

complete anonymity, the printed passages were translated into English in
order to prevent identification of the source language. Multilingual data
collection and evaluation are certainly more demanding (Inhetveen 2012),
and the subsequent translation of the passages used also carries the risk of
losing the language-specific meaning of the original statements. However,
the examination of the interviews did not focus on implicit meanings and
connotations which would require an in-depth hermeneutical analysis.
Rather than an in-depth examination of individual passages, the emphasis
was on comparing the statements of several interviews with regard to the
topics discussed, descriptions of the situation and orientation for action.
Lastly, it should be borne in mind that English was not the native language
of most of the participants but rather a lingua franca and working lan-
guage. This also meant that a less ambitious interpretative strategy of data
analysis was most appropriate.

The qualitative and explorative research work culminated in a third
research step, which aimed to conduct a standardised survey among European
lobbyists. The objective was to examine the thesis of a professionalisation of
the occupational field on the basis of a larger sample. In the conceptualisa-
tion of this survey, it was essential to recognise that the survey could only
measure the level of professionalisation at the time of data collection; the
focus is thus on process outcomes, not on long-term processes themselves.
With reference to the sociological concept of generations (Kertzer 1983;
Alwin and McCammon 2003), however, it should at least be investigated
whether differences between respondents of different age groups might also
be attributable to cohort effects. Such cohort or generational effects can help
draw conclusions about changed contexts of action, occupational profiles and
self-images.

Data collection was challenging from the start. On the one hand, this
was due to the problem of not having reliable figures on the total number of
European lobbyists. As previously reported, there are various estimates on
the number of staff, ranging from 15,000 (Woll 2005; Berkhout and Lowery
2008; Courty 2010) to 30,000 to 50,000 full-time employees (Corporate
Europe Observatory 2011: 6; European Parliament 2018). On the other hand,
the databases used in previous investigations (such as the online “Coneccs”
database or the “European Public Affairs Directory”) only contain informa-
tion on the organisations and not on the individuals employed. The present
study opted for using the European transparency register, as this also records
the names of individuals. The transparency register was introduced by the
European Commission and the European Parliament in 2011 to encourage
all persons wishing to have access to the European Parliament to register.
However, the register is by no means exhaustive, as registration in the trans-
parency register is only required for those who wish to have an access card,
and not for all employees of an interest group. Furthermore, some groups are
not obliged to register, among them lawyers and law firms, political parties,
churches, religious associations, and public or local authorities. Although
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the transparency register does not cover all lobbyists, it can be assumed that
it reflects a significant part of the profession. Persons who are profession-
ally involved in EU lobbying and who make regular appearances in the EU
Parliament have a vested interest in registration. It should also be noted that
surveys have shown that participation in the voluntary transparency register
not only follows instrumental interests but also normative motives, in par-
ticular the desire to preserve one’s own professional standing (Nastase and
Muurmans 2018). This means that individuals who work for groups that do
not require registration are also registered.

A standardised questionnaire was developed for the survey, which was
designed to collect the relevant variables using a series of question items.
The topics covered included: educational paths and careers, employment
types and relationships, knowledge and practices typical of the profession,
membership of professional associations, professional identities and profes-
sional ethics, working relations with EU institutions, and socio-demographic
data on individuals. The aim was to have a sample of 700 to 800 lobbyists
in order to be able to conduct a statistically adequate analysis of a sample
differentiated by occupation types and cohorts. Experience from previous
surveys of European interest groups had shown that the response rate to
a postal enquiry was very low (Lahusen 2002 and 2003), which is why the
data collection was based on a multistage process that also used a variety of
survey methods (online, postal, and telephone). A specialised survey institute
(the Social Science Survey Centre, SUZ) was commissioned to conduct the
survey.

It was possible to extract data on 7,069 registered lobbyists from the trans-
parency register. However, during the collection of data, it became apparent
that some contact details were outdated or incorrect. The response rate was
also low despite repeated reminders. For these reasons, almost all of the per-
sons listed in the register were contacted successively and invited to partici-
pate. The survey, which began in October 2016, was therefore only completed
in October 2017. With 699 fully completed questionnaires, a response rate
of 10.5 per cent was achieved. This rate is not unusual for self-administered
surveys (Shih and Fan 2002). Other surveys addressing interest groups on
the basis of the Transparency Register reported higher response rates (e.g.
Lowery 2014; Beyers et al. 2014; Beyers et al. 2020). However, it needs to
be remembered that these research projects surveyed interest groups, which
can always assign respondents to participate in the survey among their ranks.
Addressing individual lobbyists is a more challenging approach, also because
they had to be persuaded to answer questions on their personal backgrounds,
activities, and convictions.

The low response rate does not necessarily reduce the value of the data.
Nor did the analysis indicate any distortion of the sample in terms of relevant
characteristics, as the group of respondents essentially corresponds to the age
and gender structure reflected in the transparency register and the distribu-
tion of the different organisation types represented. Nevertheless, the survey
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cannot be considered representative. This is not only due to the low response
rate and the possible bias in favour of persons willing to be interviewed.
The main reason is the difficulty described above in making satisfactory
statements about the population as a whole. It is therefore not possible to
determine whether the results of the data collected can be generalised to the
entire population of individuals involved in European lobbying. The data pri-
marily tell us something about the group of persons listed in the transparency
register who are willing to be interviewed. For the reasons stated above, the
statistical analyses were mainly based on descriptive and explorative methods.
Regression-analytical methods were used to determine correlations between
the collected variables, although this does not imply that the results should
necessarily be generalised to the (unknown) entire population. Other forms
of results validation were used for this purpose. Additionally, some of the key
questions were skewed to the right or left, as topics were raised that generated
high or low approval ratings. Since the assumption of a normal distribution
was breached (heteroscedasticity, “fat tails”), linear regression methods were
not used. Likewise, no data were imputed, even though the number of missing
values was sometimes considerable. However, calculations with an imputed
data set and alternative model specifications have shown that the calculated
results were robust.

The limitations of the data sets collected are symptomatic of an object
of investigation that is difficult to research and can only be empirically
measured and analysed in defined sub-areas. These challenges were known,
which is why the research used various measures to validate the data and
results. For instance, when evaluating the collected data (interviews and
survey data), attention was paid to the plausibility of the assertions. With
regard to the survey data, it was decided to have an expert validation of
the results. This was done by organising a workshop in Brussels in March
2019, to which the lobbyists who took part in the survey were invited. The
event provided important suggestions for the evaluation and interpretation
of the survey data, which have been incorporated into this book. Above all,
however, the participants largely validated the empirical substance of the
findings.

Finally, the triangulation of the data sets was used as an important
element of the results validation, because the evaluations of the survey data
and the interviews were systematically related to each other in all relevant
dimensions of the investigation. This approach has its limits, as the possi-
bility that the qualitative interviews and the standardised survey data are
subject to the same bias could not be ruled out, which is why a triangula-
tion might only give an overall skewed picture of the occupational field.
However, the investigations revealed that the two data sets offer similar
as well as differing insights, which enabled a contrasting analysis. In par-
ticular, it became apparent that the respective data sets helped identify par-
tial aspects of the object of investigation with varying degrees of reliability
and precision. The structure of this book documents this triangulation



Lobbyists in the crosshairs of research 53

intention in a systematic way, with Chapters 3 to 7 using the findings of the
quantitative and qualitative analyses to elaborate and develop the partial
aspects treated in their respective differentiations and nuances. The method-
combining analyses proved to be worthwhile, as they not only allowed the
field of European lobbying to be surveyed in terms of its professionalisa-
tion, but also to be comprehended with regard to the underlying contexts
and action orientations.



3 The genesis of the field of work

Internal views

European lobbying is a field of work that is closely intertwined with the pro-
cess of European integration. This relates to the growing number of interest
groups that made their way to Brussels in order to establish direct contact
with the European institutions and influence political decision-making
processes (Schmitter and Streeck 1991; Mazey and Richardson 2006a). As
the organisational field grew, so did the need for people who could maintain
contacts and represent interests. It was progressively populated by lobbyists
working for lobby groups as diverse as business associations and private
companies (Eising 2009; Coen and Dannreuther 2003; Coen et al. 2021),
trade unions, and social associations. Environmental groups and other non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) also received attention (Ruzza and
Bozzini 2008; Kohler-Koch and Quittkat 2013), as did commercial consult-
ancies, law firms, think tanks, and many other groups (Lahusen 2002; Avril
2018; Korkea-aho 2021; also Georgakakis and Rowell 2013). This growth
had implications for European lobbying, because it not only increased the
number of interest groups but also the diversity, competitiveness, and pro-
fessionalisation within the organisational field (Michel 2005a; Courty 2010;
Woll and Jacquet 2010; Kliiver and Saurugger 2013). The repercussions
for European lobbyists, however, are less clear. Elements of continuity and
change seem to concur when referring to the persistence of the EU-specific
approach of European lobbying on the one hand, and the constraints,
pressures, and complexities the staff is faced with on the other. Hence, it is
necessary to ascertain the type and magnitude of changes that the gradual
growth and differentiation of the organisational field has had for European
interest representation.

European lobbyists can contribute to the reconstruction of these
developments when recounting their experiences, perceptions, and assessments.
Their accounts provide a particularly rich and nuanced picture of an occupa-
tional field in the making, and make it possible to reveal processes of profes-
sionalisation. The reconstruction of these developments will rely on a pool of
50 interviews conducted during the late 1990s and mid-2010s with lobbyists
from various interest groups, but also with members of the European
institutions and media representatives. Especially the comparison of the more
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recent interviews with the conversations conducted almost 20 years earlier
helps trace common lines of development and elements of change on the basis
of different horizons of experience. Taken as a whole, the various accounts
paint a vivid picture of the development of European lobbying in a critical
stage of its growth and differentiation, and thus allow to better understand
the specificities of today’s occupational field.

3.1 The great upheaval: a field in the making

The interviews conducted with European lobbyists during the late 1990s
convey a sense of the fundamental transformations their work was under-
going at the time. Such a narrative of change is advocated by Olof Olsson, as
the veteran among the interviewees with more than 40 years of work experi-
ence will be called. According to him, his personal career epitomises what
has happened to the field of European lobbying at large. When he started to
work as lobbyist, he was not based in Brussels because the industry associ-
ation he worked for had its headquarters in the capital of one of the Member
States and lobbied from there. “The weight of the work was not so big,” he
describes his job at the time. “I have travelled a lot [...] it was a good life.” He
remembers a realignment taking place in 1986 or 1987. This date is signifi-
cant, because the Single European Act (SEA) came into force in 1987 and
launched the project of a common internal market. During that year, the
leadership of Olof Olsson’s association decided to move the contact office to
Brussels. He was told: “You have to go to Brussels, because somewhere now
we have the Single Market and this is the place to be.” The change of location
not only changed his personal working focus but also brought a fundamental
shift in the association’s approach. “Lobbying before was a very diplomatic
exercise,” Olof Olsson describes the situation. Politics changed with the Single
Market: “we were probably the first in Brussels to consider [lobbying] as a
strategic activity. And we built, together, a completely new style. It was a
U-turn, you know, in lobbying.”

Olof Olsson is not the only interviewee to provide such a chronological ref-
erence. Other participants who were interviewed in the 1990s also described
the changes in a similar way. Patrick Peters, who worked for a European
industry umbrella organisation, underlined that the implementation of the
Single Market project called for more proactive lobbying in the relevant
submarkets. This lobbying had to focus on the creation of pan-European
markets, which is why it was no longer sufficient to represent national
interests in Brussels. In the case of his umbrella organisation, this brought
about significant organisational, personnel, and content-related changes. In
the early years, “the national federations, put a man, a dog and a secretary
in Brussels, in case anything might happen one day in the capital of Europe.”
According to him, the early European representations and interest groups
had a simple function: sounding the alarm. The internal federation reforms
implemented in the course of the 1990s pursued the goal of integrating the
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industry representations of individual countries into the development of pan-
European positions in order to be able to speak with one voice.

Bettina Bohm was also of the opinion that it is possible to put a date to the
main impulses for change in the field. She was working in a consultancy and
public relations (PR) agency when she was interviewed in 1997. According to
her observation, the Single Market project had significantly changed the activ-
ities of the (national) associations and federations entrusted with European
lobbying. Her attention was directed to the changes in staff, where she identi-
fied a decisive qualitative leap:

You must remember that lobbying per se, as a profession in Brussels
is ten years old, it really started with the completion of the internal
market programme, which was the White Paper in 1985 it was about
’87 ’88 when companies suddenly realised there was these 300 pieces
of legislation which could on the one hand be an opportunity and
a threat, and I think that’s when it really developed. So lobbying in
Brussels in my view as a profession is only ten years old, well maybe
12 years old now. I'm not saying it wasn’t done before, but it was done
much more through the networks, the chambers of commerce, the
trade associations.

In all three accounts, the Single Market project was described as the initial
spark for change in the field. This timing makes sense as a rough milestone,
but the creation of a common market was a long-term goal that had to be
realised in stages and involved numerous directives that affected different
sectors at different times. This clarification helps to understand why different
interviewees diverge in the exact dating of the great transition. Olof Olsson,
Patrick Peters, and Bettina Bohm experienced the impact of the Single
Market project already during the late 1980s, while Valerie Vincent dated the
great transition a little later when she was interviewed in 2015. She works for a
company representation and has been active in the field since the early 2000s.
The timing she gives shifts the critical moment to the late 1990s, because she
only has her industry sector in mind. If we follow her account, the European
Single Market project does not play a role as a reference point. Rather, her
attention is focused on the integration of sector-specific markets, which
derived from the Single Market project and affected certain industry associ-
ations and companies. In her company’s industry, several directives adopted
between the mid-1990s and the late 2000s to liberalise and integrate national
markets in their various subsectors are worth mentioning. Across the board,
these policies promoted strategic lobbying, which focused on actively shaping
the respectively addressed markets. This development therefore took place
over a longer time span.

In the past, it was really about containing or making things work. But
then, I think from end of 1990s to 2000, it was really about defining what
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kind of market it should have been. And of course that brings all industry
representatives in town.

The various interviews thus trace longer lines of development that begin
around 1986 and develop a clear thrust during the 1990s. This narrative is
told in many voices, but all of them converge in the conviction that the field
has been exposed to fundamental transformations. Moreover, this narrative
of change is used by European lobbyists to draw a contrast between before
and after, that is, between the old days before the big shift and the current
conditions. Particularly the more recent interviews from 2014 to 2016 portray
the scene of the old times as rather compact. They indicate that decision-
making within the European Communities was straightforward: Legislative
procedures began in the Commission, which had the right of initiative
as guardian of the Treaties, and ended in the Council of Ministers, which
adopted resolutions. In such an architecture, European lobbying focused
largely on the Commission, while national governments, which had the final
say in the Council of Ministers, were addressed through national members.
Karin Keller, who has been working as a freelance journalist in Brussels
since the mid-2000s, describes the situation along these lines: “In the past,
you only had to lobby the Commission, so to speak. And then it just took
its course. Maybe a bit more with the governments. And that was it.” The
institutional architecture of the EU implied that lobbying was as straightfor-
ward as the legislative powers of the EU institutions suggested. Olof Olsson
agrees, when looking back at his early days. According to him, the logic was
quite simple: “It’s a uniform system. So then we identify easily who are your
interlocutors, you meet them, and you lobby.”

Interviews conducted in the late 1990s indicate that the old days still seemed
to shape the experience of most lobbyists. For those working for the European
associations, lobbying at the time of the interviews had not changed funda-
mentally compared to the old days, although adjustments could be observed.
They described that the federations had increased the organisational and
personnel presence in Brussels; the work also became oriented towards pan-
European lobbying that sought to transcend national individual interests.
In this respect, European lobbying had already been firmly established as
a separate sphere of interest aggregation and representation by the end of
the 1990s. No changes are apparent with regard to the intended audience of
European lobby groups. According to the association representatives, the aim
was still to establish privileged relationships with the European institutions
and this concerned in particular the Directorates-General of the European
Commission.

In the interview material, this position emerges clearly among the staff
of the European umbrella organisations. The European Commission was the
linchpin of the legislative process and thus the primary focus of their work.
At least, that is how it was put in 1998 by an association staff member at the
time, who will be called Elena Eder here:
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One has to realise that Parliament, at this point in time, doesn’t have much
to say about [name of the issue]. Of course, its opinion is obligatory, but
after the opinion (.) It’s about the consultation process. The consequence
of that, by the way, is that you have immense power at the Commission
within the Community decision-making structure.

Elena Eder did not see any noticeable change in the strategies and techniques
of European lobbying. According to her accounts, it was first a matter of
reaching agreement among themselves in the association in order to then
defend themselves before the Commission, and then before the Council of
Ministers and the Parliament. She did underline that the association and
its staff use all means of advocacy. But essentially, it was about personal
interventions and top-level meetings. Media and PR work was explicitly not
carried out.

This form of political interest representation corresponds to the ideas of a
neo-corporatist model of interest mediation, which was still formative for the
early years of the European Communities, although political science research
agrees that it became increasingly less important with the start of the Single
Market project in the late 1980s (Schmitter and Streeck 1991; Coen 2007).
Amicable and exclusive working relationships between the state and umbrella
organisations were replaced by broader consultations with a wider range
of stakeholders. However, the circle of participants remains relatively small
and the working relationships remain symbiotic (Mazey and Richardson
2006b), which is why people speak of a limited pluralism (Brodscheid and
Coen 2007; Richardson and Coen 2009) that retains exclusive features (Eising
2007). For the 1990s, the pluralistic parts still seem to be limited, because the
accounts refer to a small circle of actors involved, between whom there were
close working relationships. The EU Commission, in particular, maintained
informal dialogue forums, bodies, and consultative procedures for each policy
area, involving a small number of privileged umbrella organisations and
experts.

This description corresponds to Elena Eder’s account, because for her
Brussels was a “small world” at that time. However, this does not imply that
she was oblivious to the developments around her and did not take note of
the strong growth of the field since the late 1980s. For her, the larger number
of lobby groups was not relevant information. And so she reacted quite
unperturbedly to a question as to whether the number of lobbyists, which
was already estimated at over 10,000 at that time, did not change this view at
all: “Yes, because there are 10,000 lobbyists from 15 nationalities. And also
there are, I don’t know, 24 Directorates-General. Ultimately, I guess these are
relatively few people.” The Brussels world remained so small for her because
European politics was divided into different parcels. This allowed lobby groups
to limit their main activities to their respective turf. Cooperative relationships
seemed to prevail within the respective domains. If there were competitive
relationships, it was only between different regulatory communities.
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These competitive relationships were the gateway for the ongoing trans-
formations of European lobbying. According to Elena Eder, the mid-1990s
were no longer quite as peaceful and manageable as in the old days. For a long
time, a single Directorate-General had been “our privileged counterpart.” But
the association felt compelled to diversify its contacts. In her view, the changes
already started with the accession of Great Britain, the emergence of the
Greens and the introduction of the euro as important landmarks. “There is
no longer just the DGI...].” Alongside it, there was now another Directorate-
General (DG) “that does many things, so we are forced to have contacts
with it.” There was marked competition between various Directorates-
General, which is why she felt compelled to diversify the lobbying activities.
However, as long as her umbrella association could rely on privileged working
relationships within its own policy domain, the broader field of competing
interest groups was less of a serious concern.

This opinion was shared by other lobbyists, who thus also qualified the
importance of the growing field of interest groups. Frederic Fournier, who
worked for a large European trade association, also assumed that the field of
interest representation was overpopulated; he even spoke of “50,000 lobbyists
here in Brussels.” However, he too did not see any reason for concern, because
for him most of the interest groups were insignificant actors who brought little
credibility with them and therefore did not play a serious role. This babble of
voices was more like background noise. In his accounts, he caricatured this
wide range of actors to emphasise the ridiculousness of the situation.

You can pick up any subject you will find here in Brussels, the European
Federation of, I don't know what. Any product, any service, any trade,
any sport activity, any club something, there is a European something
here in Brussels. But, it's only a few of them who are credible and who
will play a certain role. Most of, I would say, the others and, I don't want
to be mean, but it’s just a club of retired persons, and they try to find a
hobby activity to do, to defend the interest of fishermen from that river
or somewhere. You have that type. A lot of things which are not really
serious.

According to Frederic Fournier, the wheat was quickly separated from the
chaff, because in the end only the large and important associations were heard
by the European institutions. Paradoxically, it was precisely this overpopulated
field of lobby groups that resulted in the circle of relevant actors shrinking
to a more manageable number. One concentrates on the really important
matters — and in his opinion, the civil servants in the Commission are likely
to feel the same way: “You get information from all sources and you just look
at who is writing to you. And, you just work with the major partners. I have
no time to read all that.” Whether an association can be counted among the
relevant actors and thus also have its voice heard depends on factors that
are quite easy to pinpoint. It is about “their members, their power, and the
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importance of the sector, of course.” All other actors are onlookers who have
no real power to shape things. “Only those who have a real power or raison
d’étre survive. All of the others, I think, they just happen to be there, OK, but
you can ignore them, it doesn’t change anything.”

The assessment that privileged discussion circles persist in an overpopulated
arena was also reiterated in the other interviews from the 1990s. Veronika
Vogel, for instance, who worked for a sector-specific European umbrella organ-
isation, underlined that the competitiveness of European lobbying was not
very high at the time of the interview, as not all legislative initiatives affected
all stakeholders equally, although she acknowledged that these cases did of
course exist. Patrick Peters, who worked for another industry umbrella organ-
isation, struck a similar note. Institutional reforms had started to move other
institutions into the focus of lobbyists: “Commission, very strong, Parliament
very strong because it suddenly became significant; the Economic and Social
Committee to some extent, and informally with the Council.” He also spoke
about the need for aggressive, advocacy lobbying. However, Patrick Peters
was not particularly convinced by the opinion that the lobbying sector might
have changed. Umbrella organisations continued to play a privileged medi-
ating role. Nor did he perceive that lobbying had become more competitive in
view of the large number of interest groups.

