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Abstract 

Paper in political science, C-level, by Fredrik Nielsen, spring semester 2007. 

Tutor: Susan Marton, “Lobbying and democratic policymaking.” 

 
The overreaching purpose of this study is to examine in what ways lobbying contributes to 

democratic policymaking in the European Union. Having limited amount of time, a case study 

has been conducted with the main purpose to examine what impacts lobbying have on the 

proposed EU-legislation to lower CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, in terms of 

democratic policymaking. The lobby groups in this case being ACEA and T&E. In order to 

fulfill the purpose a comprehensive research question is formulated: What impacts do ACEA 

and T&E have on the proposed EU-legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly 

produced cars, in terms of democratic policymaking? 

 

The theory and definitions of democratic policymaking were drawn from Rinus van 

Schendelen´s book “Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU”. Definitions of 

different components essential to democratic policymaking were given here and used together 

with the material on ACEA and T&E to answer the research question.  

 

The material was based on documents, press-statements, speeches and publications from the 

European Union, ACEA and T&E to find out how ACEA and T&E lobbied the proposed 

legislation. 

 

The study has shown mostly positive impacts from ACEA and T&E on the proposed EU-

legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, in terms of democratic 

policymaking. For the overreaching purpose the conclusion is that lobbying therefore 

contributes mostly in a positive way to democratic policymaking in the European Union. 

This study can in the future be used in further studies to see what impacts lobby groups have 

on democratic policymaking in the European Union and also in studies concerning how lobby 

groups carry out their lobbying 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 Choice of subject 

My choice of subject has its starting point in the current debated issue in the European Union 

of the proposed EU-legislation to lower CO2 (Carbon Dioxide) emissions from newly 

produced cars1. The issue is and has been heavily debated and lobbied between two large 

lobby groups on each side. ACEA, short for European Automobile Manufacturers 

Association, is the lobby group for the car manufacturers and have lobbied against the 

proposed legislation while the green NGO (Non-Governmental Organization) T&E, short for 

European Federation for Transport and Environment, have lobbied for legislation.  

 

As in any other form of democratic governance, the European Union must strive for a 

democratic form of policymaking. This means components such as legitimacy, accountability, 

transparency, rule of law etc. must be included in order to achieve a democratic form of 

policymaking in the European Union2. So in policymaking such as legislation to lower CO2 

emissions for newly produced cars, what impacts do lobby groups have on the proposed EU-

legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, in terms of democratic 

policymaking in the European Union? 

 

Do the lobby groups have an overall positive or negative impact on the democracy 

surrounding policymaking in the European Union? Do the lobby groups have an impact at all? 

So my choice of subject has its core in wanting to examine what impacts the lobby groups 

have on the democratic policymaking in the European Union, in this case what impact ACEA 

and T&E have on the democratic components in the way up to a decision on the proposed 

EU-legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, which the European 

Union has not yet come to a decision on and isn’t expected until 20093. 

 

                                                 
1 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, “Results of the review of 
the Community Strategy to reduce CO2 emissions from passenger cars and light-commercial vehicles”, 
Brussels, 7 Feb 2007 
2 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002 
3 Speech from ACEA President Sergio Marchionne, Brussels, 20 March 2007 
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A further reason for why this subject is important is if the findings show that the lobby groups 

have mostly a negative impact on democracy, there might be need for lobby regulations in the 

European Union. 

 

1.2 Purpose of research 

The overreaching purpose with this research is to examine in what ways lobbying contributes 

to democratic policymaking in the European Union. Having limited amount of space and time 

I have decided to look at a single case, so the main purpose with my study is to examine what 

impacts lobbying have on the proposed EU-legislation to lower CO2 emissions from newly 

produced cars, in terms of democratic policymaking. The lobby groups in this case are ACEA 

and T&E.  

 

My model for democratic policymaking is going to be based on Rinus van Schendelen’s book 

“Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU”4. Schendelen sets up 4 different 

variables which each of them contain several notions of democracy. The variables are input, 

throughput, output and feedback notions. Within these we find notions such as transparency, 

openness, representativity, legitimacy and accountability. These notions are then going to be 

used in a model to examine what impacts the lobby groups have on democratic policymaking 

in the European Union, concerning the proposed EU-legislation to lower the CO2 emissions 

from newly produced cars. 

 

Note that the purpose of the research is not to debate whether or not the European Union has 

enough transparency and legitimate authority, or if they are responsive enough to what the 

citizens of the European Union wants. My research is about seeing if lobby groups have an 

impact on the democratic policymaking in the European Union, but I am not asking the 

question how democratic the European Union is to begin with. 

 

In a wider sense my reason for conducting this research is to put forward material to better see 

what impact lobbying has on the democracy in the European Union. It is therefore my hope 

that this case study can be used together with other case studies in this matter to better 

understand what impact lobby groups have on democracy. 

 

                                                 
4 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002 
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This research is relevant in a political science perspective since democracy is a very relevant 

term in political science and therefore also democratic policymaking. Furthermore the study 

can be used in further studies to see what impacts lobby groups have on democratic 

policymaking in the European Union and also in studies concerning how lobby groups carry 

out their lobbying.  

 

1.3 Research questions 

Drawn from the overreaching purpose of my research, the overreaching research question is: 

 

In what ways is lobbying contributing to democratic policymaking in the European Union? 

 

This question will be looked at if I can determine that this case study is generalizeable and 

therefore holds external validity. So this research question will be left unanswered until I have 

answered my main research question and determined whether the research holds external 

validity or not. From the main purpose I have formulated a comprehensive research question, 

in order to fulfill the purpose of my research: 

 

What impacts do ACEA and T&E have on the proposed EU-legislation to lower the CO2 

emissions from newly produced cars, in terms of democratic policymaking? 

 

To see how this main research question is going to be answered please refer to 

operationalization (1.7.5) and to see the components and definition on democratic 

policymaking please refer to the theory chapter. 

 

1.4 Background 

In 1995 the heads of state for the different member countries in the European Union at the 

time, set an ambitious goal of reducing CO2 emissions to 120 g/km on average by 2012 for 

new cars. The strategy to reach this goal consisted of three pillars. The second pillar was to 

raise awareness among consumers and the third pillar aimed to promote fuel-efficient cars 

through fiscal measures. The first pillar consisted of achieving a voluntary commitment by the 

car industry to lower CO2-emissions.5  

 

                                                 
5 http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/07/46 
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In 1998 ACEA reached a voluntary agreement with the European Commission in 1998 to 

reduce CO2 emissions, to an average emission of 140g/km, from new passenger cars by 2008. 

ACEA also agreed to launch new car models emitting 120g/km or less by 2000 and to achieve 

an intermediate CO2 emission target of 165-170g/km CO2 by 2003. Furthermore the 

agreement was to in 2003 review the potential for additional CO2 reductions to 120g/km by 

20126. 

 

By 2004 the car industry had reduced the C02 emissions from new cars from the 1995 level of 

186 g/km to 163g/km. According to the European Commission this development pace was not 

fast enough to reach neither the goal of 140 g/km set for 2008, nor the main target of 120 

g/km set for 2012,7 or as it was put in the communication from the Commission to the council 

and the European parliament: 

 

“The progress achieved so far goes some way towards the 140 g CO2/km target by 

2008/2009, but in the absence of additional measures, the EU objective of 120 g 

CO2/km will not be met at a 2012 horizon. As the voluntary agreement did not succeed, the 

Commission considers necessary to resort to a legislative approach and underlines that in 

addition to the proposed legislation urgent action should also be taken by the public 

authorities to keep the emission reductions on track, also towards 2008/2009, for instance 

through fiscal incentives and green public procurement.”8

 

For instance the German car manufacturers had in 2006 only reached an average CO2-

emission for new cars of 172.5 g/km9, so basically the European Commission found that a 

legislative framework was necessary to achieve the main target for 2012. 