European lobbyists in the late 1990s thus tended to represent a certain
type of lobbying that seems to have been formative for the field of European
interest groups as a whole. It was still based on the neo-corporatist model and
relied on privileged talks with the relevant Directorates-General of the EU
Commission (Broscheid and Coen 2007; Mazey and Richardson 2015). This
made sense insofar as the right of initiative remained with the Commission
despite all institutional reforms; the European Parliament mainly performed
advisory tasks. This left lobbying focused on the Directorates-General as the
first choice. The national governments came into focus as soon as decisions
had to be taken in the Council and lobbying activities of the national asso-
ciation members had to be coordinated. Other activities — especially those
related to the European Parliament — had a secondary, sometimes repara-
tive character. In organisational terms, the lobby groups were concerned
with increased presence and greater clout. They set up EU representations
in Brussels, expanded them in terms of personnel and finances, and staffed
the governing bodies with influential people. In such a context, lobbying
consisted of identifying relevant contacts within the EU institutions, building
long-term working relationships and using peer pressure at different levels
of decision-making, as Patrick Peters described it. The staffs of the umbrella
organisations were responsible for regular contacts with the heads of depart-
ment within the Directorates-General, while the chairpersons of the boards
were responsible for contacting the individual commissioners and the presi-
dent of the Commission. In essence, lobbyists were concerned with bund-
ling political influence within associations and dosing it appropriately in
interactions with the Commission.
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This form of lobbying can be considered dominant and style-setting for the
entire organisational field. What is remarkable is that the civil society interest
groups that were interviewed at the time also considered this lobbying to be
essentially without alternative. This did not mean that NGOs were not crit-
ical of the status quo. The core complaint was that the rapid growth of the
lobby sector should be attributed primarily to the numerous economic actors.
Interviewees argued that it was the many sector- and product-specific associ-
ations, individual representations, and commercial consultants who intervened
in European politics and in this way reinforced the already existing imbalance
between business interests on the one hand and civil society factions on the
other. Overcrowding, one-sidedness and lack of transparency were the issues
that fuelled this criticism.

Whilst this criticism was raised at the time of the interviews, it was not one
of the only concerns of the interviewees. The primary concern of the NGOs
interviewed was, first, how to engage in effective advocacy in such an environ-
ment. This applies, for example, to Matteo Mancini, who worked for an NGO.
While he argued that European NGOs were already much more professional,
this assertion also reflected that the professionalisation was incomplete.

And I would say that the NGOs have gained a lot of professionalism in
the course of the last 20 years. We are certainly no longer a mere protest
movement, but have expertise and also now know substantially how to
get it to the man.

His statement referred to the NGO sector as a whole, to which he attributed
increased professionalism. What is significant about the wording is the ref-
erence that NGOs had by now acquired knowledge that other organisations
already possessed. Matteo Mancini gave numerous examples of what he meant
by professionalisation and the new knowledge that was necessary to engage in
effective advocacy: “courses for such things,” “contact with the press,” “one-
to-one meetings” (with decision makers), “printing appropriate brochures,”
“an entire evening event with discussions and buffet and presentations.” He
attributed these activities and events to professional lobbying and underlined
that in this respect “again, the industry has huge advantages.” These reflections
demonstrate that Matteo Mancini used a clearly defined benchmark to which
the desired professionalisation of NGOs is aligned: the industry lobby. The
organisational weakness of the NGO sector thus translated into a practical
weakness: The low number of NGOs in the organisational field (“about 95, if
not more, per cent industry and political lobby”) was repeated at the practical
level, as NGOs could hardly keep up with the industry lobby. This ultimately
meant that they were less able to lobby effectively and influence ongoing legis-
lative processes.

What is significant about these accounts is that Matteo Mancini saw the
NGOs — along with the industry lobby — as parts of a common field of work.
Differences existed only in terms of origins and degree of professionalisation.
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These assessments were also shared by the two other NGO representatives
who were interviewed in the mid-1990s. They described the situation simi-
larly, although they assessed the situation of the NGOs differently. In terms
of professionalism, Benedikt Baumann, who worked for a large civil society
umbrella organisation, came to a much more pessimistic assessment than
Matteo Mancini:

Well, it’s not like in America. For example, I come from the American
area because I lived there for 20 years, and I came back here and was
shocked at how little professionalism there is among the lobbyists, that is,
in the NGOs. So whereas in America the NGOs have built up quite the,
in the way that the business people have also done it, professional lobby.

The fact that he found the level of professionalisation shockingly low may
have to do with the fact that he had chosen a different reference point.
While Matteo Mancini compared NGOs to their origins (“a mere protest
movement”) and identified significant progress in professionalisation over the
last 20 years, Benedikt Baumann compared European NGOs to American
NGOs and identified a low level of professionalism. What is also remarkable
about this passage is that Benedikt Baumann used “business people” as a
benchmark of professional lobbying. According to him, the benchmark for
assessing the degree of professionalism was “the way” business people lobby.
As he explained later in the interview, he defined professionalism according
to the tools that professional lobby groups use, which is why professionalisa-
tion consists of the appropriation of these tools. Professionalisation seemed
possible to him because this craft can be learned: “You learn what are called
tools.”

Catherine Chevalier, who worked for an international NGO, also thought
that NGOs and industry lobbies resembled each other at the action level and
became similar through professionalisation. She ultimately found that the
practical differences were minimal: “Well, at the level of lobbying techniques,
I think it’s no secret, I think it’s true: An effective lobbyist will undoubtedly
be very much like me.” Where Catherine Chevalier and Benedikt Baumann
identified clear differences was in terms of the interests NGOs represent. The
specific interests were responsible for the fact that their own practice then
deviated from what characterised the work of the industry side. Catherine
Chevalier underlined one difference above all: “I don’t represent specific
interests; I represent the values that are common to all my counterparts.”
Benedikt Baumann took up this point to illustrate that these values guide the
practical work: “The businesses have something else to offer, yes, so they have
productivity to offer, jobs or whatever, yes. And we can offer legitimacy, yes,
democracy, justice, these are other things.”

It is collective goods and universal values that make the NGOs” work
mandate unique and shape their work routines. According to Benedikt
Baumann, NGOs “don’t talk to the same people” and also “talk differently”
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to them. But his remarks ultimately make it clear that the NGOs, just like
the industry associations, rely on their own privileged policy communities
and dialogues. The representatives of NGOs also reported intensive contacts
with the Directorates-General and parliamentary committees that were cen-
tral to them, while they only had to deal with the other departments to pre-
vent matters from getting worse. Benedikt Baumann described these working
relationships in the same way as all the other interviewees had or would have:

So the Commission has proposed something, we hear that. We hear in
the [specific unit] in DG...], something is being prepared here, and we are
in contact with the people almost daily. These are then also in inverted
commas [name of the world view], so they work hard and of course they
have to let the first drafts then go through the whole Commission, through
all the DGs. And you can imagine that in every DG this is somehow toned
down even more. That means we follow a legislative proposal through all
the DGs, then sit down with each individual unit, write letters to each
Commissioner, have to know when the document is in which DG at what
time. And then we make a press statement when this is then officially
stamped by the Commission. You know how the process works. The
European Parliament then comments on these positions of the European
Commission. And that also means that we have to comment on what
the European Parliament comments on the European Commission’s
comment. And of course there are several committees, and then I sit in
the committees, listen, talk to the individual rapporteurs, so they write a
report or an opinion of the European Parliament or the committee on
the subject of [...].

This account reflects all the elements that had already surfaced among those
working in the industry associations: the amicable discussions and intensive
working relationships with the relevant departments and committees; the
attempts to influence bills early on and defend them against amendments in
the course of the many consultations; and the competitive and adversarial
relationships with other departments, committees, and interest groups. Within
the policy fields, the actors (especially the specialist departments within the
Commission and the central lobby groups) seemed to share common polit-
ical convictions and demands. Benedikt Baumann sees them as like-minded
people who share the same world view. Political allegiances also developed,
because in the drafted bills both sides seemed to pursue the common interest
of getting the draft through the multistage consultation process unscathed.
These accounts demonstrate the considerable capacity of the EU
institutions and their consultative structures to absorb and accommodate
new interest groups (Mazey and Richardson 2006b). NGO representatives
testified to this accommodative capacity by joining sectoral policy dialogues
and adapting their work to the rules of the game. However, the interviews
conducted during this critical decade also help identify crucial stimuli for the
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development of the field of European lobbying. In this regard, two actors
tend to play a decisive role, against the more traditional approach of the
established umbrella associations: the NGOs themselves and the emerging
sector of commercial consultancies.

On the one hand, NGOs emerged with force in the EU arena during the
1990s, a decade that was marked by institutional reforms which provided
new opportunities for lobbying and thus opened the range of potential strat-
egies and activities. Earlier and more explicitly than the industry associations,
they started to address systematically the media public and the European
Parliament in order to influence policy agendas and legislative decision-
making. Even though the European Parliament had limited competences
in the legislative process, it opened new possibilities to influence the inter-
institutional deliberations. Benedikt Baumann, for example, explained
that he liked to address the European Parliament to put pressure on the
Commission: “For example, I like to play the European Parliament against
the Commission and vice versa.” And Catherine Chevalier described how her
organisation used the media public as an important tool for political advocacy
and legislative lobbying. Her NGO pursued a dual strategy: Lobbying was
aimed at maintaining continuously good relations with the EU institutions
and conveying information and advice, but if this approach did not have an
effect, she resorted to the “media approach.” She described this approach as a
“hard approach” because it abandons personal talks with the EU institutions
to build public pressure.

On the other hand, it is noteworthy that the concept of professionalisa-
tion had already become an explicit point of reference in European lobbying
by the late 1990s. It was used by NGO representatives as a cue to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of their own lobbying work. As illustrated above,
these respondents shared the belief that lobbying is a learnable craft that must
be consistently internalised and applied to make one’s work more effective.
The most ardent advocate of such professionalisation, however, was Bettina
Bohm, who worked for a consultancy and PR agency and advocated a resolute
professionalism. For her, lobbying was much more than the establishing of
privileged conversational relationships and the well-measured use of political
influence. In her opinion, lobbying embodied a whole arsenal of instruments
and methods that could be used by the most diverse interests to make their
political influence effective. She spoke on behalf of a group of “public affairs
professionals” — a “we.” This professional community is characterised by its
own craft, by a scientific methodology:

I wouldn’t say a scientific approach yet, but it’s getting that way in terms
of how to reanalyse a problem, how you put a strategy together and in
terms of how we set objectives, how we identify stakeholders, all these
different things — we in our view have a craft, we have a methodology
of how we run a particular lobbying campaign and that’s the theme
developed as we talked today.
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Only in this interview was the professionalism of lobbying as a quasi-scientific
profession asserted with such conviction. This is no coincidence, because
Bettina Bohm was an employee of a consulting and PR firm, which means
that she makes a living from offering their clients methods, tools or models to
support them in their lobbying work or to take over this work. Commercial
consultants thus seem to have played an important role in the formation
of European lobbying during the critical decade of the 1990s, even though
they are a service provider and not a relevant interest group. In fact, consul-
tancies do not represent specific interests, issues or constituencies, and thus
have no influence or power on their own. They provide services to interest
groups by assembling information, preparing dossiers, establishing contacts
or organising activities and events. Within the organisational field of interest
groups, these commercial providers did therefore not initiate significant
changes. However, they are still important for the formation of the occupa-
tional field and the instruction of European lobbyists. As will be shown in
Chapter 5, many of today’s lobbyists worked for consultancies in the course
of their professional careers, many gained their first professional experi-
ence there and, by their own admission, learned the tools of the trade there.
Consequently, these service providers shape the professional socialisation of
many young professionals. Furthermore, the consultancies represent a profes-
sional ethos that appears to have an impact on the entire occupational field,
as it influences the professional self-image of many lobbyists.

3.2 The big shift: current dynamics and alterations of the field

More than 15 years later, the described conditions in the field of European
lobbying look different, although there are aspects of continuity. The
lobbyists interviewed in the years between 2014 and 2016 also firmly believe
that the Single Market project brought about substantial changes, which
were reflected above all in the rapid increase in the number of active lobby
groups. While the early interviews demonstrate that the architecture of the
EU was able to absorb this growing number well and integrate it into the
policy field-specific regulatory communities without changing the structure
and logic of European lobbying, the later interviews underline that important
changes have now occurred after all. These lobbyists list several changes in the
political, institutional, and social environment that are perceived as altering
the work of currently active advocates. Three main strands of development
can be identified: the changing relationships between the EU institutions; the
growing diversity of the lobbying sector itself; and the greater importance of
the mass media and the organised public.

With regard to the first source of changes, a general trend is identi-
fied that has led to a noticeable shift of legislative competences from the
national to the European level. For Frank Fischer, Member of the European
Parliament (MEP), the growth of the lobbying sector is a direct consequence
of this: “Wherever fundamental decisions are made, lobbyists are of course
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very active.” This moves Brussels onto centre stage: “the real lobbying and
the battle between lobby and politics rages in Brussels.” However, the growing
size, fragmentation, and competitiveness of European lobbying has also to do
with various institutional and political changes that lobbyists associate with
the Lisbon Treaty of 2007 and affect the working of the European institutions
and their inter-institutional dialogue. With regard to the functioning of the
Council of Ministers, many interviewees complain that the work has become
much more complicated for the lobby groups since majority voting has been
introduced. Valerie Vincent, who works for a company representation, mainly
highlights the fact that the enlarged EU now has many more voices that can
have a say:

with 15 Member States, it was much easier. [...] You knew you had to
influence three or four of the big ones. And your issues could have more
or less passed through the Council of Ministers. And now, with 28, it’s
very different.

The European Parliament has also moved to the front stage of lobbying. Kate
Kavanagh, who works for an NGO in Brussels, notes that the role of the
Parliament has changed drastically since the early 2000s. It still allows for
the reopening of legislative initiatives by the Commission, over which they
seem to have little influence, through Parliament, as was highlighted already
in the previous section. However, the European Parliament also enforces a
much more political approach to legislative procedures. According to Kate
Kavanagh, the Commission is industry-friendly and follows a primarily
bureaucratic logic: “The Commission are unelected civil servants.” Through
the Parliament, a political logic enters the legislative process that opens up
new opportunities for NGOs to feed their demands into the inter-institutional
negotiations. The opportunities provided by the European Parliament for
legislative lobbying, however, also entail new pressures and requirements.
According to Ralf Richter, who works for a Brussels-based professional asso-
ciation, the Lisbon Treaty has driven the classic heavyweights of the European
umbrella organisations into the Parliament, as their areas of regulation have
been brought under the control of Parliament. More lobby groups therefore
aim to influence the voting behaviour of MEPs and significantly increase the
number of their activities, thus contributing to the politicisation of European
politics.

But the European Commission has also experienced important changes
that affect the work of European lobbyists. For Giuseppe Giordano,
who works for an NGO, the Commission is still “the most important
institution, because it has the greatest influence on how the regulations
will ultimately look in Europe.” Its power has even increased, as many
lobbyists report. With reference to primary law, which is anchored in the
European treaty texts, the Commission, as the proclaimed guardian of
these Treaties, is increasingly relying on secondary law (also Nugent and
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Rhinard 2019), especially implementing acts and delegated acts, which
can be developed in a number of key policy areas (agriculture, internal
market, health, consumer protection etc.). The Commission can essen-
tially adopt these legal acts — in consultation with the Member States
that have to implement them — within the framework of what is known as
comitology. The European Parliament and the Council are not involved in
these procedures but can veto these acts. In addition, the so-called trilogue
(Bianco 2016) between the three EU institutions (Commission, Council,
and Parliament) has been given greater significance. While these informal
negotiations involve Parliament, they shorten the legislative process pre-
cisely with a view to the forthcoming readings of the proposed legislation
in Parliament. Instead, negotiations shift to the mediation committees.

All these changes have negative consequences for interest groups, as
lobbyists are eager to explain. What is particularly remarkable about these
criticisms is that they are consistently raised across all interest sectors.
According to these voices, the informal negotiations between the EU
institutions (trilogues) and agreements in the various comitology committees
(delegated and implementing acts) are taking the place of formalised decision-
making procedures. For Olof Olsson, this situation creates a new form of
opacity: “We have a generalisation of trilogues. Very opaque, lack of trans-
parency, work behind closed doors.” Maxime Moreau, who works at a com-
pany representation, also complains that these inter-institutional discussions
do not serve a “democratic transparent process.” For lobbyists, this situation
is highly problematic, because it becomes more difficult to assess which con-
sultative processes are the most important ones, and which interest groups
wielded influence at which point. Jeremy Jones, who works for an industry
association, complains that it is currently no longer possible to tell on what
basis the Commission made its decisions and formulated the wording of
its legislative proposal. The Commission has far-reaching powers to steer
consultations in a way that suits its needs — and thus also its own agenda —
as business lobbyist Norbert Neumann insinuates with regard to secondary
law: “These are delegated acts. The Commission gets the power to do some-
thing, the power. The Commission should consult, but doesn’t have to. It can
invite experts. Now the question is, who is the expert? Where are the experts
based?” Lorenzo Lombardi, who works for the industry, also agrees with
this assessment. Consultations have something ritualistic about them. They
also do not seem to necessarily encourage the ideas, proposals, and solutions
offered by individual interest groups to actually be taken up: “We are indeed
consulted. However, these are usually pro forma token events where we are
heard, but none of the ideas, proposals, and solutions that we have offered are
necessarily reflected in the proposal.”

The institutional reforms since the Lisbon Treaties are not the only source
of change, as lobbyists report. A second important factor transforming the
field of interest representation is related to the increasing role of the mass and
social media as platforms and instruments of lobbying. The latter changes
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classical lobbying in two ways. On the one hand, PR and media work play a
greater role for most lobby groups. This is because NGOs use print, electronic,
and social media much more than industry interests to exert public pressure
on the EU institutions, first and foremost on the European Parliament.
“Public pressure through social media and traditional media” is a central
topic for Colin Cooper, “because this is one of our key assets as an NGO.”
However, this option is not restricted to the NGO sector alone. Industry asso-
ciations and companies are also much more proactive in playing this card.
This is noted as well by the NGOs themselves, as indicated by Dominique
Dubois, who works for an NGO: “I mean, if we write a letter to the Financial
Times, two weeks later there is a letter from BusinessEurope to the Financial
Times.” This indicates that the classic forms of legislative lobbying, which
were primarily aimed at directly influencing decision makers, are now being
supplemented by instruments of dedicated PR work, which for a long time
were among the preferred options of NGOs.

The alignment of the repertoire of actions is undoubtedly related to
the institutional enhancement of the European Parliament. However, the
alignment is also related to the opportunities offered by the new media and
the communication habits of MEPs in this regard. The advent of social media
in the world of politics seems to have had a particularly stimulating effect here.
Electronic and social media facilitate the sending of statements, documents,
and reports to a large number of addressees. In fact, Frank Fischer as an
MEP and Karin Keller as a journalist agree that they are faced with a high
number of electronic messages. But not only are electronic mass mailings
becoming more common, communication work is also shifting more towards
social media, as Georg Gerlach describes: “So there’s a lot more tweeting
and a lot more use of all kinds of things. Also in the lobby area; [this use of
Twitter] is really amazing. But this is also what politics wants. They are also
riding the wave like crazy.”

A final source of change is a consequence of the institutional reforms of
the EU and the increasing importance of mass and social media — namely, the
growth of the arena of interest groups and the dynamism it is unleashing. In
fact, European lobbyists comment concertedly that the growing number of
interests, the greater fragmentation and specialisation of the respective camps,
and the greater funds that lobby groups invest in their work are among the
reasons why their work has changed significantly during the last decades. The
first and most remarkable change refers to the growth and differentiation of
the lobbying sector, as the complaint about over-competitiveness resonates
throughout the interview material. Particularly interesting is the comparison
with the accounts from 1998 and 1999 presented above. Two decades earlier,
respondents also felt that the lobby sector had grown rapidly and now
included a large number and variety of special interest groups. Up to 50,000
lobbyists were supposed to be out and about, and literally any random — and
nonsensical — topic found a mouthpiece in Brussels, according to Frederic
Fournier’s caricatured account at the time. Andrea Albrecht provides a
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similar description more than 15 years later: “Everyone has their own spe-
cial pet topic, special interest. You have NGOs. You have corporations. You
have associations.” Nevertheless, there is a striking and decisive difference
between the statements made at these two points in time. In the late 1990s,
lobbyists still assumed that the growing organisational field could be absorbed
and broken down by the EU with its many policy field-specific arenas, and
that the really relevant interests within these arenas would assert themselves
against the many insignificant small and micro associations. In the mid-2010s,
there was talk of generalised competition. The chorus of voices describing
this competition as counterproductive also included the representatives of
industry interests. Andrea Albrecht, for example, looked at the politicians
and laments, “They are being inundated by so many different people on the
same topic. And you can see this affecting at least the legislative process.” For
interest groups, the work becomes more difficult “because your voice is being
drowned out by other voices.”

This competition is detrimental to the industry sector, says Athanasios
Angelopoulos, because it prevents successful advocacy: “The reason
I say: There are too many lobbyists and too many trade associations;
I see them competing.” They compete particularly for attention. “That’s the
stupidest thing, because then the Commission or others can really play you
off against each other.” In such circumstances, interest groups are pushed to
form alliances. As Karin Keller, a Brussels correspondent, describes it, these
alliances do not always succeed. She explains this using the example of the
Commission’s proposal on the circular economy, which sought to set high
recycling targets and reduce landfill. The problem of forming an alliance was
that the industry’s umbrella organisation (Business Europe and the national
umbrella organisations organised under it) tried to prevent the adoption of
this proposal, while individual companies (Philips, Unilever or Michelin,
the recycling industry and the World European Council for Development)
were against the withdrawal of the proposal. “So we are also divided because
the world of business is also so complex. And you can no longer bundle all
interests under one hat.”

The growth and fragmentation of the organisational field thus generates
considerable problems for the lobbying staff, particularly because the
increased competition goes hand in hand with the increasing importance of
issue-specific consultation processes. For Olof Olsson, it is the mushrooming
of informal negotiations in technical and conciliation committees and
the enhanced status of implementing acts that force lobby groups to take
a case-by-case approach: “Now you have a lot of exceptions, deviations,
complications.” This increases the demand for external consultants because
the latter can help out with advocacy on a specific issue: “You must really be
an expert. And that means you have to subcontract or you have to externalise
that procedural dimension.” Colin Cooper, who works for an NGO, also
suspects that this demand is growing among industry representations. More
and more companies freeze the funds for employing “in-house” lobbyists in
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order to use consultancy services. In this way, the number of staff can easily
be doubled if necessary.