 

Of course this upset ACEA who had reached the voluntary agreement with the Commission in 

1998, who thought that they had made good progress with getting the emissions down to an 

average of 163 g/km by 2004 and were on their way of reaching the 140 g/km goal set for 

2008. Furthermore the volume and share of cars emitting 140 g/km or less totalled 29.6 % of 

                                                 
6 http://www.acea.be/acea_1998_commitment_what_has_been_agreed 
7 Press release: “Commission plans legislative framework to ensure the EU meets its target for cutting CO2 
emissions from cars”, Brussels 7 Feb 2007 
8 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, “Results of the review of 
the Community Strategy to reduce CO2 emissions from passenger cars and light-commercial vehicles”, 
Brussels, 7 Feb 2007 
9 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
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new cars in 2004, up from 2.6% in 1995. Sales of new cars emitting less than 120g/km came 

close to 1 million cars, or about 8%, which according to ACEA was progress enough from the 

car manufacturers for the Commission not to impose legislation in the matter.10  

 

At the same time as ACEA wants the Commission to recognise the progress that the car 

manufacturers have made, they found the suggestion of lowering the CO2 emissions to 120 

g/km arbitrary and too severe11. ACEA believes that they have done everything that they 

could to lower the CO2 emissions. The reason why the voluntary agreement is failing is, in 

their opinion, because the integrated approach is failing. The integrated approach is about 

looking at several ways of lowering the CO2 emissions from cars, which can be vehicle 

technology, tax-measures and information to consumers, so the integrated approach is 

basically the same as the three pillar-strategy. In the 1998 agreement ACEA was responsible 

for the vehicle technology development and the Commission was supposed to help with the 

lowering of CO2 emissions by “labelling” fuel efficient-cars and pressure the member-

countries to impose tax-measures to stimulate consumers to buy more fuel-efficient cars12. 

 

ACEA believes that the commission has failed on their part of the integrated approach and 

that fuel-efficient cars are still too expensive which is why consumers choose not to buy them. 

So ACEA thinks that the proposed legislation focuses on vehicle technology and therefore 

puts the burden on the European car industry to lower the CO2 emissions, when it’s the lack 

of consumer demand for fuel efficiency that is the missing link in current efforts to reduce 

CO2, according to ACEA.13 So ACEA started to lobby against the legislation proposal, and 

how they are going about this will be presented in the empirical chapter. 

 

On the other side of the issue we have the Green NGO T&E (European Federation for 

Transport and Environment). In April 2006 they stated that: 

 

“European manufacturers sold cars that produce on average 160 grams of CO2 per kilometre 

last year, down only 1 per cent on the previous year, according to sales figures analysed by 

Transport and Environment (T&E). The European Automobile Manufacturers Association 

(ACEA) promised the European Commission in 1998 to reach average emissions of 140 
                                                 
10 http://www.acea.be/faq%2523408 
11 ACEA Press release, “Proposed CO2 emission targets are arbitrary and too severe”, Brussels, 7 Feb 2007 
12 http://www.acea.be/integrated_approach 
13 http://www.acea.be/integrated_approach 
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grams of CO2 per kilometre for new cars by 2008.14“ 

 

“Carmakers now need an unprecedented improvement rate of 4.3 per cent per year for the 

next three years to meet their commitment. To date, the best performance was 2.9 per cent, 

recorded in 2000.15“ 

 

T&E also believes that the car manufacturers today have the technology to lower the CO2 

emissions and if they fully used this technology the consumers would have to choose a fuel-

efficient car16. T&E agrees with ACEA on the point that taxation could be needed to help 

stimulate consumers to buy more fuel-efficient cars, but they consider legislation also to be 

needed to speed the process up. And as for fuel-efficient cars to be too expensive T&E does 

not agree with ACEA. They think that the car manufacturers should inform the consumers 

that a 25 % more fuel-efficient car means a €5,000 saving on fuel bills over the lifetime of the 

car, together with the benefits to the climate of 25 per cent lower CO2 emissions.17

 

T&E support the Commission´s view that the car manufacturers will reach neither the target 

of goal of 140 g/km set for 2008, nor the main target of 120 g/km set for 2012 on their own, 

so therefore legislation is needed and T&E are now lobbying for the proposed legislation.  

 

Within the Commission itself the issue has mainly been debated and negotiated between two 

commissioners: Stavros Dimas who is the Commissioner for Environment, and Gunter 

Verheugen who is the Vice-President of the European Commission in charge of Enterprise 

and Industry.  

 

Stavros Dimas has been promoting legislation all along as needed and in the beginning 

wanted to make the car manufacturers reach the goal of 120 g/km on their own. Gunter 

Verheugen has been on the car manufacturers’ side and said that if the car manufacturers 

should reach this goal alone it’s going to cost too much for the car industry and in the end this 

is going to affect the economy in Europe.18  

 

                                                 
14 T&E, “Car industry failing on climate pledge“, Brussles, 19 April 2006 
15 T&E, “Car industry failing on climate pledge“, Brussles, 19 April 2006 
16 T&E, “Car industry failing on climate pledge“, Brussles, 19 April 2006 
17 T&E,“Europe's car market long overdue for fuel-efficiency fix“, 19 February 2007  
18 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
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Finally after tough lobbying from ACEA and Verheugen, a compromise was reached through 

an integrated approach and the new suggestion means that the car industry is responsible for 

getting the CO2 emission for new cars down to an average 130 g/km by 2012, instead of the 

initial proposed legislation where the car manufacturers alone was supposed to lower the 

emissions. The final 10 grams is now supposed to be reached through further use of bio-fuels, 

fuel-efficient tyres and air conditioning, traffic and road-safety management and changes in 

driver behaviour (eco-driving). The Commission itself is supposed to help through 

encouraging member states to promote and stimulate the purchase of fuel-efficient vehicles, 

by labelling cars and imposing tax-measures.19

 

Commissioner Dimas, who initially pushed for the car manufacturers to reach the goal alone, 

accepted the integrated approach since at the end of the day the result would still be the same 

for the environment. Commissioner Verheugen urged the car manufacturers to see the new 

proposed legislation as a chance for further innovation, instead of a burden.20

 

At the moment the Commission is reviewing what the legislation would have for kind of 

impact on for instance the economy in Europe and a decision has not yet been made whether 

to impose legislation or not. As we shall see in this research T&E is still lobbying for the 

proposal and is not satisfied that Stavros Dimas accepted the goal to be lowered to 130 g/km 

for the car manufacturers. ACEA is glad that the Commission looked at the integrated 

approach, so that the car manufacturers weren’t left alone to lower the CO2 emissions, but 

they still feel that the target is too high for the car manufacturers alone and are therefore 

lobbying against the proposed legislation. 

 

1.5 Definitions 

Lobbying can be defined as “attempts to influence the decisions of governments21”, which I 

find to conclude the meaning of lobbying well. The definition for what democratic 

policymaking is and what it should contain will be given in the operationalization (1.7.5) as 

well as the theory chapter. 

 

 

                                                 
19 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
20 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
21 Encyclopaedia Britannica  

 11



1.6 Previous Research 

Rinus van Schendelen brings forward general conclusions on what impacts lobbying has on 

democracy in his book “Machiavelli in Brussels: The Art of Lobbying the EU”, where he 

brings together his theory with the many case studies he has presented throughout the book. 

As we shall see in the theory chapter later on, Schendelen presents four variables containing 

different notions of democracy. These four variables are input notions, throughput notions, 

output notions and feedback notions. Schendelen´s general conclusions will later on be used 

as a reference point to see if my study is generalizeable or not. 

 

Schendelen comes to the conclusion that the lobby groups play a significant role in keeping 

the system open and competitive. The proof of this is documented through many case studies. 