The increasing fragmentation of the lobbying sector and the growing com-
petitiveness of lobbying is, finally, responsible for the trend towards bigger
budgets and staffs. In fact, many interviewees make remarks about the budget
of the respective counterpart, the observed staffing levels of some of the
interests and the perceived frequency of activities. While the assumption of
increasing budgets is always made in relation to the respective other side, it
is indicative for the general trend that this perception is shared by almost
all interviewees. Georg Gerlach, who is employed by an NGO, describes the
financial and personnel effort of the other side as follows: “Other people have
ten people running here, have even more people running there, plus they hire
law firms or even pure lobbying events, and that goes into the hundreds of
thousands and millions, of course.” He sees his own NGO as being in an
unfair competition with other lobby groups. He is not alone in this respect,
as other NGO representatives also point to the implicit motif of having to
fight like “David against Goliath” (that is: the supremacy of industry). The
business interests would like to counter this impression, because they too talk
about the increasing financial power of other factions. Their focus is on large
industry associations and individual companies, but also on the NGO sector,
which Andrea Albrecht feels is significantly increasing its spending:

I think NGOs have become more and more powerful in Brussels. They
have a lot more financial power. I mean, we, as an organisation, do not
have that much money that we invest in lobbying capabilities other than,
you know, the personnel themselves. So we don’t have large coffers of
money that I think maybe other organisations and companies invest in.

Valerie Vincent, who also works for a company representation, agrees with
this statement, as she too underlines that other companies invest dispropor-
tionately more money in lobbying activities than her own representation.
She mentions in particular money spent on paying commercial consultan-
cies: “They will invest at least millions in this stuff.” The disparaging under-
tone (“this stuff”) suggests that she doubts the return on these “investments.”
Nevertheless, she at least concedes that other interest groups put in much
more effort, which could pay off under certain circumstances.

Despite this scepticism about the added value of bigger budgets, the belief
seems to persist that money might increase the effectiveness of European
lobbying. For Geert van Gelder and Valerie Vincent, money is not a suffi-
cient condition to guarantee lobbying success, but financial resources are
certainly a necessity. Following this sentiment, Colin Cooper links the trend
towards the professionalisation of lobbying to financial investment: “Some
from the industry,” he points out, “hire better professionals and they invest
more money and time in doing better things.” This perception of the benefi-
cial role of money is also reflected in the concern of many that the lobbying
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of the financially stronger counterpart may be more successful than that of
their own organisation. At the same time, this recurring concern also seems to
express a discomfort with the implicit escalation logic of current conditions.
Financial investments seem to fuel each other, as the perception of unequal
financial reserves on the other side is likely to spur the desire to increase
corresponding investments for one’s own work. The perception that “business
is getting tougher,” as Frank Fischer describes the current development, is
consequently an expression of discomfort with the race for ever increasing
labour and material input.

3.3 The qualitative transformation of lobbying: towards
professionalism

European lobbying has been impacted decisively by the fundamental changes
of the institutional and societal reality — this is the shared conviction of those
lobbyists interviewed in the years between 2014 and 2016. According to them,
today’s conditions differ from past conditions in both quantitative and quali-
tative terms. In quantitative terms, it has already been pointed out that in
earlier days there were far fewer interest groups and lobbyists than at present.
Those who have been professionally active in the field for longer report that
the number of people today has increased significantly, if not dramatically,
compared to when they entered the field. Stefan Schneider, for example, who
works for a company representation, remembers: “So around ’98 [...] there
were really much fewer — in inverted commas — lobbyists or consultants here
in Brussels.” Athanasios Angelopoulos, who started out working for an MEP
and now works as a lobbyist for a private company, seeks to back up this
growth with figures: “I mean, 20 years ago, I knew a couple of them. But not
as much as now. And it must have, perhaps, ten times more or something, or
20 times more.”

Whether this subjective perception also corresponds to an objective
increase in interest groups and persons cannot be unequivocally clarified. It
may also be influenced by factors related to the intensity of lobbying rather
than the number of actors. This is because the greater diversity of interests
represented increases the competitiveness of the field and the struggle for
opinion leadership, which automatically increases the frequency of contacts
and inputs. There also seems to be more money being invested in advo-
cacy, which improves the actors’ capacity to act and increases the density
of activity. Lastly, the media shift is changing communication practices by
replacing expensive and cumbersome printed matter with cheap electronic
mass mailings.

Overall, it cannot be ruled out that the perception of a disproportionate
growth of the field is not only related to the growing number of interest
groups, but is also a consequence of the greater intensity and faster pace
of lobbying-specific activities. The quantitative change in the field is conse-
quently accompanied by a qualitative change that directly affects the work
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of European lobbyists. In fact, the interviewees highlight that the qualitative
change concerns the staff themselves and can be reduced to a fairly simple
formula: In the past, deserving but inexperienced people were entrusted with
the tasks of European lobbying; today, they are specialised professionals.

Frank Fischer, who is an MEP, describes the change this way: “So, it is no
longer the case that the board member is shunted off to the European asso-
ciation.” Martin Miiller also thinks that it used to be common practice to
entrust obsolete employees of national associations or companies with tasks
of European interest representation. Other interviewees do not express them-
selves in such derogatory terms. Nevertheless, they agree that the lobbyists
of the early days do not match today’s job description. They name three
characteristics of the previous staff that are quite consistent with the above
theme. Firstly, Andrea Albrecht emphasises that European interest represen-
tation in the early days was primarily a kind of travelling diplomacy: “In the
past, I’ll be fair, people would come to Brussels. They would have a meeting,
and they would leave. And they called that lobbying.” Lobbying at a distance
was not only because stakeholders were often not based in Brussels in the
past. It was also an expression of a time when lobbying was still more strongly
tied to the national Member States and the associations and factions based
there. Consequently, interest representatives only travelled to Brussels when
they had meetings to attend. As has already been illustrated, this constellation
applied to Olof Olsson because the European association he worked for did
not open an office in Brussels until the late 1980s.

Secondly, the lobbyists of the early days were bound to national associ-
ations or companies not only spatially but also in terms of content. They were
very familiar with the industry, the company or the product. As Olof Olsson
notes, thematic specialisation is particularly characteristic of early interest
representation:

In the good old days, you know what is a lobbyist? A lobbyist is a guy
being a specialist in an issue. You know? You're a specialist in sugar, or in
milk, or in beef, or in energy, or in petrol, or in renewable energy, what-
ever. So you’re a specialist.

Lobbying of this kind builds on thematic expertise, which at the same time
also conveys credibility, because these lobbyists are a mouthpiece for specific
interests. Although Olof Olsson does not provide details about the recruit-
ment channels, it seems reasonable to assume that these people were often
regular employees of companies or industry associations who were entrusted
with lobbying tasks in the course of their careers. This assessment had already
been put forward by Frank Fischer and Martin Miiller, as both describe the
lobbyists of the early days as former and obsolete staff of the companies or
associations concerned.

Thirdly, the interviewees leave no doubt that the staff of the old days did
have thematic expertise. In terms of lobbying, however, these people were
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mainly laypersons; and in their new professional activity, they were then inev-
itably regarded as self-taught. This is the opinion of Martin Miiller, who uses
a disparaging choice of words to denounce the lack of professionalism in
early European lobbying:

The big shift that is happening, according to me, is the specialisation. [...]
Back in the old days, I think lobbying was much less a profession. I think
lots of companies sent representatives that they didn’t know exactly where
to put. Nice guys. They came here and they probably did good things, but
it was more on a social, networking level.

The early lobbyists seem to lack the know-how of a lobbyist, which is why
Martin Miiller describes their work by referring to personal attributes: They
cannot offer more than good intentions (“doing good things”) and personal
relationship work (the “social network level”). They obviously did no harm,
but their activities were at amateur level and thus below what a professionally
consolidated advocacy group could achieve.

This lack of professionalism is also attributed to another group of people
from which the European lobby sector has been recruited in the past as well
as today: the former members of the EU institutions. However, this group of
people does not appear in the interview material when describing the changes
over time. In the past, as today, career changers were part of the normal
recruitment channels, which is why no change in the lobbying sector can be
attributed to this group of people; nor does it represent a professionalisation
of the field. As Bettina Bohm already noted in 1999, “an ex-Commission offi-
cial, or an ex-parliamentarian or an ex-journalist” does certainly contribute
an important lobbying resource: contacts with members of the European
institutions. However, she felt that this resource is subject to rapid devalu-
ation: “the shelf life of an ex-politician is only a year or two.” Consequently,
the ex-politicians have to hold their own in a professional field that is now
characterised by a high level of professionalism.

Martin Miiller also shares the view that today’s staff have become sig-
nificantly more professional when he speaks of an increasing specialisation
of the profession in the passage quoted above. This means that his concept
of specialisation differs entirely from the kind of specialisation that Olof
Olsson had in mind when he spoke of sector- or product-specific expertise.
What Martin Miiller means is the lobbying-related specialised knowledge
that the lobbyists of the early days lacked. And specialisation also appears to
be changing recruitment channels and career paths, as the many companies
today are clearly no longer sending people for whom they have no other use.
Conversely, this would mean that many companies today dispatch profes-
sionally specialised people with relevant work experience to Brussels. Such
an observation was also made by Laurent Leroy, who works for a European
association. Interest groups now also look for professionally relevant expertise
when recruiting their staff, making lobbying-specific careers possible: “Most
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associations now are recruiting at all levels and quite directly. So there’s people
who are looking towards a career in public affairs.”

The interviews highlight both the occupational nature and the profession-
alism of today’s lobbying in order to describe the qualitative change in the
profession. They bring into focus a fundamental shift that can be called the
big shift of European lobbying. According to this, the dominant lobbying
style is moving away from what Colin Cooper, as staff member of an NGO,
describes as “old school.” This lobbying style was cultivated by a group of
people who grew up in a political context characterised by agricultural policy
and the central position of farmers’ organisations. According to his account,
the “old school” generation is increasingly being replaced by younger people
who act in a much more professional manner:

Some directors of those organisations were really old school. Because
you need to understand Brussels has existed since the ’60s. [...] Those guys
are still old school. But then you have new guys coming in and more
professionalised and American teaching people here. And you see a
professionalisation, I would say, and especially in the industries getting
better. And the NGOs are getting better and better.

Distinguishing between two generations is to distinguish between lobbying
approaches. Although Colin Cooper does not describe the “old school” in
detail, the comparison insinuates that the early days were characterised by a
lower level of professionalisation. In this respect, the diagnosis coincides with
the descriptions of the old days already outlined: the central importance of a
travelling diplomacy, the predominance of untrained and obsolete staff, the
orientation of work towards factual expertise, and the cultivation of personal
contacts with the institutions of the EC or EU. This description is largely con-
sistent with what is described as “old-school lobbying” in professional articles
and reports from practice: “In the year before the Lisbon Treaty, EU lobbying
rules were quite simple. They were divided into three stages: stage 1, mastering
the technical issues; stage 2, identifying decision makers, and stage 3, meeting
those decision makers” (Guéguen 2019: 94). And it is also consistent with
what the evaluation of the interviews from the 1990s identified in terms of
reference points and practices of lobbying at the time.

The description of the old days and the assumed professionalism of
today’s lobbyists should be treated with caution, because these contrasting
assessments are not impartial. For one thing, it has already been observed
that the more recent accounts of the early times are not always based on
personal experience. As most respondents only started working in the new
millennium, they most likely glean their image of the old days from the
older people still working today. In addition, their perceptions are based on
narratives and assessments that apparently circulate in Brussels circles. This is
especially true of the buzzword “old school.” After all, the dialogue partners
also have an interest in elevating and legitimising today’s lobbying by referring
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to the higher standards of professional work. The old days obviously serve as
a negative contrast for this justification.

However, the comparison does not necessarily imply a criticism of the old
days. In individual interviews, the assessment is more reserved. For Laurent
Leroy, for example, the field of work has changed significantly, but this change
only concerns the higher density of activities and the diversity of the recruited
staff, but not the professionalism of lobbying in terms of good work. It can
also be deduced from Olof Olsson’s accounts that different times necessitate
different approaches to lobbying. The recurrent reference to the profession-
alism of today’s lobbying is thus an acknowledgement that the current field
of activity has to conform to new standards. Lobbyists referring to profes-
sionalism certify that interest representation requires a specific know-how
that needs to be learned and applied. It is this know-how that distinguishes
professional lobbying from old-school advocacy and gives it a competitive
edge. Bettina Bohm already held this view in 1999, as outlined above. She was
convinced that lobbying is a fully developed craft that can draw on precise
tools and tried and tested instruments to guarantee maximum effectiveness.
But this conviction is also expressed in the more recent interviews, although
no other interviewee takes this position as firmly as Bettina Bohm. Rosalie
Rousseau, who works for an NGO, notes, for example, that more and more
organisations are getting involved in communication work, because “com-
munication is the be-all and end-all.” Maxime Moreau (corporate lobbyist),
Geert van Gelder (employee of a consultancy firm), and Olof Olsson are also
of the opinion that there are lobbying-specific instruments, “formulas,” or
methods that can be learned to make one’s own work more efficient.

3.4 A retrospective: the genesis of a field of professional activity

European lobbying has changed significantly over time. This is the view of
the lobbyists who were interviewed in the late 1990s and mid-2010s. They not
only mention a significantly higher number of interest groups seeking to influ-
ence European legislative processes, but also perceive a qualitative change in
the European lobby sector that ultimately stimulates a further profession-
alisation of European interest representation. These accounts are largely
in line with the findings of previous research on the organisational field of
European interest groups (Schmitter and Streeck 1991; Eising and Kohler-
Koch 1994; Greenwood 2017). However, they place particular emphasis on a
number of changes that have tangible consequences for the day-to-day work
of EU affairs professionals. The organisational field is subject to processes of
diversification, fragmentation and specialisation, which is why competition
between interest groups is also increasing within the economy and reducing
the probability of success for each individual group (Diir et al. 2015; Kluger
Rasmussen 2015; Chalmers 2019). The competition is also shifting to the
public sphere, which has become an important arena in the battle for opinion
leadership (Eising et al. 2015; Junk 2015; Keller 2018; Rasch 2018; de Bruycker
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and Beyers 2019). Privileged discussions between the lobby groups and the
Directorates-General of the EU Commission do continue within the various
policy fields. However, lobbyists have to significantly intensify and diversify
their activities because European legislative initiatives pass through a complex
decision-making process (Coen et al. 2021: 118-124). Institutional reforms
have changed the workings and balance of power between the Commission,
the Parliament and the Council of Ministers, just as the coordination between
these institutions produces its own negotiations. Due to these developments,
the competition of interest groups within as well as between policy fields has
intensified significantly (Kastner 2018; Keller 2018). All these developments
encourage a steady professionalisation of European lobbying across interest
sectors (Bursens 1997; Coen and Richardson 2009; Kliiver and Saurugger
20113; Coen and Vannoni 2016).

The European lobbyists interviewed during the late 1990s and mid-2010s
provide rich insights into these larger transformations and confirm that
the changes have triggered a surge in professionalism. Firstly, they argue
that lobbying has increasingly established itself as a distinct occupational
field. This implies that European advocacy is less and less pursued by the
amateurs of the early years (the “old school”). The amateurs are replaced by
professionals who have specialised in this activity and developed their own
expertise. Secondly, they believe that today’s staff make use of a toolkit or
tools of the trade that at least improves the chance of conducting effective and
successful lobbying. Professionalisation would thus appear to be an answer
to the greater demands of the field, as it promises to improve the lobbyists’
ability to act and reflect.

The accounts suggest that the two developments are interlinked, as the
steady professionalisation of the work also meant that European lobbying
became more and more established as a specialised occupation. The more com-
petitive the environment, the more the professionalism of European lobbying
seemed to manifest itself. Even the staff of conflicting interest groups — here
especially those of NGOs and industry interests — described and assessed
these developments in similar terms. The level of consensus is remarkably
high and suggests that professionalisation is experienced as a common reality.
However, the previous evaluations could only provide preliminary indications
of such a shift, and this means that the empirical validation and explanation
of this development is still pending.



4 The lobbying staff

Structures, profiles, self-images

European lobbying is a specialised activity that is usually placed in the hands
of accomplished specialists. It is therefore reasonable to explore European
lobbying through the professionals entrusted with it. A look at the staff
helps describe the contours and structures of the field of work, and it can
be clarified whether the staff perceive European lobbying as a common field
of work in relation to professional activity profiles and self-images. Paying
attention to the staff makes it possible to draw a differentiated picture of
the field of work, because the group of people entrusted with EU affairs is
very heterogeneous. Above all, the job profiles and job titles diverge, as some
focus on relations with the EU institutions (Director of EU Affairs, Head
of European Government Affairs, EU Liaison Officer), and others empha-
sise political regulatory work (Policy Officer, EU Policy Advisor, Manager
Regulatory Affairs), focus on interest representation (Advocacy Manager,
Consultant EU Policy and Advocacy, Brussels Representative), emphasise
communications work (Communications Officer, Manager Communications
and Events, Head of Communications and Public Affairs), or name general
management tasks (Executive Director, Vice-President, Secretary General,
Head of Department), which obviously include lobbying-related activities.
The heterogeneity of the job descriptions highlights the fact that political
advocacy encompasses different areas of responsibility. The field of work
does have a clearly defined core task, as lobbying is defined by activities that
seek to exert a direct influence on political decision-making within the EU
institutions. However, the more the core area of lobbying is left behind, the
more the spectrum of tasks opens up and activity profiles come into play that
fulfil lobbying-related, complementary or additional tasks (Michel 2005b;
Biittner et al. 2015; Bitonti et al. 2017). The broader field of work of EU
affairs involves preparing and conducting meetings and organising events. In
addition, information gathering and preparation plays a major role, forexample
in relation to preparing topic-specific dossiers, reporting on developments in
the field of European policy or drafting position papers. Communication,
public relations (PR), and media work are also of central importance. The
work with clients, federation members, or the membership base should not
be neglected either, for example in relation to the organisation’s internal
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information procurement, coordination, and decision-making. These tasks
are sometimes taken over by individual persons. However, these activities are
also entrusted to different staff members who are particularly qualified for
the respective task profiles due to their professional background. The group
of people involved is therefore not only subdivided along different activity
profiles, but also along different professional biographies and job profiles.
This means that the field of European lobbying can consequently only be
captured adequately by taking an inclusive approach, which first defines the
relevant group of people across the broad range of tasks of EU public affairs.
This term has become widely accepted in the field as a label for activities and
professions, because it allows the broad spectrum of tasks already mentioned
to be described, and it will also be the starting point for the following consid-
erations. The inclusive approach will facilitate an estimate of the size of the
circle of EU affairs professionals in general and that of European lobbying
in particular. Furthermore, it allows to determine the weight of lobbying-
specific activities and self-images in the field of work. This will help show that
European lobbying is the focal point of a diverse and open field of work.

4.1 The EU affairs professionals: contours and structures of
the staff

Previous research has gathered evidence that the European Union (EU)
has developed its own staffs, circles of experts and professional networks
specialising in European law and European politics (Olgiati 2008; Kauppi
and Madsen 2013; Vauchez and Mudge 2012; Vauchez and de Witte 2013;
Georgakakis and Rowell 2013; Biittner et al. 2015). Similar results also apply
to the narrower field of European lobbying, as the growing field of organised
interests has also favoured the formation of its own staff (Michel 2005a;
Courty 2010; McGrath 2005; Kliiver and Saurugger 2013; Coen and Vannoni
2020; Avril 2018; Beauvallet et al. 2022). This was also the opinion of the
lobbyists interviewed in the previous chapter. According to their accounts,
European lobbying has established itself as a profession that is characterised
by specialised skills and activity profile.

These indications will be investigated in the following. The first step is to
empirically define the staff in its general structure. The survey data collected
allow for such a representation, as the respondents all indicated that they
are active in the field of European lobbying, even if the degree of affiliation
diverges. The survey data therefore provide insights into the size of the staff,
the socio-demographic structure and the geographical distribution.

4.1.1 Estimates of the size of the staff

The number of active lobbyists is unknown, which is why the size of the staff
can only be estimated. The number of active interest groups (Courty 2010;
Beyers et al. 2020) for which EU affairs professionals work, does not help in
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this respect either, as the corresponding figures are also based on estimates.
The aforementioned 1992 report of the European Commission named
more than 3,000 interest groups and up to 10,000 lobbyists (Commission
of the European Communities, 1992: 2). The estimated number of individ-
uals has increased significantly since then. Alter-EU spoke of 15,000 indi-
viduals in 2010 (Alter-EU 2010: 23), while LobbyControl and the research
and campaign organisation Europe Observatory a few years later stated
that the number of individuals was as high as 30,000 (Corporate Europe
Observatory 2011: 6). The figure of 50,000 full-time professionals is also
mentioned (European Parliament 2018). However, the parameters on which
these estimates are based are not discussed, which is why an evaluation is
difficult. The own survey data allow to overcome this deficiency, because
they help develop estimates based on nameable parameters. As discussed in
Chapter 2, the data were collected by means of a standardised survey of
European lobbyists in 2016/2017 and do have certain limitations. However,
they provide an accurate overview of the occupational field that paints a
differentiated picture of the staff. Most importantly, the data can be used to
estimate the size of the staff because respondents also provided information
on colleagues active in the field.

An estimate of staff must first and foremost make a differentiation that
does not seem to have been taken into account in the available reports. The
narrower field of lobbying must be distinguished from the broader field of
EU affairs. This field of activity is much broader than what is referred to as
lobbying in the narrower sense; and, as will be shown, the respondents actu-
ally understand lobbying as only one specific sub-area of the broader field. In
general, the area of EU affairs is assigned tasks that are aimed at lobbying,
advocacy or EU relations, but also concern topics such as monitoring, ana-
lyses and expert opinions, information management, communication, PR or
media work, legal advice or compliance. The term “EU affairs” therefore also
includes people who work for different organisations — not only associations,
company representations, NGOs, or state bodies, but also consultancies, law
firms, or think tanks.

It is therefore advisable to make two separate estimates — one with regard
to the total population of EU affairs professionals, a second with regard to
the number of European lobbyists in the narrower sense. For the first estimate,
data from the survey and the transparency register can be used. In June 2016,
the EU register listed 6,301 individuals and 9,290 organisations. However,
only 2,184 of these organisations have registered their staff, which means
that the missing persons need to be estimated. One-third of the organisations
(2,767) are based in the greater Brussels area; the rest (6,523) operate from
outside. The majority of registered persons belongs to the Brussels offices
(4,962); fewer work elsewhere (1,339). The number of registered EU affairs
professionals thus seems to depend on the seat of the organisation. This
finding is confirmed by the survey data, which show that Brussels-based and
non-Brussels-based organisations employ 6.8 and 2.6 EU affairs officers
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respectively. If these figures are extrapolated to the organisational field, this
would result in a total population of 35,775 professionals.

Although this figure corresponds to some estimates, it appears to be too
high, as the number of employees of the 2,184 organisations cannot be fully
transferred to the 7,106 groups without registered staff. A more appropriate
estimate is one that differentiates by residency. For the 2,184 organisations
with registered staff in and outside Brussels (1,485 and 699 respectively), the
calculated staff size (6.8 and 2.6 respectively) can be aligned with the average
number of registered persons (according to the register, 3.3 and 1.9 respec-
tively) to determine the non-registered persons (3.5 and 0.7 per group respec-
tively). This adds 5,198 and 489 to the 6,301 registered EU affairs professionals.
However, the 7,106 organisations that have not registered staff are also likely
to employ EU affairs professionals. It is possible to estimate this group of
people, as the EU register indicates that 27.7 per cent of the workforce of
Brussels-based organisations — and 1.4 per cent of those with a registered
office outside — are listed in the register. If these percentages are extrapolated
to the total workforce, 4,946 are added for Brussels-based organisations and
1,413 for those based outside.

This brings the total number of EU affairs professionals to 18,347, of
whom 15,106 are employed in Brussels and 3,241 outside. The figure can
only be understood as an estimate of the people working in this field. The
circle of employees in and outside Brussels could be larger, as many interest
groups may only be active sporadically if legislative processes relevant to
them are pending. In addition, there would be activities related to the imple-
mentation of European law, the implementation of EU funding programmes
and the application for EU funding. Studies show that a separate labour
market has established itself in the European Member States to take on these
tasks. The EU professionals employed here are characterised by EU-specific
expertise, which extends primarily to the areas of European law, European
funding programmes, and funding resources (Biittner et al. 2015). If these
professionals were counted, the total number of people involved in EU
affairs across all Member States could easily reach the number of 30,000 to
50,000 people estimated by Corporate Europe Observatory (2011: 6) or the
European Parliament (European Parliament 2018). However, the estimate of
active EU affairs professionals presented here does not take these national
labour markets into account. It narrows down the staff to those people who
maintain a direct line to the EU institutions. Compared to the national labour
markets of EU professionals, the figure presented should therefore relate to
the supranational labour market of EU relations in the narrower sense.

The group of EU affairs professionals is very large, with over 18,000 people,
but it still remains unclear as to how many are involved in European lobbying
in the strict sense. Estimating this core staff is fraught with uncertainty: Since
the respondents are more or less involved in lobbying-specific activities, it is
not clear at what percentage one should speak of a lobbying-specific job pro-
file. In fact, it can be assumed that all respondents saw themselves as part of
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the field of work, as the invitation to participate in the survey explicitly stated
the project topic and goal (“Professionalisation of EU lobbying and interest
representation”), which is why recruitment was subject to self-selection. At the
same time, the responses indicate that not all respondents consider themselves
to belong to this field of work in the same way. As will be shown, some of the
interviewees state that they are only involved in lobbying to a limited extent.
It is thus advisable to determine the group of people who can be assigned to
the core staff. To this end, two questions can be used to help assess the degree
of belonging to the narrower field of work of European lobbying. Firstly,
respondents were asked to indicate how much of their total working time they
spent on lobbying activities — the nine-point scale ranged from “not at all” to
“frequently.” Secondly, the participants were asked about their professional
self-image.

With a view to professional self-images, 67.8 per cent of respondents chose
job titles that use lobbying, interest representation or other synonyms (see
Section 4.2), while just over a third named other job titles (such as expert,
consultant, analyst, manager, diplomat). With regard to the frequency of
lobbying-specific activities, almost one in three (28.9 per cent) says they are
rarely or never involved in such activities (see also Section 4.2). It can thus
be concluded that one-third of the respondents should not be assigned to
the narrower field of European lobbying. If this share is deducted from the
estimated number of active EU affairs professionals, the number of European
lobbyists can be estimated at around 12,400 or 13,000 persons. It must also
be emphasised that this estimate mainly takes into account the supranational
labour market of European lobbyists, as the national labour markets are only
partially covered by the transparency register.

The distinction between EU affairs and European lobbying has
consequences for the analyses and discussions in the following chapters. First,
it will be necessary to establish differences, because EU affairs refers to a het-
erogeneous field of activity with different job profiles and self-images, whereas
lobbying is a much more confined field of work with specific task profiles and
job descriptions. At the same time, however, it can be assumed that there will
be fluid transitions between the broader field of work of EU affairs and the
core area of lobbying, which must be taken into account in the analysis of
activities and persons.

4.1.2 The socio-demographic profile of EU affairs professionals

A first insight into the structure of the staff is provided by the demographic
characteristics of the respondents — their age and gender. This information
can be used to clarify whether the change in staff discussed in the interviews
has occurred. According to the descriptions, the old days were characterised
by a one-sided staff structure. The reports reveal that it was above all the
(older, male) employees of national federations, companies or associations
who were sent to Brussels to represent the interests of their employers



82  The lobbying staff: structures, profiles, self-images

towards the European institutions. The interviews indicate that the changes
in the field have also led to a change in the group of practitioners, as younger
men and women are now taking up lobbying as a career and pursuing it
professionally.

The socio-demographic data gathered by the survey can help assess the
magnitude of these changes. A high proportion of younger and middle-aged
people would suggest the establishment of a labour market that makes early
career entry and own career paths possible. Moreover, higher proportions of
women would indicate a steady feminisation of the staff, thus underlining the
plausibility of the presumed change. Particular attention needs to be paid to
gender-specific inequalities and segmentations along positions and occupa-
tional status so characteristic of many labour markets (Bolton and Muzio
2008), because it allows to assess the extent to which the feminisation of the
workforce has changed the entire field of EU public affairs, including high-
ranking positions. Moreover, it makes it possible to ascertain the extent to
which a gender gap within the lobbying profession, which has been identified
by previous research (Junk et al. 2021; also Bath et al. 2005; LaPira et al.
2020), is also a reality within the political arena of the EU.

To shed light on the age and gender structure of the staff, an age pyramid
was created based on the survey data. Figure 4.1 shows that people of all age
groups are active in the field of EU affairs, including some respondents of
retirement age. However, the age pyramid has quite a pronounced base, with
many people between the ages of 30 and 35 among the respondents. The pro-
portion of people under 30 is significantly lower. A second striking feature
is the uneven distribution of age groups by gender. Among the younger age
groups, men and women are almost equally well represented in the field. The
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Figure 4.1 Age and gender structure (N = 655).
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Table 4.1 Age and gender structure of all respondents

Age
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ total
all respondents 79 246 158 113 59 655

12.1% 37.6% 24.1% 17.2% 9.0%  100.0%
according to gender

Female 42 111 69 35 10 267
53.2% 45.1% 43.7% 31.0% 17.0% 40.8%

Male 37 135 89 78 49 388
46.8% 54.9% 56.3% 69.0% 83.0% 59.2%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100.0%

over-45s, in contrast, are dominated by men; the imbalance is particularly
pronounced among the over-55s.

These findings are corroborated as soon as the respondents are divided into
different cohorts. Table 4.1 shows that the group of 30-year-olds (irrespective
of gender) is the largest, and that the cohorts between 30 and 49 years of age
account for almost two-thirds of all respondents. The group of the over-50s is
still well represented with a quarter of respondents, while the youngest make
up just over one in ten. If the figures are broken down by gender, a clear fem-
inisation of the staff can be seen along the age structure. The older the cohort,
the more dominant the proportion of men; the younger the cohort, the more
balanced the proportion of women and men. In the youngest cohort, women
are even in the majority. What is unclear about these findings, however, is
whether we are dealing with an age or a cohort effect. On the one hand, it is
conceivable that these figures indicate a steady change in the labour market.
A higher proportion of men in the cohorts of the over 50s and 60s could
indicate that 20 or 30 years ago, hardly any women, but many men, opted
for a career in this labour market. At the same time, it would indicate that
this situation has changed radically by now, as the proportion of women who
have sought and found relevant employment has increased noticeably. In that
case, older, male-dominated generations would be supplemented or replaced
by younger, more female-dominated generations. On the other hand, these
findings can also be attributed to an age effect. In this case, the higher pro-
portion of men would indicate that women leave the profession more often
with increasing age, while men remain in the occupational field until old age
or join as career changers. The fact that the proportion of women decreases
evenly from the youngest to the oldest generation supports the plausibility of
the cohort effect, since age-specific career endings would have to occur more
frequently during biographically distinctive stages — in terms of traditional
gender roles: at the age of starting a family — which is not the case. However, a
definite clarification is not possible on the basis of a one-time cross-sectional
analysis.
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The feminisation of the labour market, however, also needs to be validated
with regard to the proportion of women in senior positions in order to
assess the scope of the change. A question on the role profile of the job that
respondents hold within their organisation can be used for these purposes.
The respondents were asked to indicate which decision-making competences
they have in their day-to-day work. The closest to leadership positions was
the statement that respondents assumed management responsibility with
decision-making powers. Of the 268 people who considered themselves to be
in this position (representing 41 per cent of all), 67 per cent were male and
only 33 per cent were female (see Table 4.2). The proportion of women among
senior staff is thus quite moderate. However, a process of feminisation can
also be discerned in this respect, as the proportion of women in leadership
positions increases, the younger the cohorts are. This finding is conveyed in
the following figure and table. Figure 4.2 first shows that, as expected, the age
pyramid becomes significantly narrower as soon as the group of respondents
is restricted to the 267 people in leadership positions. As Table 4.2 shows,
these positions are more frequent in the older cohorts: Among the over-60s,
62.7 per cent are in a senior position and the same is true for the 50s (61.1 per
cent) and 40s (53.2 per cent) cohorts. The proportion drops significantly in
the younger cohorts: Here, only 27.6 per cent of thirty-somethings and just
11.4 per cent of twenty-somethings hold a leadership position. As in many
other fields, the prospects of holding leadership positions in EU affairs also
increase with age.

In terms of gender ratios, it is evident from the age pyramid that the
number of men in senior positions is significantly higher compared to women.
This ratio evens out considerably among the younger cohorts, and among
the youngest, women in leadership positions even predominate. Table 4.2
confirms this feminisation of the management floors. Women are slightly
overrepresented among the few young leaders and the ratio remains fairly
even among the 30-year-old cohort. The proportion of women then gradually

Table 4.2 Gender relations in leadership positions

Gender Age
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ total
Female 5 32 33 13 5 88
55.6% 47.1%  39.3% 18.8% 13.5% 33.0%
Male 4 36 51 56 32 179
44.4% 52.9% 60.7%  81.2% 86.5% 67.0%
All leaders 9 68 84 69 37 267
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
All respondents 79 246 158 113 59 655

Proportion of leaders 11.4%  27.6% 53.2% 61.1% 62.7% 40.8%
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Figure 4.2 Age pyramid of respondents in leadership positions (N = 267).

decreases up to the oldest cohorts, where men occupy almost nine out of
ten positions. Here, too, it cannot be conclusively clarified whether these are
cohort or age effects. The fact that the proportion of women drops signifi-
cantly among the generation in their fifties speaks more in favour of age-
specific, biographical decisions, although cohort effects are also conceivable.

The magnitude of the rejuvenation and feminisation of the labour market
can be best evaluated when comparing the findings with the data on the staff
structure of the EU institutions and associations. In terms of age structure,
it can be noted that the average age of the EU affairs professionals surveyed
is somewhat lower than that of the staff of the EU institutions. Respondents
are on average 41.8 years old, while the corresponding age for European
Commission employees is around 46 years (European Commission 2018b).
The members of the European Parliament are even older: In 2016, MEPs were
on average 54 years old, even though the values vary significantly between
national origins. Bulgaria had the youngest delegates (45 years), Poland the
oldest (59 years) (European Parliamentary Research Service 2017). Overall,
this comparison shows that EU affairs professionals are significantly younger
than the target group. This is an indication that the entry barriers to this field
of work are less high than for the European Commission and the European
Parliament.

The gender ratio shows a mixed picture. Available reports indicate that the
proportion of women among EU affairs professionals is around the average
of what is known about employees within the EU. For example, surveys on the
gender ratio in leadership positions within all EU institutions (Commission,
Parliament, Council of Ministers, Committees, and Agencies) show that the
share of women at the leadership level was 31.6 per cent in 2017 (European
Institute for Gender Equality 2017).! In some EU institutions, the share of
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women is even lower, for example in leadership positions within the European
courts or financial institutions. Here the figure drops to 20.8 per cent and 10
per cent respectively (European Institute for Gender Equality 2017).

The information about gender relations in associations and interest
groups is particularly noteworthy, because it corroborates that the propor-
tion of women in management positions varies significantly between sectors.
The European Institute for Gender Equality has estimated that the propor-
tion of women in leadership positions among the European social part-
ners (employers’ organisations and trade unions) is only 27.2 per cent. The
highest percentage is achieved by European non-governmental organisations
(NGO:s). In this area, the proportion of women in senior positions (presidents
and members of governing bodies) is 47.6 per cent (European Institute for
Gender Equality 2017). Gender parity has thus been largely achieved among
European NGOs. These indications correspond roughly to the proportion of
women in the area of EU public affairs: According to the survey data, the
share of women at senior level is significantly higher among NGOs (40 per
cent) than among trade associations and company representations (both 17
per cent).

Overall, the results prove that the change in the field of work described by
the lobbyists has occurred. The staff is now recruited from women and men
of all ages, although the younger generations dominate. This demographic
structure suggests that EU affairs has become a labour market that readily
accepts new entrants and offers personal development opportunities. At the
same time, it could be shown that the EU affairs professionals do not stand
out clearly from the staff of the EU institutions insofar as the age and gender
structure is considered. The group of individuals is significantly younger, but
only slightly more female in terms of the proportion of women. Especially
among the younger cohorts, there is a clear feminisation, which also affects
the management levels, thus evidencing that the gender gap is rather low at
the EU level (see Junk et al. 2021; also Bath et al. 2005; LaPira et al. 2020).
The comparison with the EU institutions therefore suggests that EU affairs
constitute a labour market with lower entry barriers. This may point to fluid
transitions between European labour markets inside and outside the EU
institutions, which will be discussed in later chapters.

4.1.3 High diversity of personal and professional backgrounds

The circle of EU affairs professionals is characterised by a high diversity of
personal backgrounds. Internal diversity is, first, reflected in the national
origin of the respondents. When asked about their nationality, they indicated
40 different nationalities; 12 per cent hold dual citizenship. As Figure 4.3
shows, people with German passports form the largest group, followed by
France, Italy, Belgium, Great Britain, and Spain. There are also significant
numbers of EU affairs professionals from the Netherlands, Ireland, Sweden,
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Greece, and Poland. While the vast majority
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Figure 4.3 National citizenship indicated — multiple answers.

of respondents have European citizenship, only 5 per cent are from non-
European countries, such as Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia or the USA,
Russia, Australia, South Korea, or South Africa.

The great heterogeneity of national origins is fully in line with the multi-
national structure of the EU. The fact that people with non-European roots
are also among the respondents has to do with personal life histories. But it
also signals that organisations outside Europe have an interest in engaging
with the EU institutions, which is why they send their own staff. The per-
centage distribution of nationalities among the respondents largely cor-
responds to the size of the respective Member States, especially since German
interest groups are said to have a high level of engagement in European pol-
itics (Eising 2009: 103-126; Diir and Mateo 2016: 47-69); however, the small
proportion of staff with British passports seems somewhat too low (Coen
et al. 2021: 150f.).

Second, the EU affairs staff is also heterogenous in terms of expertise.
This can be determined on the basis of the educational profiles. Since almost
all respondents have a university degree, as will be shown in the sixth chapter,
the degrees can be used as a point of orientation to draw a picture of the
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professional backgrounds. The first thing that stands out is the marked diver-
sity of subjects studied, with EU affairs professionals naming a good 200
different subjects or combinations of subjects. There is hardly a subject area
that is not represented. The mentions range from administrative and legal
sciences, business administration, and economics to engineering, chemistry,
biology, astrophysics, mathematics, medicine, history, anthropology, linguis-
tics, and sociology. In quantitative terms, however, the social sciences, law,
and economics dominate, as will be shown in more detail (see Section 6.1).
Taken together, the technical and scientific subjects are well represented, with
respondents citing such a subject classification in one out of six cases. While
this means that the field of activity of EU affairs is dominated by graduates
from economics, law, and social science courses, the breadth of professional
backgrounds is nevertheless remarkable.

Third, it is advisable to take a look at the organisations for which the EU
affairs professionals work. The heterogeneity of the organisational field is likely
to be reflected in the heterogeneity of the staff, because different organisations
(such as sector-specific companies or associations, law firms, think tanks or
NGOs) also recruit different people, just as the different interest groups and
task profiles socialise staff in different professional directions. The survey
data make it possible to identify this organisation-related heterogeneity, as
the respondents provided information about their employer. Relevant infor-
mation is whether the “EU affairs offices” for which the respondents work are
based exclusively in Brussels or are part of an organisation that is also active
in other countries. In addition, information is available on the type of organ-
isation, but only for those groups that are not exclusively based in Brussels.

Table 4.3 shows that almost half of all organisations operate exclusively in
Brussels, with the other half in other countries. For the latter, information on
the sector was requested. Almost half of the respondents work for business
interest groups, every fourth person is employed by NGOs, trade unions, and
professional associations, and a similarly large proportion work for commer-
cial consultancy firms and think tanks. These figures initially confirm the pre-
dominance of economic interests, which has been determined for the field of
organised interests (European Parliament 2003; Greenwood 2017: 13; Coen
et al. 2021: 59-63). Since it can be assumed that the commercial consultan-
cies primarily count companies or trade associations among their clients, the
employees of these firms, as well as those of companies and trade associ-
ations, are likely to make up almost two-thirds of all EU affairs professionals.
However, this does not mean that the field of work is dominated by a certain
type of professional work, because the work at consultancies, associations,
and company representations certainly diverges. In addition, one-third of all
employees comes from a wide range of organisations, including NGOs, gov-
ernment bodies, think tanks, research, and educational institutions.

The information in the EU Transparency Register has been included in the
table in order to check whether the proportions of respondents match those
of the organisations reported in the register. Although the figures (employees



The lobbying staff: structures, profiles, self-images 89

Table 4.3 Sector and type of organisation: own survey (N = 633) and organisations in
the Transparency Register (N = 11791)

respondents EU Register ¥
N per cent  per cent
Organisation based exclusively in Brussels 281 444
Organisation at several locations 352 55.6
of which:
Companies or corporations 90 25.8 19.8
Industry or employers’ association 79 22.6 20.6
Trade unions or professional associations 25 7.2 7.7
NGOs, civil society 44 12.6 27.2
Public bodies and governmental organisations 24 6.9 4.9
Commercial consultancies 47 13.5 9.4
Think tanks, research or higher education 21 6.0 7.7
other 19 5.4 2.7
Total 349 100.0 100.0

a) EU Transparency Register: http.llec.europa.eultransparencyregister/publiclhome, retrieved 12/
04/2019.

on the one hand and organisations on the other) cannot be equated, the com-
parison does provide a rough guide to assess whether the survey data paint
a distorted picture. This does not seem to be the case. There are deviations
among the respondents who work for NGOs. These are underrepresented
in relation to the number of registered organisations, while employees of
business interests and consulting firms are overrepresented. These deviations
have to do with the staffing levels of the organisations concerned, as the survey
data confirm. Respondents were asked to indicate how many staff members in
their organisation are responsible for EU affairs. Table 4.4 shows that consult-
ancy firms and trade associations have a larger staff working in EU relations
(a median value of 15 and four employees) than NGOs (three), which is
why respondents from industry-related interest groups are overrepresented
in relation to the proportion of organisations, while those from NGOs are
underrepresented.

The table also shows that the employers have different levels of staffing
and funding. Consultancies are among the most staffed organisations,
while trade unions and NGOs are among the least staffed. A similar picture
emerges for the budgets for EU-related activities, with business associations
having even more financial resources in this respect. However, there is a wide
dispersion in regard to expenses, especially at the top. Every fourth company
representation and every seventh business association has spent more than
one million euros on EU affairs, while only one in ten NGOs has done so.
Staffing levels and spending levels correlate significantly (Pearson’s coeffi-
cient of .503***) although small offices also handle high budgets. The data
thus confirm the well-known imbalance between economic interests and
organised civil society.
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Table 4.4 Resource endowment of the EU affairs offices

EU affairs staff  costs of EU affairs activities N

(median) (median)

All 3 persons 200,000 euros 579 1320
Brussels-based 3 150,000 249 /136
Consultancies 15 350,000 41/ 16
Companies 3 380,000 75146
Trade associations 4 300,000 67137
Trade unions 2.5 80,000 20/12
NGOs 3 50,000 68 /39
others 3.5 300,000 36 /19

4.1.4 The world of EU affairs: Brussels and beyond?

The group of people working in the field of EU affairs might be hetero-
geneous when considering demographic profiles, personal backgrounds,
and employers. However, the impression of a consistent diversity must
be put into perspective, because the world of EU affairs seems to revolve
around a centre of gravity: Brussels. This city is the seat of many EU
institutions, which is why the political representation of interests has a clear
local connection (Kortelainen and Koeppen 2018). Admittedly, this does
not necessarily mean that the interest groups must also be physically pre-
sent in Brussels. In addition to the European lobby groups that have their
headquarters in the ‘capital of the EU’, there are also local and national
organisations that carry out their work entirely from their own countries,
entrust consultancies in Brussels with representation work and are only
active in Brussels itself on a selective basis (Beyers and Kerremans 2007,
Poloni-Staudinger 2008). Nevertheless, the interest groups that main-
tain their own offices in Brussels seem to have an advantage (Coen 2004).
Many of the formal consultations and informal talks take place in Brussels
(Broscheid and Cohen 2007). Effective lobbying also depends on being
informed about planned legislation at an early stage. And it is mainly those
who build lasting working relationships with the EU institutions who are
heard (Coen and Richardson 2009).

For the assumed professionalisation of European lobbying, Brussels might
play a decisive role, for the reasons given. It is thus important to ascertain empir-
ically how much presence there is. Although many meetings are held in Brussels,
the day-to-day work is also characterised by high mobility requirements.
European policy is not only made in Brussels by the EU institutions based
there (the EU Commission, the second seat of the European Parliament, the
Permanent Representations). The Member States also play an important role —
ultimately through the Council of Ministers — in shaping political will and
decision-making. EU affairs professionals not infrequently have to contact
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national member associations, corporate headquarters or alliance partners
to target national governments. Furthermore, European lobbyists can only
carry out their representation work in Brussels if they receive the mandate
of the member associations, the management or the clients, and if they have
agreed the content of the demands and positions with them. For these reasons,
it cannot be assumed that Brussels completely binds the staff geographically.
EU affairs professionals are likely to be expected to have a high presence in
Brussels, but they are also likely to have to travel a lot. They may also commute
between their national headquarters and Brussels. Consequently, the fact that
Brussels is the hub of European interest representation does not exclude a
broad — international and pan-European — field of action.