Furthermore on input notions lobby groups also make the system permeable for organizations 

that wish to influence the policymaking in the EU. The lobby groups also serve as a channel 

of representation, in the way that they operate on different sides and represent different 

perspectives.22  

 

Schendelen also mentions two negative impacts by lobbying on input notions. According to 

Schendelen lobby groups try to make the possibilities for permeation hard for the competition 

on the other side. So in this way it can be seen as a paradox that the lobby groups makes the 

system more open, that the openness that leads them in, turns over to trying to close the door 

behind them. The second negative impact is about how the openness can create an overload of 

lobby groups getting in which in the end creates a blockade when the system has had 

enough.23

 

Concerning throughput notions, Schendelen brings forward the notion of representation as 

something that lobbying has a positive impact on, in the way that the lobbyists makes the 

decision-making process more representative of the various interests. Also by bringing in 

experts, providing information and making statements they contribute to the officials having 

more information on the specific policy area, which hopefully makes them discuss the matter 

to a larger extent, which improves the notion of discursiveness.24

 
                                                 
22 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, page 292 
23 Ibid, pages 293-294 
24 Ibid, pages 294-295 
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Another positive is that the lobbyists tend to make the EU more transparent, in the way that 

they keep track of the on goings in the EU and brings facts out to the public via for instance 

the media. The negative impacts are mainly that the lobby groups may sometime eschew from 

the throughput notions by for instance making it seem like they are representing a majority, 

while they are in fact representing a minority and also making the process less transparent by 

choosing not to bring forward facts that put them in a bad position.25

 

On output notions the achievement of legitimacy in the decisions being made is something 

that lobby groups contribute to. By providing information and experts to the decision-makers 

the decisions become much more based on fact whatever the decision is, and also by having 

lobby groups both sides have had their say in the matter, before a decision is made which 

further contributes to legitimacy in the decisions. Furthermore the lobby groups also play a 

significant part in keeping the decision-makers accountable to their actions.26

 

The negative side that Schendelen presents is that established lobby groups can use their 

position to better influence the policy-process in the European Union. By for instance being 

an established lobby group in Brussels and building up a network with contact to the EU-

officials they can better influence a decision before it is made. If they have a good contact 

with a decision-maker and the decision-maker trusts the lobby group, he or she might not get 

as much information on the other side of the story, which might affect both responsiveness 

and the legitimacy of the decision. The losing side in a decision might also launch a 

campaign, blaming the officials for a lack of legitimacy and accountability, which the media 

might pick up and report on, even if there is no evidence behind it.27

 

Continuing on that path, the feedback notions can be impacted by how the lobby groups act 

after a decision. If a lobby group says that a decision is illegitimate in order to improve their 

own situation, this can have a negative impact on the civic spirit surrounding the European 

Union. The citizens might believe the lobby group and feel that they do not have to listen to 

the decisions being made since the decisions are illegitimate. At the same time the lobby 

                                                 
25 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, pages 295-297 
26Ibid, pages 297-298 
27 Ibid, pages 298-299 
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groups can have a positive impact by for instance informing the citizens of issues with a new 

decision that need to be looped back into input notions.28

 

Looking at how the lobby groups try to get access to the decision-makers I found an article, 

“Corporate lobbying in the European Union: the logic of access”29 written by Pieter 

Bouwen.  

 

What Bouwen does is that he sets up three access goods for how lobbyist can get access to the 

decision-makers. The first one is expert knowledge in form of expertise and technical know-

how in a particular policy area. This is a necessity for the EU officers in order for them to 

understand what the issue is about, since it’s impossible to know everything about every 

policy area and therefore the expertise becomes necessary in order to develop an effective EU 

legislation.30  

 

The second one is information about the European encompassing interests, which basically 

means that the lobbyists have to provide information to the EU officers about what Europe 

wants.  The third one is information about the Domestic encompassing interests, which is 

more or less the same thing as the second one. The difference is that the first one is for 

instance ACEA telling the European Commission what the European automotive 

manufacturers want. The second domestic one is for instance BilSweden telling the European 

Commission and Parliament what the automotive manufacturers in Sweden want.31

 

1.7 Method and material 

1.7.1 Way of conducting research 

I have chosen to conduct my research through making a case study of one specific case; the 

lobbying on the proposed EU-legislation on CO2 emission limitation, in order to answer my 

research question. The biggest advantage with conducting a case study is that the material is 

based on reality. But there might be a problem with conducting a case study with one specific 

case when testing theories, since you do not have any reference points it becomes hard to 

                                                 
28 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, pages 299-301 
29 Bouwen Pieter, Corporate lobbying in the European Union: the logic of access, Journal of European Public 
Policy, 9:3 June 2002, pages 365-390 
30 Ibid, pages 365-390 
31Ibid, pages 365-390 
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determine whether the conclusion can be generalized or if the case is deviant32. But in this 

case I have the more general conclusions from Rinus van Schendelen´s study about the 

impacts lobbying has on democracy in the European Union. We have based our research on 

the same theory (Shendelen´s) so I do have his general conclusions as a good reference point 

to see whether my study is generalizable or deviant.  

 

But note that I want to conduct my own research using his theory and draw my own 

conclusions from the case I am studying. However, in order to see if my study is 

generalizeable and to also answer my overreaching research question I will make some 

general remarks as to whether the trends I find are similar to Schendelen´s in the conclusions. 

 

1.7.2 Delimitations  

Due to the limitations in both time and size of this research I will need to make certain 

choices to limit my research. As mentioned, I have chosen to study one single case, the 

lobbying on the proposed EU-legislation on CO2 emission limitation, in order to answer my 

main research question. I wanted to study a current issue, since by that I was hoping to get 

better access to material about the case, since the lobby groups mostly have material available 

on current issues.  

 

But by choosing to work with a current issue, it also meant that I had to make some 

limitations to Schendelen´s theory. I had to cut out the impacts on feedback notions from my 

research since this relates to how the lobby groups act after a decision is made, which I 

obviously can’t look into since a decision hasn’t been made.   

 

A limitation that I was forced to make was that I could not conduct interviews to get further 

information for my research. I contacted ACEA about the possibility of getting an interview 

with them either in Brussels or a phone interview, but they declined both of these requests. 

Then I kindly asked if they would be able to answer some short written questions via e-mail, 

but they also declined this request. So instead I limited my research to documents, press-

statements, speeches and publications in order to conduct my research. 

 

                                                 
32Esaiasson, Peter, among others, Metodpraktikan, konsten att studera samhälle, individ och marknad, Norstedts 
Juridik, Stockholm 2003, pages 119-120 
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To conduct this research with the limited amount of space and time I could not study what 

every single small NGO has said and done on this issue, therefore I picked out one lobby 

group on each side. In the end the study showed that these two were basically the only actors 

on EU-level on this issue anyway. The reason why I chose ACEA in particular on the “pro-

car” side of this study was simply because they are the spokesperson for the European car 

manufacturers. The reason for choosing T&E on the other side was because they are the 

largest NGO in this sector in Europe. They represent 49 members and is a member of Green 

1033, which is a group containing ten of the largest European environmental 

organizations/networks such as Greenpeace, EEB (European Environment Bureau) and WWF 

(World Wildlife Fund). 

 

But as I mentioned searching for empirical material, looking at EU-level basically all 

statements picked up by the media have been either from ACEA or T&E. If it hasn’t been 

from one of these two it has been from for example the German car association VDA, which 

is associated with ACEA34. Their have been very few occasions with statements that aren’t 

from ACEA or T&E, or one of their members/associated organizations. But to mention other 

organizations that has been in the media we have FIA that have been against the proposed 

legislation and EEB for legislation35, both being large organizations. But overall it has almost 

exclusively been ACEA and T&E in the media on the EU-level. So my choice to study these 

two was inevitable, otherwise I wouldn’t have had any material. 