These considerations are reason enough to seek an empirical answer to the
question of the degree of geographical centricity. Firstly, itisimportant to check
the extent to which Brussels binds staff geographically. Secondly, it must be
answered how far-reaching the sphere of influence of EU affairs professionals
is beyond Brussels. Thirdly, it needs to be ascertained how strongly these
professionals are engaged in regular contacts with EU institutions, among
other addressees. These questions can be answered once the respondents’ data
on place of residence, attendance times, and work contacts are evaluated. The
study design must be taken into account when considering this information,
as the sample of respondents consisted of the group of those registered in
the transparency register. This means that people who come to Brussels only
rarely for occasional appointments (such as an event organised by a lobby
group, a meeting of an expert group, a meeting with a Commissioner) are
likely to be underrepresented in the sample, as they may not see any reason
to register. The transparency register is likely to adequately represent the
core workforce of EU affairs professionals, as lobbyists who want to make
appointments at the European Parliament have to register; at the same time,
this group of people also seems to use registration to underpin their profes-
sionalism and reputation (Nastase and Muurmans 2018).

Thus, the data collected provide us with insights into the extent of the geo-
graphical centricity of the core staff involved in EU affairs — and this geo-
graphical centricity is quite pronounced, as the data show. Figure 4.4 focuses
on place of residence and shows that two-thirds of the respondents live in
Brussels. The number of outsiders is significantly lower: One in ten commutes
daily, almost one in five travels to Brussels weekly and only a few see no reason
to be there regularly. The figures make it clear that the job have consequences
for private life. Most of the respondents probably moved to Brussels for the
work. But Brussels also plays an important role for most of the others who
chose to live elsewhere, as they commute regularly.

The importance of Brussels as a location for work is substantiated once
the respondents’ data on attendance times are analysed. They were asked
to indicate how much time they had spent at different working locations in
the last 12 months. The working locations to choose from were: the office
in Brussels, external meetings or events in Brussels, travel outside Brussels,
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Figure 4.4 Residence of respondents and presence in Brussels (N = 660).

Table 4.5 Work locations and attendance times in per cent (all questions N = 699)

mean values percentage distribution
mean  std- dev. 0 upto upto upto upto total
value 25 50 75 100

office in Brussels 46.2  29.7 16.0 12.6 238 30.6 17.0 100.0

meetings in Brussels 16.9 12.6 13.2 655 203 0.7 0.3 100.0

travel outside Brussels 12.0  11.9 18.6 70.1 10.6 0.4 0.3 100.0

in other offices of the 6.3 158 67.1 26.0 3.0 2.6 1.3 100.0
organisation

working from home 103 214 61.8 252 5.6 4.0 3.4 100.0

other offices of the organisation and, lastly, working from home. Respondents
could give percentages between zero and 100 to indicate their average time
spent in the different locations. These values were grouped for the presenta-
tion in Table 4.5. Both the average length of stay and the frequencies of the
respective proportions are given.

The figures show that the Brussels office is the most important place of
work. On average, respondents spend almost half of their annual working
time there. In addition, 17 per cent of their working time is spent in meetings
or events in Brussels. This brings the total proportion of time spent in
Brussels to two-thirds of the annual working time (63 per cent). Trips outside
Brussels account for just under a tenth of working time, and work in other
offices and at home is similarly low. However, the information provided by
the respondents varies considerably, especially with regard to the length of
time spent in the Brussels offices and working from home. Broken down by
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percentage, the columns on the right-hand side of the table show that the
respondents provide different information about their presence in the Brussels
office: One in six is not on site at all and, if respondents with a length of stay
of less than 25 per cent are added, as many as 29 per cent are rarely or never
in a Brussels office. For the vast majority, however, high attendance times
apply: 71 per cent are very often in the Brussels office (i.e. between 50 per cent
and 100 per cent of their annual working time), and 66 per cent say they spend
up to a quarter of their working time in meetings or events in Brussels. This
means that Brussels is indeed the main place of activity for most EU affairs
professionals.

The importance of Brussels as a place to live and work is closely related to
the requirement to be close to the European institutions and engage in regular
contacts. This is reported by Figure 4.5, which summarises the answers to a
question about the intensity of formal contacts with representatives of various
organisations during the past 12 months. The list of these addresses is com-
prehensive, but the responses shows that EU public affairs privilege a number

European Commission 39
European Parliament 3.7
NGOs 33
Trade & Business Associations 33
Permanent Representations 3.1
Companies and Groups 3.0
Mass Media 3.0
National Governments 2.9
Think Tanks and Research 2.9
PR Agencies 2.9
Academic Institutions 2.7
Trade Unions 2.7
EU Affairs Consultancics —mees——— ) 5
Council of the EU ~ me— ) 4
Self-Employed Consultants —mes— ) 3
Law Firms —messssss—— ) |
Local, Regional Authorities —me—— ) |
Decentralised Agencies w9
National Parliaments s | 9
Economic & Social Committee s | 8
Committee of the Regions —msmmm | 6
European Investment Bank —messs | 4
Churches and Religious Communities w13
European Central Bank == 1.2
European Data Protection Supervisor = 1.1
European Ombudsman = ].]
European Court of Auditors = 1.1

1.0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

1 “not at all” — 5 “very often”

Figure 4.5 Formal contacts during the last 12 months with... (means).
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of key players who are located in Brussels. On average, they meet rather often
with representatives from the European Commission, European Parliament
and the Permanent Representations, but they are also fairly often in contact
with representatives from other interest groups (e.g. NGOs, business associ-
ations, companies), many of whom will be based in Brussels, too.

The moderate relevance of contacts with national governments and local
and regional authorities indicates that the scope of activities transcends
Brussels, as was already evidenced by Table 4.5. The data presented there
make it possible to estimate that respondents spend on average one-tenth
of their annual working time travelling — at 250 working days per year, this
would correspond to about 30 working days. These indications make sense,
because EU affairs professionals have to attend regular appointments outside
Brussels, mainly to meet with association members, company management
or client decision makers, as will be explained in Section 4.3. The importance
of travelling outside Brussels thus suggests that the radius of action of EU
affairs professionals has an international component.

A look at the respondents’ work contacts is useful in order to gain more
clarity in regard to this matter. During the survey, they were asked to indicate
how multinational their sphere of action is, both inside and outside Brussels.
When recording this socio-spatial radius of action, the survey distinguished
between two dimensions: One aspect was the working contacts with people
or organisations in their home country (the national dimension); the other
was the contacts with people of other nationalities in Brussels (the inter-
national dimension). Table 4.6 provides empirical evidence by compiling the
respondents’ answers to these two questions. The question on work contacts
in the home country shows that as many as 43 per cent of the respondents

Table 4.6 Working contacts — national and international (in per cent)

How often do you have professional contact with individuals and organisations in your
home country?

Never 5.6
28.2
23.6
17.2
very often 25.4
Total 100.0 (N = 639)

In Brussels, what is the main national background of your professional contacts?

my home country 5.2
6.0

the same 28.4
15.2

other countries 452

Total 100.0 (N = 637)
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maintain such contacts often or very often; another 24 per cent maintain these
contacts from time to time. While these responses underline the importance
of the national level, including for EU affairs professionals based in Brussels,
the results also make clear that EU affairs professionals are integrated into
an international working environment. Only a small minority of respondents
report that they move primarily within professional networks from their home
country in Brussels (11 per cent), whereas a clear majority (60 per cent) report
that they maintain contacts with people from other countries. Slightly more
than one in four report a blend of national and multinational contacts.

Many EU affairs professionals thus maintain regular contact with people
and organisations in their home country and interact with people from
different countries in Brussels at the same time. However, in general there
is a negative correlation between the two questions (Pearson’s coefficient of
—.273**%), People who are involved in international networks in Brussels are
less likely to maintain contact with their home country, which also implies
that those who have more frequent contact with organisations in their home
country are significantly less likely to have contact with people from other
countries in Brussels. Although international networks in Brussels and fre-
quent contacts in one’s own home country are not mutually exclusive, there
is a tendency to separate the two spheres: EU affairs professionals either tend
to move within national networks inside and outside Brussels, or they settle
in Brussels primarily within international networks that are closed off to
the national level. Considering the dimensions, the group of the nationally
oriented, with one-third of the respondents, is weaker than the group of the
internationally oriented, who make up about half of the respondents.

All in all, the findings show that the world of EU affairs is tied back to
Brussels. Many interest groups, consultancies or think tanks have made
Brussels the headquarters of their organisations, which is why the majority
of employees live in this city or commute there daily. In addition, they
spend a large part of their working time in the Brussels offices, meetings
and events, and engage in regular contacts with the European institutions,
Permanent Representations, and other interest groups. The national level
does remain an important reference point for their work, as almost one in
two respondents regularly comes into professional contact with people from
their home country. The pull of Brussels is considerable, however, because
most EU affairs professionals live and work in this city, and contact networks
are in the majority of cases international. The world of EU affairs may be
heterogeneous in terms of the personal and professional backgrounds of the
employees, but its local orientation indicates a high degree of professional
integration.

4.2 EU affairs and lobbying: focus of activities and self-images

Lobbying is part of the EU affairs professionals’ remit. However, it has
remained unclear until now how important this specific type of activity is. At
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the same time, the transitions to other activities are fluid, which is why it is not
possible to clearly determine where the work of lobbyists ends and where the
factual work of expert groups, the legal advice of law firms or the communica-
tion policy of PR agencies, NGOs, or associations begins. For this reason, the
question of the extent of EU affairs professionals’ involvement in European
lobbying will be described and examined next.

4.2.1 Main areas of activity

The survey data collected confirm the assumption that European lobbying is a
variable field. Almost all respondents indicated that they are at least partially
involved in lobbying activities, although the extent varies significantly. Being
part of the field of work in general has to do with the design of the survey, as
the survey was explicitly tailored to lobbying or political interest representa-
tion. It can therefore be assumed that only those persons participated in the
survey who identify at least to some extent with these terms. In fact, very few
dropouts were recorded for questions that explicitly targeted lobbying-specific
activities. These cases were discarded. Differences between the respondents
only emerged in the data on the extent of lobbying activities, because EU
affairs professionals have different degrees of activity in the field of European
lobbying. This is because the scope of work of EU affairs encompasses a
whole range of tasks, as Section 4.3 will show. Two of these tasks were picked
up in the survey in order to draw a more complete picture of the activity
profiles: firstly, the activities of “monitoring and commenting,” which means
observing, analysing and reporting on political and legal developments within
the EU; secondly, “lobbying and public affairs,” which means representing
interests towards EU institutions and the public. The professionals surveyed
were asked to indicate how much of their working time they devote to these
two areas. They were able to choose values from one to nine, depending on
whether they did this work not at all or frequently.? The aim was to find out
how important these two tasks are in the day-to-day work of EU affairs
professionals. Another aim was to clarify the relationship between passive
engagement with political initiatives within the EU (monitoring) and active
influencing of the European institutions (lobbying). Figure 4.6 presents
the frequency distribution for both areas. It shows that the workload of
monitoring and commenting on EU policies is estimated to be higher than
lobbying. In particular, the proportion of those who monitor frequently is
higher than the number of those who lobby frequently. Very few respondents
reported not working in lobbying or monitoring at all, so their activities are
more likely to be related to other EU affairs tasks (such as expertise, consul-
tancy, communication, compliance, management).

A direct comparison of the two areas of activity illustrates the wide variation
among the respondents. Figure 4.7 places respondents in a two-dimensional
space according to how much they are involved in monitoring and lobbying in
their working time. The point clouds were graphically adjusted using random
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Figure 4.7 Main activities (plot, N = 651).

noise in order to improve the visualisation of the frequency distribution. The
scatter diagram shows that the focus of the respondents’ work varies consider-
ably, as there are respondents who are only marginally active in the two areas
and others who spend a larger proportion of their working time in them.
Both areas of activity are interrelated, as those who report a higher proportion
of lobbying activities are also more often involved in monitoring. The
trend line illustrates this connection. However, the diagram confirms that the
focus of the respondents’ work is more on monitoring: Respondents with a
low share of work in lobbying activities already state that they regularly carry
out monitoring, which is why the trend line in the graph starts at a value
of around four. In contrast, the area in the lower right part of the graph is
only weakly occupied, which means that people with a high proportion of
work in lobbying are also very involved in monitoring. Only a few of these
respondents can afford to invest little time in monitoring European politics.
Monitoring therefore not only seems to account for a significant share of the
workload. It also seems to be the basis of lobbying.

The results suggest that lobbying is only one component of a broader range
of tasks. As the analysis of the qualitative interviews will show (see Section
4.3), this is because EU affairs professionals define lobbying as a specific
activity, which they then only deal with to a manageable extent. At the same
time, the effectiveness of lobbying depends on a number of other tasks that
determine the workload more clearly. However, the results so far also show
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that the professionals surveyed are entrusted with lobbying tasks to varying
degrees. Interest representation is therefore to be understood as a gradual field
of activity. People are more or less involved in this work, which is why the job
title of “lobbyist” can only be understood as a gradual typification.

However, the professionals interviewed not only differ in how strongly
their work is oriented towards lobbying. They have also been working in
the field for different lengths of time. In fact, not all respondents have a
similar wealth of experience; it is nevertheless surprising that the older ones
have not necessarily been in business any longer. The data thus provide
insights into the question of when the respondents entered the occupational
field — whether as beginners or as career changers. In order to answer these
questions, it is possible to draw on the information provided by respondents
on their years of experience in monitoring and commenting on European
politics. While this means that data are only available on one of the two areas
of activity, monitoring is one of the basic and more widespread tasks of EU
affairs.

As Table 4.7 shows, four out of five respondents answered this question.
Overall, the length of experience is quite moderate, averaging nine years.
Slightly more than 40 per cent of the respondents state that they have been
active in the field for one to five years; nevertheless, one in four can look back
on six to ten years of professional experience. This relatively modest period
of activity is because the majority of the interviewees, at 24 to 40 years of age,
are still quite young and can therefore hardly have a wealth of experience. The

Table 4.7 Experience with monitoring and commenting on European policy, by

age cohort
All by age cohorts
total 20-29 30-39 4049 50-59 60+
1-5 years N 230 56 125 23 18 8
% 43.2 100.0 60.4 17.0 19.6 19.0
6-10 years N 132 63 38 20 11
% 24.8 30.4 28.2 21.7 26.2
11-15 years N 73 18 39 15 1
% 13.7 8.7 28.9 16.3 2.4
16-20 years N 60 1 30 17 12
% 11.3 0.5 222 18.5 28.6
21-25 years N 23 5 12 6
% 4.3 3.7 13.0 14.3
26-35 years N 14 10 4
% 2.7 10.9 9.5
Total N 532 56 207 135 92 42
% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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breakdown by cohorts confirms this assumption, because the younger ones
indicate shorter, the older ones longer periods.

What is more remarkable is the fact that the reverse is not true: Although
some older respondents say they have been involved in EU affairs for a longer
period of time, every fifth respondent in the cohorts of people in their 50s and
over 60 years of age has only one to five years of professional experience. If
all those over 50 who indicate up to five or ten years are added together, this
somewhat limited work experience applies to 40 per cent of the oldest cohorts.
In contrast, only a small proportion of these respondents say they have been
active in the field for more than 21 or 26 years.

The results show that many of the older respondents had little professional
experience in monitoring European policies, probably because they only came
into contact with the world of EU affairs later in their lives. Career changes
do indeed seem to be quite common. The survey data show that half of the
respondents must have entered the occupational field between the ages of 20
and 29, which also puts EU affairs at the start of their professional careers.
Another third only started at the age of 30 to 39. It is remarkable, however,
that 11.5 per cent of those working today only started working in the field
of EU affairs when they were 40 to 49 years old, and a further 6.2 per cent
when they were over 50. These entries could be estimated by matching the
length of work experience with age. This information is important for the
question of a possible professionalisation of European lobbying, because in
the case of late entrants it can be assumed that professional socialisation took
place elsewhere. These people are therefore likely to have developed profes-
sional qualifications, routines, and identities that they have brought with them
into the field.

Overall, the findings so far indicate that the positioning in the field of
European lobbying is of a gradual nature, as the staff is involved in the
corresponding activities to a different extent. This raises the question of the
factors responsible for the indicated frequency of lobbying activities. Taking
the assumptions presented in Chapter 2 and the descriptive findings from
Chapters 3 and 4 as a point of reference, it can be expected that lobbying
activities are associated with four factors. In the first instance, it is likely that
lobbying activities are tied to specific employers, amongst them lobby groups
with an explicit mandate, such as business associations and companies, but
also NGOs. Additionally, it is necessary to examine whether organisational
staffing levels are related to the frequency of lobbying activity across sectors.
Secondly, it needs to be checked whether being embedded in the EU world of
Brussels makes a difference in the intensity of lobbying. Thirdly, it is plausible
to expect that lobbying is assigned to higher positions within the organisations
(see Section 5.2). Finally, socio-demographic traits of the respondents are
included to ascertain the effect of the age, gender, educational, and national
background. After all, lobbying is a term that has different meanings in
different countries or setttings.
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Table 4.8 summarises the results of a linear regression: the first two models
comprise the factors related to the employer, and to Brussels and the job
position, while the final one adds the socio-demographic traits as controls.
The coefficients (odd ratios) indicate the probability of a high proportion of
lobbying activities among the individuals with the characteristics in question
when compared with the respective reference group. The coefficients show that
business associations are particularly active, followed by NGOs. Consultancies

Table 4.8 Frequency of lobbying (OLS regression, odd ratios)

(1) (2) (3)

Employer (ref.: Brussels only)

Consultancies 0.553 0.441%*

Companies 1.235 0.936

Trade associations 2.173%* 2.122%*

Trade unions 1.212 1.210

NGOs 1.750%* 2.201%*

other 0.714 0.821
Size of the EU affairs staff (stzd.) 1.273%* 1.275%*
Time spent in Brussels meetings (std.) 1.394%%* 1.391 %%
Professional position (qualified activity)

Senior position 1.620* 1.834%**

Executive position 1.405 1.713*
Income (< € 25,000)

€ 25-49,999 1.690%* 1.691

€ 50-99,999 2.078** 2.325%%*

€ 100,000 and more 2.146* 2.622%*
Personal characteristics
Gender (male) 0.702
Age (std.) 0.868
Education (BA and lower)

Postgraduate 1.361

PhD 1.543
Field of study

European studies 1.870**

Economics 1.341

Law 1.381

MINT 0.898
Citizenship

German 0.630*

British 1.263

Italian 1.044

Eastern European 1.386
Constant 164.8%** 82.44%%* 53.76%**
Observations 448 448 448
R? 0.029 0.026 0.109

Significance levels: ¥** p < 0.01, ** p <0.05, * p <0.1.



102 The lobbying staff: structures, profiles, self-images

do not stand out, thus indicating that their mandate is more strongly related to
complementary services. The size of the staff is also correlated with lobbying
intensity, which means that organisations with a large amount of (human)
resources are particularly active, regardless of the interest sector. The time
spent in Brussels has an effect, thus indicating that meetings very likely imply
lobbying.

Most striking is the effect of the job position, as lobbying is assigned to
respondents with a high status in terms of decision-making authority and
income. The effect is noticeably greater for senior positions than for execu-
tive staff. As will be shown in more detail in Chapter 5, lobbyists predomi-
nantly hold senior positions and not leadership positions, which means that
they assume responsibility for a specific area of activity within the organisa-
tion. These correlations remain dominant even after the introduction of the
socio-demographic variables. These factors do not yield substantial findings.
Women are less often involved in lobbying activities, and the same is true for
older respondents, but the effects are not statistically significant. As will be
shown in the Section 6.1, biological age does not predetermine more profes-
sional experience, because many younger and middle-aged respondents can
look back on quite a long period of activity in the field and were able to
gain relevant knowledge and practical experience before they ramped up the
proportion of lobbying activities. The educational background underscores
that higher social status is associated with lobbying activities, while science
graduates are less likely to report such activities than the other degree holder.
EU affairs professionals with German nationality rate the extent of their own
lobbying activity lower, while those from the UK and Eastern Europe rate it
higher.

Overall, itappears thatemployersandjob-related factors have a critical influ-
ence on lobbying activities. The frequency of the reported lobbying activities
increases, the larger the repondent’s employer is in terms of human resources,
and the higher his or her salary. The estimation of predictive margins shows
that the lowest incidence of lobbying is found among respondents earning
below 25,000 euros (4.6 on a nine-point scale) and working for organisations
with fewer than three employees (5.1). The rate increases by one point among
those with the highest salary (5.6) and by 0.8 for employers with the biggest
staff (5.9). The threshold for staff size is higher than that for income, probably
because smaller offices expect more lobbying from each member of the staff.
At the same time, the frequency of these activities is lower for smaller teams
than for larger ones. It is very likely that employees of smaller organisations
are less involved in lobbying because they have to take on other responsibil-
ities, while employees of larger organisations may focus more on advocacy.
In relation to annual income, the findings show that lobbying is a core aim,
which means that organisations are ready to provide better-paid positions to
individuals who are more clearly involved in lobbying and thus responsible for
representing their interests to the European institutions.
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4.2.2 Professional self-images

European lobbying seems to be a field of work characterised by gradual
affiliations. On the basis of the activities, it could be determined that the per-
sons interviewed are involved in interest representation activities to a greater
or lesser extent. At the same time, they entered the field of EU affairs at
different points in their careers. It might thus not be so easy to determine
exactly who should be called a lobbyist. This conclusion is not only in line
with the experience of previous attempts at regulation and control by the EU
institutions, which have had difficulties in clearly defining the activity and pro-
file of lobbying and therefore capturing it as an object of regulation. It is also
likely to apply to the perceptions and assessments of lobbyists themselves,
who do not necessarily feel that they belong to the occupational field.

EU affairs professionals are indeed divided when it comes to naming
a job title, as the survey data show. Asked about the label that would best
fit their professional identity, only 52 per cent chose the given category of
“lobbyists.” The remaining 48 per cent used the second category (“others™)
to make personal suggestions for job or occupational titles. All in all, more
than 230 occupational or professional titles were listed, ranging from “active
citizen,” “campaigner” or “influencer” through “business developer,” “econo-
mist,” and “managing director” to “science communication” and “informa-
tion agent.” However, certain keywords are repeated that allow this long list
to be condensed to a few core terms. Table 4.9 shows that two-thirds of the
respondents describe their professional identity as representing interests.
More than half agree with the label “lobbyist,” while a few others add
additional terms (for example, “lobbyist” plus “adviser,” “consultant,” “advo-
cacy” or “research”), in order to make clear that lobbying is only part of their
own task profile or self-image. In addition, there are those who see themselves
more as activists, as advocates or representatives of particular interests. A fur-
ther 7 per cent consider their professional identity to be tied back to broader

2 ¢

Table 4.9 Which label best describes your professional identity?

frequencies per cent cumulative percentages
lobbyist 350 53.9 53.9
lobbyist plus ... (hybrid) 21 32 57.1
advocate, activist 42 6.5 63.6
(interest) representative(s) 27 42 67.8
EU/public affairs 44 6.8 74.6
advisor, consultant 53 8.1 82.7
expert, analyst 42 6.5 89.2
miscellaneous 70 10.8 100.0

total 649 100.0
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responsibilities, as they are more likely to claim “EU affairs” or “public
affairs” for themselves. The group of consultants, experts and analysts is
represented with about 15 per cent, although this expertise is divided into
many sub-areas. Many of these respondents see themselves as experts in the
field of European or international law and EU policy, but sometimes also
in the field of fundraising, project management, market analysis, science or
research. The remaining 11 per cent conceals a wide range of professional
titles related to PR, management, and executive leadership, technical support
or administration.

Professional identity is related to tasks and job profiles, as evidenced by
findings summarised in Table 4.10. Respondents who describe themselves as
lobbyists are also significantly more likely to be involved in monitoring and

Table 4.10 Focus of activity according to professional identity

5 9
<
2
s lobbyist, EU/Public Affairs
2 representative hybrid ’—)
: DR *
3 advisor —@ )
2 5 advocate lobbyist
2 Q
%D other
E
é Q@ expert
!

1 5 9

never lobbying often

monitoring lobbying
mean  std.dev. N  %-diff. mean std.dev. N  %-diff.

lobbyist 6.16 1.98 333 581 2.14 333
lobby (hybrid)  5.83  1.95 18 -0.33 472 1.96 18 -1.09
advocate 579  2.09 39 -0.37 513 1.92 39 -0.68
representative ~ 6.23  1.95 26  0.07 419 1.65 26 -1.62%%*
public affairs 6.12  2.07 42 -0.04 5.64 230 42 -0.17
consultant 5.63  2.46 52 -0.53 390 1.96 ST -1.91%**
expert 595  2.10 40 -0.21 4.65 2.50 40 -1.16*
other 4.85 236 67 -1.31*%** 423 228 66 -1.58%**
total 593 212 617 525 225 615

significance level: **¥*<.001, **<.01, *<0.05 ( Bonferroni test).
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commenting on European policies, and the majority of them also state that
they are frequently involved in lobbying activities. These activity profiles are
much less pronounced among the consultants and experts. This result is unsur-
prising, although the Table 4.10 and Figure 4.7 suggest some clarifications. In
addition to lobbyists, respondents who named EU affairs and public affairs
as their job title are also most often involved in monitoring and lobbying.
Since the number of those who consider themselves to be lobbying is much
larger than those who cite EU affairs, the circle in the diagram is also corres-
pondingly larger. The hybrid lobbyists and advocates have shifted away
from this focus of activity, although they still do it regularly. Those who per-
ceive themselves as representatives of interest groups achieve higher scores in
monitoring, but are less likely to be active in lobbying. The consultants, but
above all the experts, are even more clearly removed from lobbying, because
they concern themselves with it the least.

The variations with regard to activities profiles and professional self-
identities are indicative of the internal diversity of the occupational field.
While it cannot be ruled out that some of this variance is caused by the reluc-
tance of some respondents to associate themselves to the label of lobbying, the
consensus within the field should not be downplayed. In fact, job titles do not
diverge too much. Although many respondents have a problem with lobbying,
they either add supplementary job descriptions or suggest terms that can be
described as synonyms. These additions and corrections seem to point in two
directions. On the one hand, lobbying is supplemented or replaced by job
descriptions that more strongly emphasise the advocacy character of interest
representation. These respondents see their tasks as active advocacy, engage-
ment or struggle for a particular cause. On the other hand, additions and
corrections are made that place more emphasis on the role of expertise, of the
expert knowledge and thus of consultancy. European lobbying does indeed
operate within a spectrum of tasks that has to cover advocacy and expertise
in equal measure, as will be explained below, which is why it is not surprising
that the respondents’ professional self-perception oscillates between the two
positions.

4.3 The field of activity of EU affairs: task diversity and
multitasking

European lobbying can only be understood as an occupation if it is seen as
the core task of a broader, more heterogeneous field of activity. This insight
has already emerged from the results so far. However, it becomes even clearer
once the qualitative interviews with European lobbyists are taken into
account. They describe lobbying as a core activity, but one that is dependent
on other tasks to be effective. This heterogeneity of responsibilities can be
seen in the function of interest groups. According to the interviewees, lobby
groups are above all mediating bodies between social interest groups and the
European institutions. This mediating function points in two directions. On
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the one side, the respondents regard their organisation as an “early warning
system,” as Walter Wiese, an employee of a company representation office,
put it. Giuseppe Giordano, who works for an NGO, has a similar view:

Well, the Brussels office has the task on the one hand to be the eyes and
ears for [name of organisation] in Brussels (.) so that we know at an early
stage where either new legislative projects are planned that could improve
the [subject area] or dilute it. And also keeping an eye on what the industry
lobby is up to, which unfortunately for the most part is always rather on
the other side, but not always, fortunately.

Lobby groups need to keep their “eyes and ears” open to identify rele-
vant policy initiatives at an early stage. This requires activities that were
described as monitoring and commenting in the previous sections. In this
regard, lobbyists have considerable discretion in their work — “we’re very
free here,” as Walter Wiese describes it —, because only the Brussels office can
assess which topics need to be reported on and in what form. The reporting
is intended to be permanent, but does not necessarily generate a need for
action. The decision to become politically proactive is also not made in
Brussels but in the company. As an early warning system, it is important
to report back, make recommendations and wait to see what decisions are
made by the company management: “From our point of view, these and
those issues are important here, we should pursue them. Then there may still
be word from home: ‘Nah, we don’t need that or we only pursue it through
associations.” Or whatever.”

As a mediating body, the Brussels offices are also the mouthpiece of the
interest group. They become active as soon as political developments emerge
within the EU that need to be reacted to or acted upon. Although they are
involved in identifying sensitive policy initiatives and issues and developing
a lobbying strategy, they remain bound by instructions from their members,
managers or clients. The extent of professional autonomy must therefore
be explored in practice. It should also be borne in mind that the Brussels
offices usually employ only a few people, which is why their own ability to
act very often depends on involving other association members, company
departments, other interest groups or external service providers.

There are indeed differences between in-house lobbyists, who work for
associations or corporate representative offices, and commercial consultants.
However, they do take on comparable functions, as Helen Huber, who
works for a consultancy firm, explains. Frequently, her clients are not based
in Brussels because they cannot afford their own representation or are not
sufficiently affected by European legislation to need to be permanently on
the ground. Furthermore, some interest groups are involved in so many
issues that they need an extra pair of hands or want to buy in additional
expertise. In all these cases, consultants fulfil similar tasks. They track “what
the institutions are doing” on behalf of their clients, establish contacts, and
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maintain networks. In reporting, they are the eyes and ears of their clients,
although they can only be active as a mouthpiece to a limited extent:

I have informal meetings or telephone conversations with EU decision
makers. But if I want to represent a position, one of my clients, it’s better
if I go there with them. I don’t represent them. I’'m not an employee of
the company. I don’t have (.) I'm not legitimised to speak on their behalf.

The mediating position of EU affairs professionals therefore requires a task
profile that is characterised by monitoring activities (in internal relations)
and lobbying (in external relations). In-house lobbyists and commercial
consultants differ in this respect only gradually but not structurally. And while
both tasks are tightly interrelated, there is strong agreement among European
professionals that the workload is determined much more by monitoring than
by lobbying activities. Some of the respondents were even asked to assess the
weighting in numeric terms during the interview. Lorenzo Lombardi, who
works for a European trade association, describes the workload as follows:

So we are maybe, I know, 15 per cent, 10 to 15 per cent of our time we are
really out and about, explaining our position, talking to media, talking
to legislators and so on. That’s way too little, but that’s a bit the nature
of the job. We first have to understand how our figures come about, how
the figures of others come about, what are the proposals of others? What
does that mean for us? So the whole thing, all this background work
cannot be called lobbying or advocacy, as we like to call it, but it is a kind
of intelligence building.

Effective lobbying requires thorough background work and this implies that
the internal work is more complex than the external appointments and talks.
It is noteworthy that Lorenzo Lombardi declares the external activities as
“way too little,” but justifies the small share immediately afterwards with ref-
erence to the “nature of the job.” According to him, although more frequent
talks are desirable, they are ultimately not feasible because they have to be
prepared properly. When asked, he explains that the higher share is not just
generally desirable, but is demanded by association members: “Yes, too little
is perhaps the expectation of our members. They would think we go out every
day and are just out representing the position of our paid-up members, if
I may say so.”

Pinelopi Papadakis, a lobbyist for a global corporation, comes to a similar
conclusion. For her, the internal background work is tied to internal coor-
dination and leaves little time for actual lobbying: “Fifty per cent internal
coordination, internal meetings. I would say internally: internally at [name
of company] and internally with other industry colleagues. And externally,
maybe 10 per cent.” She also confirms that this is very little, although she adds
that this percentage could well increase: “Of course, it always depends on the
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stage my topics are at. And mine were simple, were not exactly urgent.” She
explains that this was currently the case with her colleague, which was why for
him, the share of lobbying-specific activities was almost 60 per cent.

These accounts match largely with the numeric assessment made by
respondents to the researchers’ survey, as the findings presented in Section
4.2.1 showed. The majority had indicated that they were much more often
involved in monitoring and commenting on European policy than in lobbying
practices, and only a minority testified that they devoted a lot of time to advo-
cacy work. Quantitative and qualitative assessments correspond, thus testi-
fying that EU public affairs professionals are entrusted with a wide range
of activities, which are, however, ultimately geared towards being able to
lobby effectively in the event of a need for action. Consequently, they share a
common understanding of what lobbying is and what it requires. In essence,
this understanding rests on the activity-based definition proposed as a deter-
minant in the documents of the EU institutions. Practitioners use activities to
define the core area of the field of work, just as they name activities to explore
marginal areas and boundaries. It therefore makes sense to place the activities
described at the centre of the discussion in order to reconstruct the structure
of the occupational field. Since the descriptions show a high degree of simi-
larity, it can be assumed that the reconstructed structures reflect the common
world of EU affairs.

4.3.1 Precarious demarcations

When describing their tasks and activities, several lobbyists raise the question
of the boundaries of the field of work. In doing so, they not only react to
a public discourse that seeks to clarify what actually qualifies as interest
representation, who should be considered a lobbyist and how these activities
and persons can be legally regulated and institutionally controlled. For those
affected, this topic also seems to have a personal sensitivity. In most cases,
they are keen to highlight how broad the potential circle of stakeholders
actually is. Supposedly clear boundaries are questioned in order to refer to a
number of other actors who must also be included. Lobbying is defined as a
normal and widespread activity. In this way, those affected try to manoeuvre
themselves out of the firing line and other actors into it.

The search for boundaries, however, is also part of their attempt to deter-
mine the core of their work. Demarcations are reassurances about what
lobbying is essentially about. Consequently, questions of definition play an
important role for the interviewees themselves. The starting point of most
discussions is the question of who belongs to the field of lobbying — and who
does not. It is particularly noteworthy that the discussion about the bound-
aries of the field is mostly conducted in question form. Answers do not seem to
be obvious, although the questions ultimately insinuate certain answers. This
problematisation applies, for example, to Frank Fischer, who is a Member
of the European Parliament. His question relates to the boundaries between
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lobbying and political protest: “Is a lobbyist already someone who sits on his
tractor in [name of the city] and says: ‘Let’s go to Brussels and tell them how
to make proper agricultural policy.” Is that lobbying already?”

Besides the farmers, there are also other actors to whom this question refers.
Thomas Theisen, who works as a journalist in Brussels, widens the circle of
possible aspirants twice over by asking: “What is the classic lobbyist now,
what is the diplomat, what is the NGO representative?” For him, NGOs are
part of the game as much as diplomatic service of states. Moreover, Luuk van
Leeuwen, who works for a European industry association, is also convinced
that government agencies act as lobby groups. The interest groups include
Member States, countries, and regions; individual authorities; or state-owned
enterprises. However, he widens the circle of possible interests even further.
The EU Commission also seeks to represent its interests towards the other
EU institutions, just as the individual Directorates-General within the EU
Commission are in regulatory competition with each other. From his time
as an employee of a Directorate-General, he knows that internal differences
are pronounced, as was already made clear in Section 3.2: “You’ll see that
there are different perspectives. Even though the Commission speaks with one
voice, there are different, if you like, different, let me put it this way, divergent
focal areas.” He describes how, at the time, he was in contact with colleagues
from other Directorates-General who, in his opinion, were working too one-
sidedly — from within their department’s area of competence — on a legislative
project and were advocating a one-sided “neoliberal approach.” Ultimately,
he had felt like a lobbyist because “I also had to lobby, if you like, internally
with regard to my colleagues who were working on [name of issue].” For him,
lobbying therefore means presenting well-founded and airtight arguments in
order to influence political decisions appropriately. In this sense, the circle
of interests involved is much broader than the narrow group of associations,
companies or NGOs.

These accounts concur that lobbying is always to be assumed as soon as
people speak up in order to have their concerns and interests considered in
upcoming political decisions. However, the actions of third parties can also be
included, provided that these actors behave in a fiduciary capacity on behalf
of others and represent their interests. The circle of potential lobby groups is
thus once again significantly expanded. For Tadeusz Tomaszewski, the most
important organisations in this regard are those that provide legal advice and
representation:

Some law firms do lobbying, but what is lobbying? If you’re a small
business owner and you contact a consultancy here in Brussels and say
that you want a report on the state of European legislation on the produc-
tion of pens because you produce pens, right? Is this lobbying or not? If
the consultancy conducts interviews with people from the Commission,
does this count as lobbying? If they put an ad in newspapers, is that
lobbying or not?
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The accounts confirm that the debate on the boundaries of lobbying is not
only being conducted by the European institutions, the media, and watchdog
NGOs but also by EU affairs professionals themselves. They also come to
a similar conclusion, because according to their definition, lobbying lurks
everywhere. However, this observation is not presented with concern; it is
thus not part of an alarmist discourse of scandalisation. On the contrary,
most employees are involved in a discourse of normality. The political pro-
test of citizens, the work of non-profit NGOs, the submissions of states, and
the services of law firms are all expressions of broad political participation
in European legislation. This is where attempts at justification are made,
which place lobbying in the vicinity of democratic forms of participation
(the political protest of citizens), non-profit engagement for general welfare-
oriented goals (NGOs), and decision-making oriented towards compromise
(negotiations between states). The message is quite simple: Lobbying is a
normal activity and an expression of vibrant political participation.

The normality discourse concerns issues of political legitimacy that
remain virulent in the everyday work of EU affairs professionals, as will be
discussed in Section 7.3. First, however, EU affairs professionals participate
in the normality discourse in order to expand the circle of those affected to
the maximum, since every form of political participation now seems relevant.
Yet this increases the problem of demarcation, because now it is hardly pos-
sible to decide which actors belong and which do not. The quoted passages
offer a conceptual solution that links lobbying to intentions and activities.
Lobbying cannot be determined and demarcated on the basis of actors, but
only through intentional activities. Following the example of the farmers,
any form of public protest would be a form of lobbying, as the protesters
are concerned with influencing political decision-making and legislation. The
intention is clearly present and the actions — to go to Brussels to tell “them”
what to think — are also to be regarded as direct interventions, even though
direct contact with the legislator is not mentioned. A similar intention is
pursued by diplomats, who also choose direct forms of personal influence.
The law firms and consultancies also mention personal meetings, which give
the client the opportunity to report on their views and demands with regard
to upcoming legislative procedures.

4.3.2 Task and activity profiles of a complex field of work

Intentions and interventions are used in the conversations to explore the
boundaries of the field, but this focus on activities is not only determined by
the desire to expand the circle of implicated parties and underline the nor-
mality of lobbying. The relevance of the activity-based definition has also to
do with the professional interests of the interviewees: European lobbyists are
interested in delimiting what defines the core of lobbying, but they are also
keen to demarcate what constitutes the essence of good, effective lobbying. In
this respect, reference is made to (professionally established) working routines
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and practices, complementary competences, and expertise. It follows that the
discussion on boundaries is also a reassurance of what lobbying is at its core.
To this end, the interviewees propose a series of simple formulas to sum up
the essence of (good) lobbying.

Core activity of “pure” lobbying

EU affairs professionals find it easy to name the common link of their pro-
fession, because they start from a rather narrow understanding of lobbying.
As already indicated in the previous section, the interviewees reduce the core
business to a few elements, which they explicitly describe in ideal-typical
simplifications. The two points already mentioned — intentions and goals on
the one hand, direct interventions on the other — are decisive here. Initially,
it is argued that lobbying sets a clear goal that translates into a professional
maxim of action for the staff. Ultimately, it is about influencing legislative
processes, as Athanasios Angelopoulos, who works at a company represen-
tation in Brussels, explains: “Classic lobbying: That’s influencing policy,
influencing legislation and regulation.” The target audience of lobbying is
initially defined in general terms as “politics,” although he adds two polit-
ical “products” for clarification and illustration. With this he reduces the
focus to legislative lobbying. This restricted definition is surprising, because
it is quite conceivable that interest representation also aims to influence the
implementation of laws once they have been passed. But this possibility is
not included in Athanasios Angelopoulos’ definition; nor is it mentioned
in other interviews. This will be related to the institutional architecture of
the EU, as the European institutions (Commission, Parliament and Council
of Ministers) are concerned with legislation, while implementation is in the
hands of the Member States and consequently outside the sphere of influence
of European lobbying itself. And although the European courts play a crucial
role in the final review of European law, they are removed from the mandate
of European interest representation. At least, corresponding tasks or activ-
ities are not mentioned in the interviews.

The aim of lobbying — to influence legislative processes — puts activities at
the centre of discussions. In this respect, too, the descriptions tend towards
ideal-typical exaggeration. Influencing political legislation ultimately means
influencing the staff entrusted with it — top Commission officials, MEPs,
members of the Permanent Representations or national governments. Across
several interviews, it is emphasised that this is ultimately about influencing
through personal contacts. Andrea Albrecht, who lobbies for a transnational
company, describes it as follows: “At the end of the day, every issue has a
limited number of people you have to influence. And you do that person-
ally.” Lobbying is therefore an activity that consists of personal conversations
with key decision makers. Ralf Richter, who works in an association, clearly
narrows down this group of people: “Classic lobbying, meaning a private
entity, let’s say a company, a corporate actor, who goes to the government
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and tries to change a law. This is the essential core definition or very puristic
definition of lobbying.”

This definition, with its reference to “government,” does not refer solely
to the institutional architecture of the EU, since the EU lacks a classical
government. But Ralf Richter obviously wanted to provide a generally
valid clarification of the term, which names the primary target audience of
lobbying. Other descriptions also aim to narrow down the possible target
audiences, even if these take more account of the specifics of the EU. This
is true for Kate Kavanagh, who works for an NGO and reduces lobbying to
direct interventions with the EU’s main actor: “Going to these conferences,
intervening, talking to Commission officials, I mean, just this kind of pure
lobbying, going to meetings.” “Pure” lobbying is defined by places and oppor-
tunities, but above all by direct contacts with representatives of the European
institutions (here again: the Commission) and by active interventions (that is,
intervening in “these conferences,” talking to the “officials”).

In this respect, European lobbyists emphasise that effective interest represen-
tation relies on conversations at all levels of policy- and decision-making: It
involves meetings with the specialist departments within the EU Commission,
with the committees and rapporteurs of the European Parliament, with the
political leaders of the EU Commission and with the representations of
national governments. However, “pure” lobbying also implies prioritising
and systemising contacts and meetings. Andrea Albrecht, for instance,
strongly emphasises the importance of the working-level units within the EU
Commission at the centre of her attention: “These are the people who write
practically everything. So if you want to influence anything, if you're a good
lobbyist and you want to have an impact, you have to do it at the beginning.”

For Andrea Albrecht, contacts and interventions are not only the core of
lobbying but also the hallmarks of “good” lobbying: Lobbyists must start
where the impact is highest, and that is with the people who draft legisla-
tive proposals. Good lobbying therefore requires meetings to be organised,
information to be prepared, and talks to be held with the staff of the spe-
cialist departments. Above all, however, it is essential to maintain contacts
at the working level on an ongoing basis. Beyond that, lobbying must be able
to work at all levels in order to defend, correct or even prevent legislative
proposals that make their way through the EU institutions. In this respect, a
short line to the political leadership of the EU is an equally important pre-
requisite for effective lobbying, as Andrea Albrecht confirms for her associ-
ation. Talks with the EU Commission are particularly close to her heart:

We interact with the European Commission at all levels, from the
Commissioner to his private offices, the cabinets, usually the Chief of
Cabinet or the Deputy Chief of Cabinet, and then the person responsible
for [issue] at Commissioner [name]‘s office, also at Commissioner [name].
And then we also approach DG [name], so from the highest level, [name
of commissioner].
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The narrow understanding of “pure” lobbying is not only used by lobbyists
that consider personal contacts with decision makers to be a core responsi-
bility of their job. The definition is also taken up by EU professionals who
are not exclusively engaged in lobbying. In fact, the reference to the narrow
definition of “pure” lobbying allows them to determine how important this
activity is within their personal field of work and how great the proximity
or distance to the core business of lobbying therefore is. This is the case for
Bastien Bertrand, for instance, who had worked for two different NGOs in the
past years. He sees himself less clearly as a lobbyist with regard to his current
employer when he compares this with his previous work:

We are a legal NGO, we do very little lobbying compared to other NGOs.
For example, when I was at [name of organisation], I met someone from
the Commission or the Parliament basically every day. Whereas now, if
I meet someone from the Commission or Parliament, it’s once a month.

For these respondents, other activities are more relevant, even though these
tasks do not leave the ambit of public affairs in general, and European
lobbying in particular. What is particularly remarkable about these accounts,
is that the list of these additional activities is limited. Essentially, it is about
three areas of work: coordination processes, policy work, and communica-
tion. Other tasks are also mentioned, but the accounts make it clear that these
actions are associated with other organisational forms, work contexts, and
job requirements (such as fundraising, compliance, corporate social respon-
sibility, expert reports). The three areas of activity mentioned not only stand
out from the rest of the tasks because of the recurring theme in the inter-
view material, but are also related to lobbying in terms of content. They will
be briefly described below in order to illuminate the potential spectrum of
work of European lobbyists. A detailed description will not be provided,
as these activities have been sufficiently described and analysed in previous
research and reference books (Greenwood 1997; Lahusen and Jaul3 2001; van
Schendelen 2013).