 

1.7.3 Material 

The primary material for this research is taken from the websites of the European 

Commission, ACEA and T&E. This material is in the form of official documents, press-

statements, speeches and publications. I believe that these sources in the form of primary 

material is the best way of gathering material, but there has also been a need of getting better 

knowledge of what has happened on this issue up to where we are today. I decided to use 

Euractiv.com as a secondary source for material. Euractiv.com is an independent media portal 

fully dedicated to EU affairs and is sponsored by the EU36, so I found this source to be a 

reliable secondary source. Besides that it gave me access to a lot of very good background 

material on this issue. 
                                                 
33 http://www.green10.org/ 
34 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
35 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
36 http://www.euractiv.com/en/Fixed/about/concept.htm 
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So I used some of the material from Euractiv.com to put together the background part of my 

research. But even though I strongly believe that this is a reliable secondary source I prefer 

primary sources, so I wanted to keep the empirical chapter free from secondary sources if 

possible, which I have done. So the empirical chapter is only based on primary material from 

the European Commission, ACEA and T&E. 

 

The theoretical frame is based on the primary material from Rinus van Schendelen. Since his 

theory is comprehensive in terms of democracy and the EU I did not compliment this theory 

with another one. I also believe that his democratic policymaking model is an acceptable 

model to describe what democratic policymaking is. Furthermore I believe that he is a reliable 

source to use, as he is a very well known scholar within this field of study. 

 

1.7.4 Method for collecting data 

The initial idea I had was to conduct my research through triangulation, with scrutinizing 

documents, press-statements, speeches and publications while also conducting interviews to 

get further information. My hope with the interviews was to get a bit “behind the scene” 

information on how ACEA and T&E conduct their lobbying and get some deeper knowledge 

on the more informal on goings in Brussels. This was unfortunately as previously mentioned 

not possible since ACEA clearly wasn’t interested in this. 

 

When ACEA had declined my requests I decided not to try to get an interview with T&E. The 

reason for this was that I thought that the material would get distorted, with having interview 

material from one side, but not the other. So therefore I decided to look into documents, press-

statements, speeches and publications in order to conduct my research. 

 

As I have mentioned before I wanted a contemporary case when conducting my research. But 

another reason as to why my choice fell on this specific case with the lobbying on the 

proposed EU-legislation on CO2 emission limitation, was due to the fact that the car industry 

is known for their lobbying. So I had previously heard about the car industry’s lobbying 

which meant that I expected to get a lot data on the case by choosing this issue. 

 

I collected the data or empirical evidence through strategic choices. I looked into every single 

document I could find on ACEA:s and T&E:s official websites and also looked into the 
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information about the issue on the European Unions official website and Euractiv.com. After 

this, I picked out the documents that contained data relevant to the purpose of this research, 

documents that somehow contained data that showed an impact on the model set up in the 

operationalization.  

 

1.7.5 Operationalization 

To conduct my research about what impacts lobbying has on democracy, I constructed a 

model based on Rinus van Schendelen´s theory about lobbying and democracy. This model 

will be my base for analyzing the empirical data.  

 
Input Notions Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Openness  . 
Competitiveness   
Representative Channels   
 
Throughput Notions Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Transparency   
Legitimate Authority   
Discursiveness   
Representation   
 
Output Notions Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Accountability   
Responsiveness   
Legitimacy   
Limited Government    
Rule of Law   
Table 1.1: Model of operationalization 

 

The definitions of the variables/notions will be the definitions that are given for the notions in 

the theory chapter. From these definitions I will be analyzing the empirical data and see if the 

lobbying from ACEA and/or T&E has a positive, negative or no impact on the notions. The 

columns above only sets up space for positive or negative impacts, but if they do not have an 

impact on a notion, I will write “no impact” in both columns. 

 

The stages of input notions and throughput notions should naturally be a part of the study, 

since the proposed legislation at the moment is in the throughput notions. But I have decided 

to also take in output notions, since when the decision comes, no matter what the decision is, 

it will be visible to see if the lobby groups have enhanced the legitimacy, accountability etc. 

on the way up to the decision. Feedback notions will not be a part of the study since it is not 

possible to see how the lobby groups will act after the decision has been made. 
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1.7.6 Reliability and Validity 

Reliability is a measurement of to what extent an instrument or procedure gives the same 

result during different occasions, while all other circumstances are the same37. Having gone 

through the analysis and conclusion several times, with the procedure this research has been 

done with; I find the reliability to be high. Therefore I find that if another researcher would 

conduct this study, with the same procedure and material as I have used, he or she would 

come to the same conclusions as I have. 

 

Validity aims at whether the study has examined what it was supposed to examine or not. It 

also checks if the theory and the material were suitable in order to answer the research 

question and if the research question was built correctly to answer the purpose of the research. 

Validity can be split up into internal validity and external validity. The internal validity 

contains two parts, concept validity and result validity. Concept validity aims at whether the 

operationalization is built up correctly towards the concepts in the theory. Result validity is 

what you get if both your concept validity and reliability is high. 

 

Since I have based my operationalization entirely on the definitions of the concepts/notions in 

the theory I believe that the concept validity of this study is high. Therefore I also conclude 

that the result validity is high, since I have previously stated that I see the reliability as high. 

 
The external validity looks at whether the results of the study can be generalized or not38. 

Having done a case study, it is often very hard to determine whether the external validity is 

high or low. As mentioned, with a single case study one hasn’t any reference-points if the 

study is generalizeable or deviant. As one of the reasons for conducting this research, my 

hope was that this study could be used to better understand what impacts lobby groups have 

on the democracy in the European Union. But in order for my study to be usable and to 

answer my overreaching research question, it must be proven to be generalizable and not 

deviant. This I will do at the end of my study by comparing my conclusions with 

Schendelen´s general conclusions. 

 

 

 
                                                 
37 Bell, Judith, Introduktion till forskningsmetodik, Studentlitteratur, Lund, 2000, page 89 
38 Esaiasson, Peter, among others, Metodpraktikan, konsten att studera samhälle, individ och marknad, Norstedts 
Juridik, Stockholm 2003, pages 61-62 
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1.8 Disposition 

The first chapter of this study lays the foundation by presenting choice of research, purpose of 

research, research questions, background, definitions, previous research and method and 

material, including the operationalization on how the study is to be conducted. 

 

In chapter two Rinus van Schendelen´s theory on democratic policymaking is presented. The 

chapter is split up in five parts with the four different variables (input, throughput, output and 

feedback notions) and a summary of the theory chapter. 

 

Chapter three is the empirical chapter of this study, named “Lobbying by ACEA and T&E”. 

In this chapter the lobbying done on the proposed legislation by ACEA will be presented first, 

and then followed by the lobbying done by T&E. At the end of the chapter a summary of the 

chapter will be presented. 

 

In chapter four the analysis will be presented with the connection between chapter two and 

chapter three. The analysis is split up in four parts, presenting the lobbying impacts on input, 

throughput and output notions before summarizing the analysis by using the model 

constructed in the operationalization. 

 

Chapter five is the last chapter of this study, where the conclusions are presented and the 

research questions are answered. At the end of this chapter an ending discussion is also given. 

Finally we have references which are split up into literature and different electronic sources. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 20



2. THEORY 

 
In this chapter I will present the theory I will use in order to conduct my research. The 

definitions given of the various notions of democracy in terms of policymaking will be 

directly applied to the operationalization, as mentioned in chapter 1.7.5. 

 

Rinus van Schendelen is one of the more known scholars when it comes to studying the 

phenomenon of the European Union. In his book “Machiavelli in Brussels, the art of lobbying 

the EU”, he introduces us to a chapter where he lays out the basic structure of democracy in 

terms of policy-making, through four different variables containing several notions of 

democracy. These are input, throughput, output and feedback notions and serve different time 

periods during the policymaking. Input notions are how the “playing-field” looks when the 

policymaking starts, throughput is when the decision is being made, output notions is when 

the decision has been made and feedback notions brings the decision into civil society and 

loops the whole process back into input notions again.  