Coordination: the backstage of lobbying

One area of activity — coordination within as well as between organisations —
is so consistently and thoroughly addressed in the interview material that it
can be understood as the twin of lobbying in the narrow sense described so far.
The interactions between the two remits are clearly identified: While lobbying
can be understood as the outward-facing work on the front stage of polit-
ical interest representation, coordination work is a background activity that
underpins lobbying. This background work is crucial, because a lobby group
has to work out what exactly the interests to be represented are and what
political demands should be made with a view to potential or upcoming
legislative procedures. It is also conceivable that the European institutions
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instruct the lobbyists to carry out such coordination in order to obtain the
joint opinions and demands of an association or a group on upcoming legis-
lative procedures.

Coordination shapes the daily work of all staff, regardless of the type of
organisation they work for. Employees of European umbrella organisations
have to coordinate with their member organisations, NGO representations
with the management or membership base, company representations with
the management at headquarters, and consultancies with their clients.
The need for coordination arises from the intermediary role of European
lobbying: The staff’s task is to inform members, superiors or clients about
political developments and their implications; at the same time, it is important
to identify positions and demands that should be incorporated into the legis-
lative process. Furthermore, interest groups also need to coordinate with each
other, as they are either members of several European umbrella organisations,
platforms or action networks themselves, or they are interested in building
issue-specific alliances in order to increase their political clout.

Especially for the employees of the umbrella organisations, internal
coordination is part of their daily work. It is about “a lot of coordination
between different companies and a certain industry, such as photovoltaics.
They will coordinate their interests in a business association,” says Ralf
Richter. He characterises this coordination as “association work.” Those who
work for associations have to coordinate. This was also the tenor of other
conversations with association representatives. They all describe this activity
as important, long-lasting, demanding, and sometimes arduous work. This is
how Dominique Dubois, who works for a European NGO umbrella organ-
isation, sees it and illustrates the challenge of this coordination work in all its
breadth:

We always agree our position with the members first, we don’t have a pos-
ition without our members saying: ‘we agree, or having said nothing. So
[laughing] if there is abstention, it means support. And that also means
that in some situations [...] the discussions can also take a relatively long
time until we take a position, because it’s not always so obvious that the
interests [...] in Denmark are identical with the interests [...] in Spain,
simply because the national systems are sometimes very divergent. And
there it is already the case that you then really need the coordination until
you can speak with one voice at the European level. And that’s what our
goals are. That’s what we always want.

This passage addresses several requirements and difficulties that increase
the need for coordination and thus the workload. First, it cannot always be
assumed that members will have the interest or time to engage with the issues
and questions that are brought to them from Brussels. The rule of counting
abstentions as approval is common practice in many bodies, but seems to
cause a certain unease in the aforementioned association — at least that is
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how Dominique Dubois’ embarrassed laughter is to be understood. The dis-
comfort signals that abstentions can also undermine the validity of identi-
fied positions. In addition, the wording postulates a causal connection (“and
that also means™) between the reference to abstentions and the remark that
the discussions can take quite a long time. This is surprising at first, because
the practice of counting abstentions as consent was supposed to speed up the
decision-making process — but it obviously does not. It seems that the Brussels
office tries to have an active and broad participation in the decision-making
process. But those who abstain (at first) seem to question decisions and want
to reopen discussions. This prolongs the process. However, it can also be
protracted, according to the next causal reference in the following sentences,
because the positions of the members diverge. Additional time also seems to
elapse because coordination by means of a vote and a majority decision does
not seem to be an option. The coordination that is being addressed here is
that of consensus. The association must speak with one voice at the European
level, which implies that the association must have found a common, Europe-
wide voice.

This description is also consistent with the explanations of the other
staff members of European umbrella organisations who were interviewed.
It suggests a certain coordination pressure that characterises the everyday
reality of working life. They all mention that their own association provides
for polling in case unanimity cannot be achieved, just as there are specific
bodies and governance structures to improve and facilitate decision-making.
But according to several interviews, the instrument of majority voting is rarely
used. Luuk van Leeuwen, who works for a sectoral trade association, explains
this in the following words:

We also have a voting system. As soon as things (.) if we don’t get unan-
imity, and that’s not (.) that’s rather rarely the case that we don’t have
unanimity, then we can put things to a vote and then it’s about a majority
decision. And people respect that too. But the idea is to try to have a good
paper, a good position.

The quality of a “good position” thus depends on unanimity and this requires
coordination. However, Luuk van Leeuwen adds that unanimous positions
must also secure a second quality feature. “As you will no doubt understand,
in an association you have to find a common denominator.” He describes this
task as a “filter” that decides on the quality of the position papers identi-
fied: “Let’s put it this way, you can have a low denominator, or you can have
an even lower denominator.” Coordination within the association cannot
solve the problem of the low common denominator, because according to
his statement, there can only be a lower or an even lower common denom-
inator, but never a higher one. However, coordination at least seems to be
useful for finding a level of agreement that helps produce satisfactory position
papers. European lobbyists do not necessarily play a key role in these internal
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coordination processes, as the member associations on the one hand and the
leadership structures in the umbrella organisation on the other are decisive.
According to the accounts, they are nevertheless active in terms of content,
moderation or coordination.

The coordination work is particularly pronounced in associations, but
just as important with other organisations. Company representations
have to coordinate their work with the management, and a similar obser-
vation applies to consultancies. Especially the employees of company
representations in Brussels underline the necessity of maintaining close
ties emphatically. For Valerie Vincent, for instance, this close feedback is
central to her work: “the key is really to understand what the company’s
priorities are.” She also emphasises several times how much her work
requires close interaction with the corporate headquarters — even though
she does not like this part of the work very much: “But it’s crucial, because
without it you are then disconnected and other people say: ‘Hey, but these
Brussels people live in a different world.”” The particular challenge of this
coordination relationship, she says, is “putting the two pieces of the puzzle
together.”

Company representations also report about the problem of not being
heard at headquarters or by the management. Athanasios Angelopoulos
describes, for example, that the management and the central departments do
not always react as they should: “I told the legal department that we need to
be much more in touch. The legal department only came to Brussels after
receiving another fine from EU Competition.” This disconnection obstructs
coordination processes that are important prerequisites of multilevel lobbying
strategies that bridge the European and national levels. Successful lobbying
requires that an integrated approach must be agreed and the actual activities
coordinated. These tasks are not necessarily assigned to the Brussels offices,
as the relevant decisions may remain with the corporate headquarters or the
member associations. However, European lobbyists play an important role in
designing an EU-focused strategy, and very often their task is to stimulate,
coordinate, and evaluate the various activities.

Lastly, European lobbyists also have to coordinate with other interest
groups in Brussels. These include, first, the various European associations in
which the individual companies are represented. Valerie Vincent names five
European business associations in which her company is represented: “So you
really have to coordinate your company’s positions in all these bodies.” Then
there is the forging of alliances. In her opinion, these alliances increase the
effectiveness of advocacy because the political decision makers save them-
selves the work of asking the different actors individually.

You know, five big companies. Now we go to the institutions and talk.
Yeah? It’s fantastic. And that’s why we do a lot of this work that the
decision makers would do earlier. Putting things together, so to speak. We
come with an already finished product.
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These “finished products” require significant coordination, because they not
only imply the identification of potential allies and the building of alliances,
but also the drafting of issue-specific papers that allow them to speak with
one voice.

Information and communication work

Effective lobbying requires good coordination. Both areas can therefore be
understood as the external and internal components of an integrated activity
profile. However, they rely on another background activity: collecting and
processing information. Lobbying is information work, because information
is one of the most important resources and levers of political influence on
planned or ongoing legislative processes. Good coordination work requires
knowledge of what positive or negative consequences the planned or desired
policies would have for the targeted area of regulation, and it requires infor-
mation to develop positions and demands. Effective lobbying also relies on this
work, because information is used in a targeted way to indicate the possible
consequences of planned or desired regulations and to put pressure on deci-
sion makers. Lobbyists therefore unanimously report that the procurement,
preparation, and transmission of information are part of their core tasks.
The special significance of information work is related to the fact that
European lobbying is described as a highly technical activity. For Maxime
Moreau, who works in a company representation, this is specific to
Brussels: “Especially when you’re right here, you realise that lobbying is a very
technical activity.” In the opinion of Martin Miiller, who works for an associ-
ation, this has to do with the fact that European legislation is primarily regu-
latory in nature: “Most lobbyists here are involved in regulatory lobbying.”
The concrete everyday work in many interest groups is dictated by the need
to obtain, prepare, and offer topic-specific information. The effort is also so
high because the European institutions have a correspondingly high demand
for information. According to Tadeusz Tomaszewski, who is also active in an
association, the European institutions often resort to interest groups:

If you make a law about the steel industry, you will ask the steel industry
what they think. And you will mainly ask them about the figures, targets,
revenues, employment and so on. So, that’s the core of it: Being able to
offer that information is a big part of lobbying.

European lobbyists are therefore expected to be able to obtain and process
the necessary information. For this reason, a large part of the day-to-day
work consists of preparing numerous papers — studies, reports, dossiers, pos-
ition papers, statements — which process information, comment on pending
legislative processes, identify political implications and raise demands. Stefan
Schneider, who works for a company representation, even describes the paper
form as an important tool for successful lobbying:
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So, when we go to the Commission, we already have our own [name of
company] position paper. That’s sort of the basis, I would say, if you want
to be successful in a lobbying activity: go to a meeting with clear points
you want to make.

Information work ultimately aims at putting things in writing. Oral
interventions (i.e. personal contacts and conversations) are an essential
characteristic of lobbying in the narrow sense, but they often refer back
to written submissions. Additionally, the success of oral interventions
depends, according to the interviews, very often on the quality of the written
documents. They lend the collected information, positions, and demands a
degree of commitment in paper form — a “finished product” in the sense of
Valerie Vincent, which can be further refined in the legislative process.

Information work has a strategic value for effective lobbying, but the
accounts also show that it is an expression of the practitioners’ professional
self-image. The interviewees are unanimously interested in developing a
topic-specific expertise, because this is valuable professional capital and an
important reference point of the professional habitus (see also Chapter 6).
They are keen to emphasise that interest representation has a lot to do with
technical expertise. In this way, information work also offers them a point
of reference for justifying and legitimising their own activities. They concede
that lobbying gathers and deploys information strategically, but they argue
that the provision of information by the various interest groups is entirely in
the spirit of evidence-based policy, which is ultimately concerned with good
legal regulations (see Section 7.2).

This characterisation of lobbying as information work is part of the
employees’ common narrative, but needs to be differentiated in order to iden-
tify the specific areas of activity with which staff are entrusted. The interviews
suggest that a distinction can be made along the lines of the one already made
between a backstage and a front stage in lobbying. This means that infor-
mation work within the organisation must be distinguished from externally
oriented communication work. Although both areas of responsibility refer
to each other, they are often handled by different people within an organisa-
tion. This is because interest groups have developed sufficiently differentiated
organisational structures and staffing plans to recruit appropriately qualified
staff. The world of EU affairs even seems to be divided into two circles of
people who take on the factual or communication work and also develop
different attitudes in it, as Geert van Gelder reports:

There are two types of lobbyists in Brussels. There are those who do a lot
of public affairs, a lot of communications. Who like to hang out at the
reception with a glass of bubbly. And there are people who I think are like
us here in the office, who really work more technically. Who say, Okay,
the policy is this and the implications are that, and they do a study on it.
There are just two different worlds almost.
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The other interviewees do not describe the field quite so strikingly and judge-
mentally. But the distinction made in this passage between a world of receptions,
where one “hangs out” and does public affairs and communications, and a
world of inquiry, where one works on technical tasks and produces policy-
relevant studies, appears in modified form in many conversations. It is evident
from the descriptions that job profiles are either more focused on working with
information (backstage) or on working with people (front stage). This distinc-
tion applies to Bastien Bertrand’s professional stations, as already made clear
in an account quoted above. His previous work for an NGO involved a lot of
communication work with decision makers. His current position, on the other
hand, is much more focused on information work (research, writing dossiers
and statements). He still has meetings today, but much less frequently: “But
I do a lot more research and writing and that kind of thing. So, there’s a lot
less weight on the lobbying side.”

Bastien Bertrand’s distinction between activity profiles is not only in his
case related to the fact that he has held different jobs at different organisations.
The interviews indicate that the interest groups deal with the information
requirements in different ways. Many lobbyists report that they do not need to
know and provide the relevant information in detail themselves, but often rely
on the expertise within the association, their memberships or the companies
they represent. Depending on the scope and objectives, corresponding expert
reports are also commissioned, which is where consultancies or think tanks
come into play. The decision to externalise information work also has tactical
reasons, because information from respected institutes, experts or researchers
often has a greater influence on political decision-making, as Andrea Albrecht
(company representation) notes: “It’s usually better to offer information from
third parties that are internationally recognised.”

This externalisation does not seem to be the rule, however, as many interest
groups tend to value internal expertise, as Stefan Schneider notes: “Well,
mostly we do it internally. Yes. We really do have the expertise in-house.”
The particular importance of in-house expertise has to do with the coordin-
ation processes already described. Position papers have to go through internal
organisational coordination channels, which is why technical expertise, in line
with the goals and demands of the interest group, must also be included. This
seems to work better in-house. According to Tadeusz Tomaszewski, position
papers in his association usually come about in two ways: “Either positions
are drafted by the secretariat, if this is possible. Or they’re prepared by experts
who can be found within the ranks of the organisation.” In-house expertise
may also be important, because the analyses, assessments, and demands
presented reflect the positions of the interests concerned themselves and are
thus of direct political relevance for the European institutions.

Interest groups externalise or internalise information work to varying
degrees, which is why the activity and job profiles of European lobbyists diverge
significantly in this respect. There are interviewees like Bastien Bertrand
and Geert van Gelder who spend a high proportion of their working time
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researching information, compiling dossiers, and drafting policy statements
and position papers. Andrea Albrecht and Stefan Schneider, on the other
hand, draw on both external and internal expertise. But even in these cases, it
is evident that their own work is not reduced to merely recruiting and coor-
dinating these experts. They actively participate in the preparation and com-
munication of the papers drafted.

EU affairs professionals, who are much more on the front stage of
lobbying, have less to do with this information work, because they see their
mandate more in communication work. These individuals also emphasise
the importance of technical and topical expertise because, after all, interests
must be represented in a factually correct and credible manner. However, their
core expertise and the main part of their activity is more in the field of com-
munication. In principle, this communication work also includes what was
described above as classical lobbying: making contacts with the European
institutions, organising information events and discussion rounds, holding
meetings and talks with political decision makers. The focus is on formulating
and communicating political demands, which above all should be convinc-
ing. These people are certainly interested in acquiring expertise, according to
Valerie Vincent, who works for a company representation: “But it’s also about
translating difficult things into simple messages for your decision makers.”
Communication work is an activity in its own right that is ultimately about
the art of persuasion. This is based on communication expertise, appropriate
tasks, and working techniques.

The stronger role of communication as a focus of the work of EU affairs
professionals suggests that it goes beyond traditional lobbying and also
targets the general public. The activities of European lobbyists in these cases
come very close to what is typically associated with PR. Dominique Dubois,
who works for an NGO, describes the work of his team in a rather conven-
tional way: “We do press work.” The aim of this PR work is above all “agenda
setting,” as Athanasios Angelopoulos (company representation) describes it.
The conflict between the interest groups also extends to influencing the public
discourse. The aim is even to dominate it, as Kate Kavanagh, who works for
a European NGO, says. Her day-to-day work is dominated by work with
electronic media, as her organisation seeks to mobilise the interested public
with regard to upcoming legislative procedures: “Disseminating information
is definitely 50 per cent of the job.” Colin Cooper, who also works for an
NGO, is also professionally active in this area. For him, the decisive factor is
“the public pressure we can exert via social media and traditional media. The
more, the better. Because this is one of our key assets as an NGO.”

Since the proportion of work with the media can be high, these people
tend to classify their own job and activity profile as classic PR work and
not as lobbying in the narrower sense. Dominique Dubois, for example,
emphasises that it is ultimately a separate field of work, distinct from
lobbying: “The main area of activity for the communications team, and
then also for me, is public relations, which helps to support the lobbying
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work.” Public relations is thus not the same as lobbying; it is only there
to support the latter. Colin Cooper puts it similarly: “I support through
media and social media, traditional and social media and any other com-
munication work, the work that the lobbyists do in this organisation.”
This differentiation of the two areas of responsibility, however, seems to
be understood more as an internal division of labour within the organ-
isation, which benefits the effectiveness and efficiency of lobbying. In this
context, PR work not only supports the representation of interests, but it is
possibly also an effective instrument of lobbying. Colin Cooper therefore
only distances himself from a narrow understanding of lobbying. “I'm not
a traditional lobbyist,” he says, suggesting that he is part of an extended
group of people who represent political interests.

4.4 Conclusion: a field of work with fraying edges

European lobbying is a field differentiated along diverse key activities.
Lobbying itself is a core aim, but as an activity it is related to a specific man-
date — namely the use of (personal) contacts and interventions to influence
political decision-making. Other areas of work (coordination work, informa-
tion, and communication and PR work) are performed in equal measure. In
some cases, all these tasks are part of the job profile of European lobbyists,
but very often staff focus on certain areas of activity. Survey data and quali-
tative interviews thus corroborate that the frequency of lobbying-specific
activities scatters widely within the field. Quite a number of respondents were
only rarely involved in lobbying, just as many did not describe themselves
exclusively as lobbyists. It is noteworthy, however, that “pure” lobbying activ-
ities make up only a small proportion of the weekly workload, as European
lobbyists emphasise, because the advocatory work depends a lot on prepara-
tory and complementary tasks. Lobbying and auxiliary tasks thus go hand
in hand, which also explains why those professionals responsible for the
corresponding activities testify that they participate in advocacy work, are
integrated into lobbying processes or cooperate with colleagues who can be
described as lobbyists in the true sense.

The heterogeneity of activities increases further as soon as other fields of
work and organisations are taken into account that do not directly play a
part in lobbying but are nevertheless relevant to lobbying. Such an expansion
is unavoidable, because the considerations so far have shown that lobbying
is characterised by blurred boundaries and fluid transitions. The lobbyists
interviewed gave many examples of these fluid transitions, especially when
they referred to the wide range of tasks that constitute EU affairs. Some of
them point out that think tanks, research institutes, and researchers must be
counted as part of the field of work if they produce studies that are linked
to specific interests or are financed by them. The same applies to law firms.
Even if the European institutions do not consider these organisations as
lobby groups, as they focus on legal advice or legal representation in court
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proceedings, mandates are often fluid. The boundaries were reported to be
particularly fluid in the area of European competition law, as the European
Commission can impose fines, the legality of which is then decided by the
European courts. Beyond these activities, PR and marketing work, corporate
social responsibility, and regulatory compliance were also listed as related
areas of work.

It can thus be concluded that EU affairs is a field of work that revolves
around lobbying at its core, but is visibly fraying at the edges. The staff is
therefore divided along concentric circles. Lobbyists in a strict sense are
located at the field’s core. Their day-to-day work may not necessarily involve
a high proportion of lobbying-specific activities; however, their activities are
ultimately geared towards this goal. They also express subjectively that they
are located at the centre of the field and choose lobbying-specific job titles
or alternative terms (such as advocate, activist or representative). Grouped
around this core are the supporting staff, who are primarily involved in
information or policy work as well as PR and communication work. Finally,
interest groups call on the services of other people (think tanks, academics
or experts, law firms, legal advice, etc.), and in some cases there are also add-
itional areas of responsibility (fundraising, campaigning, corporate social
responsibility, compliance, etc.).

Despite this openness and heterogeneity, the field of work is held together
by several common bonds. Interest groups organise work processes and staffs
in such a way that European lobbying is equipped with the resources and
tools necessary for its own success. There seems to be as much agreement
on the professional mission as on the core activities of the field. The work
is furthermore geared towards Brussels, which is why high attendance times
are prevalent. Brussels also seems to ensure that EU affairs professionals are
involved in multinational contact networks. The staff structure contributes
as well to the integration of the field, as the core staff with high proportions
of lobbying have more extensive professional experience and also hold
managerial positions more often. Thus, the findings so far suggest that the
world of EU affairs essentially consists of a manageable, well-connected
and well-placed workforce. There is much to suggest that a separate labour
market has emerged, opening up its own career paths and fuelling processes
of occupationalisation and professionalisation. In this respect, it is to be
expected that European lobbying has evolved into a specialised occupa-
tional field.

Notes

1 This includes all senior positions (directors, presidents, CEOs, members of decision-
making bodies) within the Commission, the European Parliament, the General
Secretariat of the Council of Ministers, the European committees and agencies.
This proportion also roughly corresponds to the proportion of women among the
members of the European Parliament (37.5%; European Parliament 2017).
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2 The categories were “not at all” for one and “often all the time” for nine. This
ambiguous wording was left in the questionnaire due to a programming error,
which is why the results are only interpreted in the weaker form (often). Since the
qualitative interviews indicated that even full-time lobbyists invest only a small pro-
portion of their working time in lobbying activities, the difference between “often”
and “all the time” may also be less relevant for the response behaviour.



5 The occupationalisation of lobbying

The constitution of a specialised
labour market

European lobbying has developed into a specialised area of work, whose
internal diversity is remarkable when considering employers and activ-
ities. Organisations as heterogeneous as trade associations and companies,
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and protest groups, commercial
consultancies and law firms rely on a staff to engage in monitoring, com-
munication, coordination and advocacy. This field of activity seems to be
exposed to integrative forces. The various tasks are executed by employed
staff, whose jobs descriptions share a set of similar or complementary
responsibilities. Furthermore, the Brussels arena has a strong pull effect
on the world of European Union (EU) affairs, as most professionals live
and work in town. Although their action radius is internationally oriented,
its centre of gravity lies in Brussels. The evidence gathered in the previous
chapters thus suggests that over the last decades, a specialised labour market
has emerged that has made European lobbying a fully fledged occupation.
The heterogeneity and competitiveness of interest groups have not hindered
this development, but rather spurred it on by generating employment for
an increasing number of professionals. This labour market seems to have
developed clearly identifiable entry requirements, employment patterns,
career paths and closure processes.