 

2.1 Input Notions 

Openness is an overreaching component that also includes the notions of transparency and 

discursiveness. But by openness as an input notion Schendelen means that the “decision-

making system must be open to all sorts of people and groups wanting to get a desired 

outcome”39. The openness should therefore give everyone who wishes to influence the 

decision-making an equal and fair chance to pursue the desired outcome for them. The equal 

and fair chance to pursue the desired outcome also means that there must exist pluralistic 

competition in order for the system to fully work. In order for competitiveness and openness 

to exist in the decision-making system the system must also be permeable, so that there is a 

real chance of influencing the decision-making.40

 

Schendelen puts forward three channels of permeation. The first one is regular competitive 

election. The second one contains the direct channels which range from national referendums 

to streets protests. Finally we find the indirect channels, where we find political parties, mass 

media, bureaucracies and interests groups. What these permeation variables together bring 

                                                 
39 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, page 282 
40 Ibid, pages 282-283 
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forward is a channel of representation, a channel in which all sides must have an equal chance 

bringing forward their case.41

 

2.2 Throughput notions 

For the throughput notions we start where the input notion ended, in the variable of 

representation, but in a slightly different way. For governance to work the decisions must be 

representative of what the people desire. For instance the representatives within the European 

parliament (or any parliament for that matter) are assumed to act on and in behalf of the larger 

population.42

 

Besides representation Schendelen puts forward three sets of throughput values. These are the 

value of legitimate authority, discursiveness and transparency. The value or notion of 

legitimate authority means that the legislative body and the decision makers within it should 

be viewed by the citizens subject to their decisions as legitimate to having the right to exert 

power over them.43 For example a system in which the citizens don’t have the power to for 

instance vote on who is to rule them, cannot be viewed as a democracy, rather a dictatorship. 

 

According to Schendelen both discursiveness and transparency are in a way a part of the 

openness and competitiveness spoken about in “input notions”. Discursiveness in this context 

means that the decisions being made should have been preceded by reasoning and arguments, 

rather than making decisions based on intuition. So this means that before a decision is made 

all sides must have had the chance to come with their arguments for or against the proposal, 

but also that there must be a discussion about the proposal before a decision is made. 

Furthermore for a good democracy to function it is also necessary that the citizens of the 

European Union have transparency in the way that they can see what is happening in 

Brussels, how the decisions are made and on what grounds.44  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
41 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, pages 282-283 
42 Ibid, page 284 
43 Ibid, pages 284-285 
44 Ibid, pages 284-285 
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2.3 Output notions 

For a democratic policy-process to work, the decisions being made must be widely considered 

as acceptable. This is the keystone to the notion of legitimacy. There are different ways in 

which the results of governance can be considered as legitimate, one way is that even though 

the decision hasn’t gone your way, you accept it because it was decided based on a fair and 

just throughput process. So this means that the throughput notions also determine the 

legitimacy so it becomes an overreaching notion. Also as the general idea of output notions 

that the decision must be legitimate, it summons up the whole output notions with for instance 

accountability and rule of law.45

 

Continuing with the notion of rule of law, it states that any outputs of governance should be 

“based on formally binding decisions, produced through prescribed procedures, approved by a 

formally representative platform and open to judicial appeal”46. Furthermore we have limited 

governance which contains three dimensions: Checks and balances among the institutions of 

governance, decentralisation to sub-national and functional authorities, and government 

restraint when it comes to the private spheres and sectors. Basically the last two dimensions 

talk about the principle of subsidiarity.47

 

Earlier I mentioned the notion of legitimacy and that the result of governance preferably 

should be considered to coming close to the so-called general interest of the population. As a 

part of that we have the notion of responsiveness, which means that the officials should 

respond to what the people that elected them want them to do. At the end of the day the 

officials are placed in their position to represent the interests of the people that elected them.48  

 

In terms of the EU, this responsiveness takes more steps for the officials. The Commissioners 

are placed in the Commission to act in the best interest of the EU49, but since they are 

nominated by their party at home they might still respond to what the party at home thinks is 

best for the EU. In many cases the responsiveness that is explained above is not about the 

officials responding directly to the people, but more responding to what the party at home 

                                                 
45 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, pages286-287 
46 Ibid, page 287 
47 Ibid, page 287 
48 Ibid, pages 287-288 
49 http://ec.europa.eu/atwork/basicfacts/index_en.htm 
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wants. But at the same time, the party at home must respond to what their voters want them to 

do, so at the end of the day it comes back to responding to what the people want. 

 

The officials that make the decisions should also be accountable for what they decide to do or 

not to do. Concerning the European Union, Schendelen puts up four different paths of 

accountability: EU officials becoming gradually more accountable to the Parliament, Council 

ministers to their parliament at home and both of these, yet again, indirectly through the 

various ballot boxes. The fourth one is represented by interest groups and the mass media, 

which also has a role to play in keeping the EU institutions and officials accountable to their 

actions.50

 

2.4 Feedback notions 

The last component in this policy-making democracy model is feedback notions. Identity is 

one part of the feedback notions, as the citizens must feel that they are a part of society and 

that they are taken into consideration when decisions are being made. As one feels a part of 

the society, or as a citizen of the society, one gets a sort of civic spirit or civic behaviour. This 

for instance means that as the governance system should be open and permeable, citizens 

should be open to the demands from the government and should respect the decisions being 

made, if they have been made in a democratic way, including the notions above.51

 

The notions of freedom and rights is basically about on the one hand, citizens should be 

entitled to some private sphere free from the governance system. On the other hand the 

citizens should be entitled to participate in the system if they desire to.52

 

Finally the citizens have to provide the decision makers with some feedback about what they 

think about the decisions being made and what needs to be done next. In this way we get a 

feedback loop back to the input notions and so the process starts all over again.53

 

 

 

                                                 
50 Schendelen, Rinus van, Machiavelli in Brussels; The Art of Lobbying the EU, Amsterdam University Press 
2002, page 288 
51 Ibid, page 288 
52 Ibid, page 289 
53 Ibid, page 290 
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2.5 Summary of theory 

As shown, the theory contains two general or overreaching notions in openness and 

legitimacy. So these two therefore are very important since if for instance if the legitimacy is 

good, it basically means that both the throughput and the output notions are good. As 

throughput notions such as transparency and discursiveness also is a part of openness the two 

overreaching notions come together and become totally overreaching the input, throughput 

and output notions, which are the three components used in my study. Therefore openness and 

legitimacy becomes essential both for democracy as a whole and for my study. 

 

There are two reasons why I chose this model, when studying the impacts on democratic 

policymaking through lobbying in the EU. The first one is that I consider the model to be a 

valid model for democratic policymaking. It brings forward important democratic values such 

as legitimacy, rule of law, transparency, responsiveness, openness and competitiveness etc. 

which are necessary components for a democracy to exist, not only in terms of policy-making. 

 

But there are many different models of democracy that contain these components, for instance 

why didn’t I choose Robert Dahl’s “Polyarchy”, or closer in terms of democratic policy 

making why didn’t I choose Schneider´s and Ingram´s “Policy Design for Democracy”? Their 

book talks a lot about democratic policymaking, but focuses on situations in the U.S. So the 

second reason for choosing Schendelen’s theory is that he puts it in the perspective of the 

European Union. He brings forward what role these notions of democracy have or should 

have in the different steps before, during and after a decision is made in the European Union. I 

see this as suitable for my research since I therefore hope to in a better way be able to see 

what impacts lobbying have on these notions during the policymaking process in the 

European Union. 
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3. LOBBYING BY ACEA AND T&E 
 

Now I am going to present the empirical material on the lobbying on the proposed EU-

legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly produced cars. First I am going to present 

what ACEA has said and done on the issue before I go over to the material on T&E. At the 

end of this chapter I will write a summary of the chapter. 

  

3.1 ACEA  

ACEA, short for European Automobile Manufacturers Association, is an umbrella 

organization which means one large organization that gathers plenty of smaller organizations 

or companies that have the same interests. ACEA represents the interests of 13 automobile 

companies such as the BMW Group, Renault, General Motors Europe and Volvo.54

 

ACEA agrees with the Commission that something has to be done about the CO2 emissions 

and they fully support the EU objective of reducing car emissions to an average of 120 g/km 

by 2012. But ACEA believes that most of the burden within this situation has been placed on 

the car manufacturers, so they agree on the set goal of 120 g/km, but not on how 120 g/km 

should be achieved. ACEA calls for an integrated approach, which means that everybody has 

to do their part in order to reach the goal of 120 g/km by 2012. As previously mentioned, the 

car manufacturers today alone have to reach 130 g/km through vehicle technology, while the 

last ten is left to other components such as the fuel industry, policy makers and car users55  

ACEA wants the other components to take a larger part in the lowering of the CO2 emissions. 

 

The integrated approach to lower the CO2 emissions that ACEA presents contains five 

components. The first one is vehicle technology which they themselves are responsible for. 

Then we have alternative fuels which need to be developed further with help from the fuel-

industry.  The third component is consumer behaviour, that we as consumers/drivers need to 

be educated in so-called “Eco-driving”, which in the long run saves 5-7% save in fuel-

consumption and therefore also in emissions.56

 

                                                 
54 http://www.acea.be/about_us 
55 http://www.acea.be/node/427 
56 http://www.acea.be/integrated_approach 
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The fourth component is infrastructural measures concerning for instance traffic lights and the 

planning of roads in larger cities which often causes traffic jams. If steps could be taken to 

solve these infrastructural problems a lot of emissions would never occur. The last component 

concerns CO2-related taxation, which would stimulate buyers to choose fuel-efficient cars, if 

they cost less in taxes and in this area ACEA believes that the Commission has failed on their 

part of the agreement.57

 

ACEA thinks that it is wrong imposing legislation since they consider themselves to have 

delivered on their part of the agreement. They believe that the Commission should also be 

held responsible as to why the voluntary agreement is failing. ACEA says that the 

Commission has hampered the process by imposing EU-regulations which concerns safety, 

air-quality and others, which has been counter-productive to the efforts of achieving the 120 

g/km target. The safety regulations that the EU has imposed concern for example larger rear-

view mirrors which cause higher air-drag and also heavier cars due to certain safety 

regulations, both of these increases fuel consumption.  

 

Another trade-off has been the Euro 5 and Euro 6 regulations from the EU, which was 

imposed to improve air-quality. Euro 5 and Euro 6 is about reducing the amount of nitrogen 

oxide and hydrocarbons emitted by diesel engines. To explain this as clearly as possible I use 

the words of ACEA: 

 

“One well-known trade-off inherent in the combustion process is between emissions reduction 

and fuel consumption (and hence CO2). For example, the negative relation between NOx 

(nitrogen oxide) levels and fuel consumption is explained by the laws of thermodynamics. 

One factor determining the combustion efficiency of an engine is the temperature during 

combustion. A higher temperature will lead to higher fuel efficiency. However, a higher 

temperature will also lead to higher NOx emissions.”58

 

Another factor that ACEA speaks of is that this will lead to a market change in favour of 

gasoline cars over diesel cars, due to the fact that the price of diesel will increase, something 

that ACEA points out that the Commission very well knows and is based on research from 

experts in this field:  

                                                 
57 http://www.acea.be/integrated_approach 
58 http://www.acea.be/euro5_and_co2 
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“According to the independent panel the Commission consulted for their car emission 

proposals, including research institutes like TNO, the price of diesel cars will increase by 

about €900 as an effect of Euro 5 and Euro 6.59” 

 

Based on best engineering knowledge, according to ACEA, the difference in fuel 

consumption between diesel and gasoline engines is estimated to be around 20-25 %, which 

together with the increased demand for gasoline cars due to the price rise in diesel cars, means 

a negative impact on CO2 emissions of about 6 %.60

 

As previously mentioned, ACEA feels that the Commission has failed to pressure the 

member-countries to impose tax-measures, such as labelling new cars that have low CO2 

emissions and having lower car taxes on these to stimulate consumers to buy these. ACEA 

considers the lack of consumer demand for fuel-efficient cars to be the missing link in the 

efforts to reduce CO2 emissions and that this has a lot to do with the fact that they don’t 

economically benefit enough from buying these cars, something that tax-measures would 

encourage.61

 

ACEA is unsatisfied with the impact assessment that the Commission has made, concerning 

the economic impact of this proposed law. 

 

“The Commission has until now chosen not to carry out a full analysis of the current 

Commitment results. The European Commission’s strategy proposals concerning 2008 and 

beyond are therefore not in line with the policy agreed in the 1998 Commitment. The current 

proposals are not in line with this Commission’s “better regulation” principles either. ACEA 

asks the Commission and other EU legislators to respect the Commitment in its full concept 

and content and to conduct proper and transparent impact assessments.62” 

 

ACEA is concerned about the fact that the Commission leaves out the costs that the car 

industry and that the consumers face and also the impact on employment, since the legislation 

                                                 
59 ACEA Press release, “Car emission regulation significantly impacts sales of diesel cars 
and negatively influences CO2 emission reductions”, Brussels, 8 November 2006 
60 ACEA Press release, “Car emission regulation significantly impacts sales of diesel cars 
and negatively influences CO2 emission reductions”, Brussels, 8 November 2006 
61 http://www.acea.be/integrated_approach 
62 ACEA Press release, “Car industry wants fact-based policy on CO2 reductions”, Brussels, 26 January 2007 
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could stimulate car manufacturers to move production outside of the EU63. The Commission 

has appointed the ECCP (European Climate Change Programme) to consult the Commission 

in the matter. The ECCP have used the independent scientific research institutes TNO, IEEP 

and LAT to conduct research on the socio-economic impact of the proposed law. This report 

was published 31 October 2006 and from this report ACEA brings forward64 that the costs of 

lowering of the emissions to 140 g/km by 2008 would be €832 per vehicle in manufacturer 

costs, which would translate into a retail price increase of €1200 per vehicle. Furthermore the 

costs of lowering the emissions from 140 g/km to 120 g/km by 2012 would be a further €1700 

per vehicle in manufacturer costs, which would translate into a retail price increase of € 2450 

per vehicle, in addition to the previous £1200.65

 

This exceeds the benefits of lower fuel bills which is why ACEA believes that the EU has 

disregarded from the principle of cost-effectiveness66, when the Commissions own appointed 

ECCP consultant states that the law proposal is not socio-economically cost-effective67. 