This assumption will be examined in the following section. First, it
needs to be critically validated whether European lobbying has undergone
such occupationalisation processes across the various interest sectors, thus
establishing an integrated labour market. This process would entail a struc-
tural change of interest representation, as unpaid, voluntary part-time work
would be replaced by paid, long-term and career-oriented full-time employ-
ment. Such a process seems to be under way in the field of EU affairs, as
studies of business interests (Laurens 2018; Coen and Vannoni 2020; Coen
et al. 2021: 149-158) and NGOs have shown (van Deth and Maloney 2011;
Heylen et al. 2020; Lindellee and Scaramuzzino 2020). However, the magni-
tude of the occupationalisation of European lobbying has to be determined,
because little is known about the extent to which the entire field across its
interest sectors and working areas has been affected by this process (Kliiver and
Saurugger 2013). For this purpose, this chapter will look at the employment
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status of lobbying staff, the sectoral permeability of the field, and career
paths. Additionally, the internal structures of this labour market need to be
reconstructed in order to ascertain the social inequalities it has established.
Labour markets are generally marked by status and income hierarchies, and
EU public affairs might have generated such patterns as a consequence of
its formation, thus privileging certain groups within the occupational field
against others.

The aim of this chapter is also to identify those driving forces that are pro-
moting the formation of this occupational field with its internal structures.
In particular, the analyses strive to detect those professional groups within
the field that are at the lead of the occupationalisation process. For this pur-
pose, a set of factors introduced in the theoretical section (Section 2.3) will
be examined, which are related to organisational membership, institutional
targets, and socio-economic traits. Finally, the purpose will be to explore the
entrance requirements and career patterns, because these insights help to
better understand the dynamics that structure the labour market internally
and lock it to the outside.

5.1 EU affairs as a labour market: employment forms and sectoral
permeability

An analysis of the occupationalisation of European lobbying must start with
the question of whether and to what extent this activity is carried out as a
full-time job. Moreover, it must be explored whether this labour market is
internally integrated. Is EU public affairs tied to salaried full-time employ-
ment across all sectors? How strongly is the labour market integrated in
terms of cross-sectoral permeability? And how strongly is this labour market
coupled to the broader employment field of the European institutions? That
is, how common are changes from the public sector into the field of EU
public affairs?

5.1.1 European affairs as full-time job

Previous studies have unveiled a steady process of professionalisation, which
has primarily been understood as a growing occupationalisation of the field.
Interest groups have opted to place European lobbying into the hand of full-
time salaried staff (Kliiver and Saurugger 2013). Moreover, even if this practice
is more common among business interests (Laurens 2018; Coen and Vannoni
2020; Beauvallet et al. 2022), it also seems to apply to NGOs (Brusens 1977,
van Deth and Malony 2011; Heylen et al. 2020). This occupationalisation
makes sense when considering the institutional context of European lobbying.
The EU, for instance, sets high standards for successful interest representation
(Coen and Richardson 2009). While it may be that European legislation is
ultimately still adopted by Member States within the Council of Ministers,
effective lobbying must be able to monitor decision-making processes across
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the institutions involved (Commission, Parliament, Council of Ministers,
European courts, etc.) and thus ensure a presence in the key places. Groups
wishing to be heard at EU level must adapt their activities to the agendas and
rules of the game in Brussels (Taylor and Mathers 2004; Monforte 2009; Coen
and Dannreuther 2003; Beyers and Kerremans 2007; Kliiver 2010; Woll and
Jacquot 2010). At the same time, the highly competitive nature of the organ-
isational field also creates incentives for the occupationalisation of lobbying.
In order to have a competitive advantage over the many other interest groups,
it is necessary to pay full-time staff who take on these tasks in full, establish
appropriate networks, and develop improved action strategies (Rudy et al.
2019; Albareda 2020; Coen et al. 2021: 162-167). At the same time, it is known
from the sociology of professions that a high level of competition between
groups of professionals and experts promotes the staging of professionalism
(Fournier 1999; Noordegraaf 2007; Evetts 2013). After all, it is important to
build trust and acceptance of one’s own work among clients, members, and
addressees (Svensson 2006; Harrits and Larsen 2021).

The survey data show that the assumption of a high level of
occupationalisation is correct, as EU affairs are largely in the hands of full-time
professionals. Table 5.1 provides insight into the employment relationships.
Firstly, it breaks down the proportion of full-time versus part-time employ-
ment, and secondly, the extent of paid full- or part-time employment. As can
be seen, four out of five people are in full-time paid employment and only one
in ten works part-time. In addition to their main job, respondents were also
asked about secondary jobs. This applied in only 5 per cent of the cases, with
these additional jobs being mainly unpaid part-time positions.

In addition to these two characteristics, Figure 5.1 illustrates the share of
salaried employment compared to various forms of self-employment. Four
out of five respondents are employees. Few report that they are self-employed,
hold a voluntary position, and/or receive an expense allowance. Political
interest representation is clearly tied to formal organisations as employers.

Table 5.1 Employment relationships by hours and pay (N = 660)

primary position secondary part-time position
paid unpaid
N per cent N per cent N per cent
full-time
paid 548 83.0 3 0.5 14 2.1
unpaid 6 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0
part-time
paid 65 9.9 4 0.6 10 1.5
unpaid 7 1.1 1 0.2 2 0.3

total 626 94.9 8 1.2 26 39
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=employed by an organisation = self-employed/freelancer = expense allowances ® work is voluntary = other

22%

Figure 5.1 Type of employment and payment (N = 671).

This is not only the case for interest groups (associations, private companies,
NGOs, etc.). In the field of lobbying-related services (such as commercial
consulting firms, PR agencies, and others), salaried employment is also the
dominant form of employment.

All in all, the figures show that the field of activity has become highly
occupationalised. EU affairs is a full-time job in paid employment, which
means that only a very small minority of respondents is in a less favour-
able job situation. The magnitude of the process entails that full-time sal-
aried work is the norm across all segments of the field. However, there are
small variations that can be highlighted in descriptive terms to identify the
occupational sectors within the field that seem to be particularly associated
with this process. According to the data, professionals working for com-
panies are more often in full-time paid jobs (92%), when compared to most
other employees (81%—86%) and the union (with only 77%). This shows that
business interests are at the lead of the development and offer better jobs
to their staffs. Additionally, the regularity of contacts with the European
Commission seems to vary with the employment status, because the few part-
time non-salaried persons report to be less often in contact (an average of
3.2 on a five-point scale) than the many full-time paid employees (3.9). These
figures suggest that there is a nexus between the aim to maintain close insti-
tutional relationships in Brussels and a good employment situation. Finally,
the level of occupationalisation is also higher among the lobbyists in the
stricter sense. As outlined in the previous chapter, not all of the EU affairs
professionals interviewed stated that they regularly engage in monitoring
and lobbying activities. A comparison of the task profiles shows that full-
time paid employees are on average more active in monitoring and lobbying
(an average of 5.9 and 5.2 on a nine-point scale) than the few in part-time
unremunerated positions (4.3 and 3.1). Similar differences can be observed
with regard to the type of employment and payment, as employees are more
active (5.2) than the self-employed (5.0) and volunteers (3.9). In regard to
personal characteristics of the staff, the job situation does not differ between



128  The occupationalisation of lobbying

national provenances or does so very moderately when considering age or
educational attainment.

Overall, these descriptive indications show that the field of EU public
affairs is almost entirely patterned as paid full-time employment. Although
other forms of involvement (part-time, but especially volunteer work) also
exist in the wider field of EU affairs, they represent a very small minority.
Additionally, the comparison of groups shows that the occupational situation
is most advanced in the core area of the field, because lobbying activities
and the cultivation of institutional relationships are entrusted to full-time
salaried employees in nine out of ten cases. Hence, the assumption that the
occupationalisation might be fuelled by the specificities of the task profile of
lobbying and the related institutional demands seems to be initially confirmed.
At the same time, the prominent position of company employees suggests that
business interests are particularly active in this process.

5.1.2. The sectoral permeability of the occupational field: an integrated
labour market?

The labour market of EU affairs has proven to be highly integrated when
forms of employment across the various interest sectors are considered. But
does this also involve occupational integration in terms of cross-sectoral per-
meability? How common are career changes between the various sectors? Or
is the field still segmented into different job markets? The assumption of a
fully integrated labour market raises doubts because, after all, these groups of
people may not have very much to do with each other. Companies and trade
associations on the one hand, social NGOs and social movement organisations
on the other, represent issues, interests, goals, and values that often conflict
in legislative processes. Moreover, the two camps represent political interests
in different ways. For instance, it has been shown that companies and trade
associations focus more strongly on legislative lobbying and hence even more
clearly on the EU Commission and the Permanent Representations, while the
NGO sector more often addresses the public via campaigns and protests (Dir
and Mateo 2016; Junk 2015). In addition, companies and trade associations
have made their lobbying work much more professional and, where neces-
sary, also rely on commercial providers (public affairs agencies, law firms, or
think tanks) (Coen 2009; Avril 2018). Such a trend has generally also been
identified among NGOs, as the desire for effective interest representation
within the complex world of the EU has also prompted these groups to make
efforts to professionalise their organisational structures and working methods
(Bursens 1997; van Deth and Maloney 2011; Eberwein and Saurugger 2013;
Albareda 2020). However, when compared, the NGOs seem to have even
greater objections to dedicated lobbying, which is why it is argued that they
have not yet developed consistently professionalised organisational forms and
personnel structures (Coen 2004). They also proclaim different, in part even
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antagonistic ideas about the professionalism and legitimacy of lobbying, as
will be shown in Section 7.3.

Available studies do not make it possible to determine whether these
doubts about the relevance of cross-sectoral mobility are justified, because
available evidence is limited and inconclusive. There are clear indications
that there is mobility between the public and the private sector, between
the European institutions and lobby groups (Coen and Vannoni 2016; Avril
2018; also Balosin 2016), as will be analysed in the next section (see Section
5.1.3). However, little can be said about the permeability of the occupational
field itself. The few studies analysing the professional careers of the lobbying
staff show that there is mobility between different interest groups working
within individual sectors, such as consultancy services (Avril 2018), business
interests (Laurens 2018: 86-97; Coen et al. 2021: 156f.), NGOs (Lindellee and
Scaramuzzino 2020), and policy domains (Cheynis 2022). The organisational
field thus seems to be divided into different sectors representing different
interests on the basis of different repertoires of action. Such a correlation
of organisational and staffing realities would imply two things: In this case,
interest groups would not only recruit different people, the employees would
also have to remain loyal to the respective camp throughout their careers and
not move to other sectors. In theory, however, intersectoral mobility should
still be possible. The wealth of professional experience gained by employees
in one sector could qualify them for other areas of work and make them
interesting for other employers. If EU affairs were to become established as
an occupational field in its own right, job changes between sectors would
even have to be quite common, as workers would accumulate professional
qualifications, skills, and work routines that could be used flexibly.

The assumption of a highly permeable labour market will be empirically
validated in the following section. The information on previous professional
experience will be used for this purpose. The respondents were asked to indi-
cate how many years they had worked and gained professional experience
since finishing their studies. They were able to consider a list of 11 sectors or
branches for the relevant information. Most of them reported their profes-
sional experience in full years; some also reported shorter periods (for example,
three-quarters of a year or less). The answers provide a fairly accurate picture
of the sectors in which the respondents were professionally active and for
how long. It can also be determined in how many fields of work they have
gained experience. However, it is important to note that the life-biographical
sequence of these activities was not queried. Nor can it be determined whether
these activities were explicitly related to EU affairs. Professional experience in
the field of EU affairs was identified separately and the results have already
been discussed (see Section 4.3). However, the question addressed here can
be answered on the basis of the information collected. First, it can be clarified
whether the staff have had NGO and industry-specific careers or can
draw on a broader, cross-sectoral wealth of experience. In addition, it can
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Table 5.2 Work experience in years and by sector (multiple answers)

Number of number % of cases  Mean Value  std. dev.  max.
respondents = 611

consulting firms 232 38.7 6.0 5.4 30

public authorities, agencies, 224 373 5.2 5.6 42
and other bodies

political and social 218 36.3 7.6 7.4 36

associations and
networks, non-profit

organisations

commercial and 211 35.2 8.8 7.3 32
trade associations

private companies and 205 34.2 8.5 8.7 37
corporate groups

research, educational 136 22.7 5.1 6.3 35

institutions, and
academic associations

trade unions and 99 16.5 10.4 9.4 38
professional associations
think tanks 59 9.8 3.5 4.9 25
information, media, 53 8.8 6.1 8.2 45
public relations and
culture
law firms 41 6.8 5.1 7.6 32
other 28 4.7 7.4 7.1 25
total 1506 251.0 17.5 14.2

be determined whether employment in EU affairs is more common among
people who have acquired professional experience in certain sectors or a con-
figuration of such sectors.

To answer these questions, the first step is to find out in which sectors EU
affairs professionals have worked to date and how many years of professional
experience they can look back on. Table 5.2 presents the results by sector: The
first two columns indicate the proportion of respondents who have worked
in the respective areas, at least in the short term, while the last three columns
indicate the number of years. As the respondents may have worked in several
sectors, the table is based on multiple answers.

The figures show that over a third of all respondents have work experience
in the area of consulting firms, public authorities or bodies, political or social
associations, trade associations, and private companies. Research and educa-
tional institutions account for about a quarter and trade unions for a sixth of
all respondents. The other sectors are mentioned less frequently: For example,
only 10 per cent of all people have worked for think tanks, media and PR
agencies, and law firms. These organisations are generally service providers in
the lobbying field and their importance is therefore somewhat diminished.
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A similar picture emerges when looking at the average number of years of
employment by sector. Among trade unions, respondents report the longest
average stay at ten years, but a similar picture is also found for trade associ-
ations and private companies at almost nine years, and for associations and
NGOs at almost eight years. At 5.2 years, time spent at public authorities,
agencies, and other bodies is rather brief. Those working for think tanks only
stay for an average of four years, in other lobbying-related service sectors five
to six years. However, this information should be treated with caution, given
the significant dispersion of responses around the mean value (see standard
deviation). In the case of trade unions, for instance, the figures vary by an
average of 9.4 years around the mean value, which is why the respondents
spent on average between one and 20 years working for the trade unions. For
other sectors, the dispersion is similarly large or even disproportionately high
in relation to the mean value. In this respect, the mean value for this question
is only an imprecise approximate value.

The totals of the first two columns show that respondents have worked in
more than one sector. The total number of sectors mentioned (N = 15006) is
more than twice as high as the number of respondents (N = 611), which is
why the percentage values are 250 per cent. The questionnaire allowed mul-
tiple answers and, as can be seen, the respondents made extensive use of this
option. Their data show that they have gained work experience in 2.5 sectors
on average.

More detailed information on this is provided by Table 5.3, which breaks
down the number of sectors reported by respondents. [t indicates that only one-
fifth of respondents have been active in only one sector in the course of their
own careers. Almost two-thirds have gained professional experience in two or
three areas; for 10 per cent of those surveyed there are four; and 7 per cent
have worked in more than five different areas. As the age of the respondents
is clearly related to the number of sectors mentioned, the age information was
included in the table. It shows that those who have only worked in one sector
are on average 40 years old and thus eight years younger than those who have
worked in more than five sectors (48 years). Again, it should be noted that

Table 5.3 Number of sectors in which respondents have worked, with age information

number of number of share in age
sectors respondents per cent
mean value std.dev. min max

1 115 19.6 % 40.1 11.3 25 69
2 222 37.8% 40.8 10.5 26 65
3 152 25.9% 42.5 11.2 24 76
4 56 9.5% 45.0 11.3 27 69
5 and more 42 7.2% 48.2 12.0 29 70

total 587 100.0 % 42.0 11.2 24 76
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the data scatter by more than ten years, which means that those who have
worked in only one field are on average between 29 and 51 years old, while
those with the most experience are between 36 and 60 years old. The extreme
values underline this variance, as each group includes employees in their 20s
as well as those over 60 years of age. Again, the mean values are an imprecise
estimator. The high variance ultimately shows that changing sectors is not
unusual, even among younger EU affairs professionals.

These figures show that EU affairs professionals have gathered a vari-
ety of work experiences. However, they reveal nothing about which fields
the respondents have switched between. In order to empirically ascertain
the degree of cross-sectoral permeability of the labour market, the multiple
answers should be looked at more closely. It is necessary to identify the com-
bination pairs that emerge from the totality of the information. Based on
the 11 sectors, a total of 55 combinations were recorded. Table 5.4 provides
an overview of how respondents are distributed among these combination
pairs. For the sake of completeness, the table also includes information on
the number of respondents who indicated work experience in only one sector;
these figures are shown in italics.

The most striking result is, first, that all cells are occupied — except for the
cell that indicates sole activity in think tanks. The data therefore show that
it is possible and customary to change jobs between all 11 sectors. Even the
sectors which maintain more distant, even conflictual relations (companies
and trade associations versus social associations, NGOs, and trade unions)
are named by a considerable number of respondents as the areas in which
they have worked to date. Little seems to prevent respondents from switching
sectors and/or camps.

With regard to the frequency distribution, however, there are distinct
differences between the possible combinations. The observation relates to
quantitative relations: Sectors in which many respondents have gained pro-
fessional experience are also much more often interlinked than sectors in
which respondents have worked less frequently. For instance, people who have
worked in consulting firms have often gained professional experience with
public authorities or agencies, political and social organisations, trade asso-
ciations, and private companies; and the same is true in reverse. This enables
the above statement to be further specified: Many respondents have gained
professional experience in the two divergent sectors (i.e. companies and trade
associations versus social associations and trade unions) because these are
important areas of activity in which many EU affairs professionals work.
Combinations of lobbying-related service sectors (think tanks, PR agencies,
law firms) are much less common because these are rather peripheral areas
in which respondents also have less professional experience overall. Only in
one combination instance do the antagonisms mentioned appear as a struc-
turing principle: People who have worked for private companies and trade
associations alike make up one of the largest groups. However, it is not pos-
sible to identify an equally strong pair of opposites, as respondents who were



Table 5.4 Work experience — absolute number of respondents by combination pairs (N = 600)

consulting authorities, politicallsocial trade private researchl trade think medial law  other
firm agencies organisations  associations companies education unions tanks PR firms

consulting firm 16

authorities, agencies 84 14

political/social organisations 84 85 32

trade associations 77 76 45 19

private companies 76 76 52 85 16

research/education 61 43 54 49 49 6

trade unions 37 30 33 20 24 18 10

think tanks 33 28 27 18 16 20 13 0

media/PR 29 21 22 21 18 11 7 11 3

law firms 15 15 12 16 16 13 5 7 3 1

other 6 6 11 8 6 7 3 3 3 3 1
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employed by social and political associations are more likely to have pro-
fessional experience in state institutions and consulting firms than in trade
unions.

The figures underline that the EU affairs labour market is integrated across
sectors, as job changes are common. However, this finding is based exclusively
on mentions of the sectors in which EU affairs professionals have worked.
Based on the results so far, it can therefore only be determined that the
respondents have had at least a taste of different sectors. These may have been
short periods of activity. One-year internships, trainee, or entry-level phases
as well as temporary positions are conceivable. These transitions are quite
common for the career of European lobbyists, as will be shown in Section 5.3.
For a definitive verdict, it is therefore necessary to also take into account the
length of professional activity in the respective sectors in order to be able to
identify focal points of work. Table 5.4 has indeed shown that respondents
stayed longer in certain sectors, which suggests that there are different groups
of people circling around certain sectors and combinations.

A cluster analysis was conducted to identify sectoral priorities. This statis-
tical method is suitable for grouping respondents on the basis of similar
characteristics. In the present case, the information provided by respondents
on the time spent working in different sectors was to be used to determine
whether it is possible to identify combinations characterised by a similar
length of stay in the different sectors. The cluster method used is based on a
comparison of the answers with the mean values of the number of groups (k-
means); in the present case, a partition into four groups was the best solution,
with the angular partition used as a similarity measure.

The cluster analysis assigned the respondents to four groups that can be
meaningfully interpreted in terms of content. The members of these groups
differ significantly in the nature of their professional experience, particu-
larly in the priorities they have set in relation to individual sectors. Table 5.5
summarises the results of the calculations: The first column shows how many
respondents were assigned to each group; the following columns display how
many years on average the members of these groups stayed in the respective
sectors. The maximum value in years was added to give an impression of the
range. Finally, the average number of years for the whole sample was included
in the bottom row of the table in order to identify the sectors in which the four
groups differ significantly from the overall average.

The cluster analysis identifies four groups of people who are distinguished
by area-specific experience profiles. The first two groups consist of people
who have remained mainly in one sector: While the members of the first
cluster worked for trade associations for more than 11 years on average, the
second cluster brings together people who worked for private companies for
an average of 13 years. In both groups, respondents also stated that they had
been employed by consulting firms or government bodies, and by trade asso-
ciations or companies for an average of one year. However, these figures are
below the mean values of the entire sample, which is why these professional



Table 5.5 Groups of persons according to professional experience in years (cluster analysis)

cluster consulting authorities, politicall trade private researchl  trade  think medial law  other
firm agencies social associations companies education unions tanks PR firms
organisations
trade associations mean 1.25 1.19 0.59 11.27 1.17 0.81 090 0.26 0.19 0.55 0.24
(N =135)
max. 25 20 16 32 20 14 25 22 20 31 20
companies mean 1.50 1.69 0.64 1.85 12.68 0.88 0.50 0.19 0.13 0.27  0.40
(N=113)
max. 16 22 20 15 37 35 20 8 4 14 20
NGOs (N =195) mean 0.85 1.20 7.18 0.21 0.29 0.56 3.72 0.34 0.19 0.08 0.34
max. 11 15 36 10 5 15 38 25 9 5 15
services (N = 168) mean  5.29 3.44 0.61 0.57 0.61 2.25 0.73 0.51 144 0.53  0.39
max. 30 42 20 10 15 35 28 20 45 32 25
total (N=611) mean 2.28 1.91 2.71 3.06 2.87 1.14 1.68 034 0.53 034 0.34
max. 30 42 36 32 37 35 38 25 45 32 25
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experiences are not characteristic of the two groups. Trade associations and
private companies therefore appear to be successful in retaining employees
over a longer period of time. The length of stay is highest in this group.

The other two clusters are characterised by a cross-sectoral experience pro-
file. The third group, which with 195 respondents is also the largest in terms of
numbers, consists of people who have worked on average for more than three
years in trade unions and more than seven years in political and social asso-
ciations. The fourth group has the most heterogeneous range of experience,
as it brings together people who have gained one or two years of professional
experience in media/PR agencies and research/educational institutions. They
also