 
ACEA is also concerned that the timing of the legislation makes it impossible for the car 

manufacturers to reach the 130 g/km target by 2012. This is due to the fact that the proposed 

legislation won’t be ready until 2009 and the cars of 2012 is on the drawing table now which 

leaves too little time to improve the technology until then.68

 

ACEA have also reacted strongly against Commissioner Stavros Dimas who has pushed for 

legislation since he believes that the car manufacturers aren’t doing enough: 

 

“The European car industry firmly opposes statements of European Environment 

Commissioner Stavros Dimas, made public last Friday. Mr Dimas implied car manufacturers 

don’t respect their CO2 Commitment and called for “legislation to cut CO2 emissions from 

cars soon”. The European car manufacturers are fully committed to reducing CO2 emissions 

of passenger cars and their voluntary agreement from 1998. This agreement runs until 2008 

and its final results won’t be available before 2010. The car industry recognises the decrease 

                                                 
63 ACEA: “ACEA comments on impact assessment to CO2/cars strategy” 
64 ACEA Press release, “Car industry wants fact-based policy on CO2 reductions”, Brussels, 26 January 2007 
65TNO, IEEP & LAT Report, “Review and analysis of the reduction potential and costs of technological and 
other measures to reduce CO2-emissions from passenger cars”, 31 October 2006, page 6 
66 Communication from the Commission on the precautionary principle, Brussels, 2 February 2000 
67 ACEA: “ACEA comments on impact assessment to CO2/cars strategy” 
68 Speech from ACEA President Sergio Marchionne, Brussels, 20 March 2007 
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in CO2 emissions has recently slowed. This is due to strong customer demand for larger and 

safer vehicles and disappointing consumer acceptance of extremely fuel-efficient cars, which 

have been brought into the market in line with the CO2 Commitment. EU regulatory 

developments, in particular concerning safety and air pollution, and a weaker European 

economy also had counter-productive effects.69” 

 

Furthermore they believe that too much focus is being put on the emissions of the car industry 

itself when it comes to CO2 emissions. This law has been largely debated in Brussels, but at 

the end of the day, passenger cars accounts for 11% of CO2 emissions in the EU. This 

includes all cars, old as well as newly produced. On a global level passenger cars emissions 

stands for 5% of all man made CO2. The European share of this is 1.5%, thanks to advanced 

European technology, according to ACEA.70

 

3.2 T&E 

T&E, short for European Federation for Transport and Environment, is a green NGO that 

represents 49 member organizations from 21 different countries, meaning that they are also an 

umbrella organization. Among these organizations under the “umbrella” are Swedish 

organizations Gröna Bilister, Svenska Natursskyddsföreningen and Swedish NGO Secretariat 

on Acid Rain.71  

 

T&E stands behind the proposed law. They believe that the car manufacturers will not reach 

the target of 140 g/km until 2008, mostly because the car manufacturers in 2006 had average 

emissions on new cars of 163 g/km and needed an improvement rate of 4.3 % per year for the 

next three years to meet their commitment. Up to 2006, the best performance was 2.9 % 

recorded in 2000 and during 2005 the emissions only fell with 1 %. All this according to T&E 

strongly tells the need for legislation in order to reach the main EU target of 120 g/km set for 

2012.72

 

Another reason, besides vehicle technology, as to why the voluntary agreement is failing is 

the passiveness from the European Commission: 

                                                 
69 ACEA Press Release, “European Car Industry opposes recent statements of Environment 
Commissioner Stavros Dimas regarding CO2 Commitment”, Brussels, 5 November 2006 
70 ACEA Press release, “Proposed CO2 emission targets are arbitrary and too severe”, Brussels, 7 Feb 2007
71 http://www.transportenvironment.org/module-htmlpages-display-pid-2.html 
72 T&E, “Car industry failing on climate pledge“, Brussles, 19 April 2006 
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“President Barroso’s Commission has sat back and watched while carmakers put all their 

technology into making cars heavier and more powerful, rather than more fuel efficient. 

President Barroso, himself the owner of a gas-guzzling Volkswagen Touareg, must recognize 

that a voluntary commitment from an industry that is responsible for 15% of CO2 emissions 

in the EU is not enough and is failing miserably. Legislation is urgently needed if real 

progress is to be achieved.73”  

 

So T&E are disappointed with the Commission’s lack of engagement, as well as President 

Barroso’s choice of car, while saying: “We are facing a serious and urgent issue. On current 

trends, climate change will have widespread consequences, on both developed and developing 

countries. The EU has and will continue to take a lead in the fight against climate change74”. 

 So T&E think President Barroso is acting like a hypocrite that would say: “Do as I say, don’t 

do as I do“. 

 

Furthermore T&E were disappointed with the Commission’s decision to change the target for 

the car manufacturers from 120 to 130 g/km and leave the final 10 g/km up to the other 

components. 

 

“The European Commission has proposed to weaken an eleven-year-old climate target for 

new cars just five days after the global scientific community warned policymakers to take 

serious and urgent action on climate change. The Commission plans to introduce a legally 

binding target for average CO2 emissions from new cars of 130 g/km, ten grammes more than 

the standing target of 120 g/km set in 1996.The impact of the weakened target will be 100 

million tonnes of additional CO2 emissions over the period 2012-2020, equivalent to twice 

the annual emissions of Sweden.75“ 

 

T&E is happy to see that the commission is finally proposing legislation in the matter, but is 

disappointed to see that the car manufacturers now have an easier target to reach, than under 

the voluntary agreement from 199876. The final goal is still set for 120 g/km, but T&E 

believes that the car manufacturers are attempting to get away from their responsibilities by 

                                                 
73 T&E, “Car industry failing on climate pledge“, Brussles, 19 April 2006 
74 Speech from President Barroso, Lissabon, 30 October 2006 
75 T&E, “Europe set to weaken key climate target for new cars“, 7 February 2007 
76 T&E, “Europe set to weaken key climate target for new cars“, 7 February 2007 
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calling for an integrated approach77, and they think that an integrated approach shouldn’t 

mean downgrading the ambition level for the car manufacturers or any other component. In 

addition to that, T&E says that if an integrated approach is to be pursued, the European Union 

needs mechanisms for monitoring progress and ensuring accountability, in that each 

stakeholder does what they are supposed to be doing and delivering on time.78

 

T&E as like ACEA also encourages tax-measures to stimulate consumers to buy more fuel 

efficient cars, but they also think that the car industry can affect the consumer’s behavior by 

informing them that there also are economical benefits from purchasing a fuel efficient-car. 

To start with, if legislation was imposed so that the car manufacturers had to lower the 

emissions to an average of 130 g/km, the consumers wouldn’t have a choice but to buy a fuel-

efficient car. But as for why the consumers today don’t desire more fuel-efficient cars T&E 

find two categories. The first one is the new car buyers that are either rich or do not pay their 

own fuel bills, or both. Therefore they don’t have the incentive to buying a fuel-efficient car 

out of the economical perspective and the only way to convince them to buy a more fuel-

efficient car must be through education. Maybe in this category there isn’t much that the car 

industry can do to change the behavior of the buyer as much as in the second category.79  

 

In the second category are the people that are not as rich and do pay their own fuel bills that 

still want to purchase a new car. The reason why these do not choose a fuel-efficient car is 

that they are often more expensive to purchase, but here T&E wants the car industry to help 

the buyers to not be so short-sighted.80 T&E writes that according to the TNO, IEEP and 

CAIR-report from June 200581 (ACEA used the report from the 2006 instead and by then 

LAT had replaced CAIR, but the reports are both requested by the European Commission as 

cost/benefit evaluation material for the proposed legislation) the average cost per car would be 

€577 to lower the emission to an average of 120 g/km. But the savings on lifetime fuel bills 

would be, with the oil prices of September 2005 and an average car going 200,000 km during 

its lifetime, more than €1000.82 So in this category you have an economic incentive as well as 

                                                 
77 http://www.euractiv.com/en/transport/cars-co2/article-162412 
78 T&E, “Response of the European Federation for Transport and Environment to the consultation of the 
European Commission of the CARS21 final report”, Brussels, 28 April 2007 
79 T&E,“Europe's car market long overdue for fuel-efficiency fix“, 19 February 2007 
80 T&E,“Europe's car market long overdue for fuel-efficiency fix“, 19 February 2007 
81 TNO, IEEP & CAIR-Report, “Service contract to carry out economic analysis and business impact 
assessment of CO2 emissions reduction measures in the automotive sector”, June 2005 
82 T&E Publication, “Cleaner is Cheaper – why European climate policy for cars is failing, and what can be 
done about it”,  May 2005 
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the environmental incentive and T&E wants the car industry to inform the consumer that they 

can benefit economically in the long-run from buying a more fuel-efficient car. 

But it appears that there are several things that need to be questioned in this statement. First of 

all T&E writes in their publication “Cleaner is Cheaper”, that the savings on a more fuel-

efficient car would be more than €1000. But in another statement T&E says that meeting the 

target of 120 g/km would save €1000 in fuel bills for an average car over three years83. 

Furthermore in another statement T&E says that a 25 % more fuel-efficient car means, 

besides a 25% drop in CO2 emissions, a €5,000 saving on fuel bills over the lifetime of an 

average car, which is a much larger number than the €1000 during a lifetime calculated on a 

16% more fuel-efficient car84.  

In the publication “Cleaner is Cheaper” they write that since the additional cost is €577 per 

vehicle (a figure used in several cases, not only this publication) and the savings is more than 

€1000 during the lifetime of the car. This for consumers means money saved85. But it is 

confusing since ACEA wrote, based on the TNO, IEEP and LAT-report from one year later,  

that the costs for us consumers would be an additional retail price of 2450+1200= €3650, in 

order to lower the CO2 emissions to 120 g/km from the approximate 160 g/km of today. As 

we all can see there is significant difference between €577 and €3650. 

The reason why they have this large difference can be explained if you look into the TNO, 

IEEP and CAIR-report from June 2005, which T&E have based their figures on. First of all, 

the €577 is only from lowering the emissions from the 2008 target of 140 g/km to 2012 target 

120 g/km, not from the approximate 160 g/km of today86. 

Second and more importantly, T&E have used the number of the increased cost for the net 

costs for manufacturers which is €577, but the report also clearly states that the retail price 

increase would be an average of €1155 per vehicle by 201287. This is closer to ACEA´s 

figures for reaching 120 g/km when manufacturer cost would increase with €1700 and the 

retail price would increase by €2450, but there is still a significant difference which is due to a 

                                                 
83 http://www.transportenvironment.org/Article185.html 
84 http://www.transportenvironment.org/Article363.html 
85 T&E Publication, “Cleaner is Cheaper – why European climate policy for cars is failing, and what can be 
done about it”, May 2005 
86 TNO, IEEP & CAIR-Report, “Service contract to carry out economic analysis and business impact 
assessment of CO2 emissions reduction measures in the automotive sector”, June 2005, page 76 
87 TNO, IEEP & CAIR-Report, “Service contract to carry out economic analysis and business impact 
assessment of CO2 emissions reduction measures in the automotive sector”, June 2005, page 110 
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number of adjustments in the measurements in the 2006-report compared to the 2005-report, 

which is explained in the TNO, IEEP and LAT-report from October 200688. 

T&E does say in the publication “Cleaner is Cheaper” that “if car manufacturers simply added 

the cost of this technology onto the retail price of a new car, consumers would get the money 

back anyway in the form of fuel savings”89, but they don’t mention that it is not very likely 

that this would happen since the €577 is net costs for the manufacturer, meaning exclusive 

taxes. In addition to that they don’t mention that the report states that they believe that the 

increased retail price would be €1155, which according to the publication would mean a loss 

of €155 if you have lifetime fuel-savings of more than €1000, which in this case is based on 

the socio-economic pre-tax evaluation from the TNO, IEEP and CAIR-report. 

 

According to the TNO, IEEP and CAIR-report from June 2005, the fuel-savings would be 

€1384 during the lifetime of an average car if we lowered the emissions to 120g/km90. So 

€1384 saved, minus the €1155 increase means that the consumer saves €229. But according to 

the new TNO, IEEP and LAT-report from October 2006 used by ACEA, the costs would 

exceed the benefits and not making the legislation cost-effective91. What still is not clarified 

in any documents is why T&E use the €5000 in fuel savings during lifetime in certain 

documents and the €1000 in fuel savings during a lifetime in other documents. Furthermore 

what is not clarified in any documents is why the difference between the figures is so large92. 

 

Continuing T&E believes that the car industry and the Commission must see to that the 

emission-figures for every individual car-model becomes more transparent to the consumer: 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
88 TNO, IEEP & LAT Report, “Review and analysis of the reduction potential and costs of technological and 
other measures to reduce CO2-emissions from passenger cars”, 31 October 2006, page 6 
89 T&E Publication, “Cleaner is Cheaper – why European climate policy for cars is failing, and what can be 
done about it”,  May 2005 
90 TNO, IEEP & CAIR-Report, “Service contract to carry out economic analysis and business impact 
assessment of CO2 emissions reduction measures in the automotive sector”, June 2005, Page 110 
91 http://www.acea.be/files/Assessment%20of%20published%20impact%20assessment%20-
%20April%202007.pdf 
92 I wrote to the spokesperson for T&E, Jos Dings to clear this out. His responds was that the €5000 was 
including tax savings and measured with a different mileage on a lifetime of a car. The €1000 figure was based 
on the TNO, IEEP and CAIR-report and is calculated on socio-economic costs/benefits, which is pre-tax.  
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“It is currently possible to find out the emissions of individual car models, but there is no 

publicly available information linking these figures to sales by company. In other words it is 

not possible to see how an individual manufacturer is doing at cutting overall emissions of its 

new car fleet. Consumers have the right to know how much every individual car brand is 

doing to cut emissions. This would also provide an incentive for manufacturers to cut 

emissions and capitalise on their environmental performance.93” 

 

T&E also criticizes Commissioner Gunther Verheugen for being too closely linked to the car 

industry and that this undermines the credibility of the Commission: 

 

“Vice-President Verheugen indicated that CO2 emissions reductions would need to be 

achieved from a range of policies in the context of an integrated approach. He considers it 

unlikely that the 120g/km target can be reached from vehicle technology alone and believes 

that other stakeholders also need to contribute to achieving Community aims. An integrated 

approach could include for example fiscal incentives for fuels use, synchronised traffic 

(congestion), driver education, labelling, and consumer information etc.94“ 

 

“This is almost word-for-word the language of the automotive industry, the industry which 

fought against mandatory standards in the past and secured a voluntary agreement instead. 

That agreement is not working, a weakened 140 g/km target will be missed, and scare stories 

that 120 g/km is impossible have to be countered if the EU is serious about its commitments 

to tackling climate change.We understand the need for any industry to cooperate with 

Commission officials, but once that cooperation leads to the relevant commissioner becoming 

a de facto spokesperson for that industry, then the credibility of the EU decision-making 

process is seriously threatened.95” 

 

In addition to this, Gunther Verheugen also gets some of the credit or blame from T&E, to 

why the Commission has weakened the target for the car manufacturers to 130 g/km instead 

of 120 g/km: 

 

                                                 
93 T&E Publication, “Cleaner is Cheaper – why European climate policy for cars is failing, and what can be 
done about it”,  May 2005 
94 T&E, “CO2 emissions target feasible and affordable”, 15 November 2005 
95 T&E, “CO2 emissions target feasible and affordable”, 15 November 2005 
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“The German car industry, aided by the German government and a German commissioner, 

has apparently succeeded in weakening the proposal. The Commission has rewarded 

carmakers' refusal to make fuel efficiency a priority with a more lenient standard than is 

needed to stop the continuing growth of greenhouse gas emissions from cars in Europe. This 

undermines the Commission’s resolve to lead, regionally and globally, on fighting climate 

change.96” 

 

As a final, T&E responds to ACEA’s argument that safety-regulations has slowed the process 

of lowering emissions down. T&E brings forward that according to ETSC (European 

Transport Safety Council), it is not safety that is increasing the weight of the cars, but size, 

comfort and larger engines to increase top-speed. Top-speed is on the other hand something 

that needs to be dealt with, both out of the safety aspect since higher speed causes more 

accidents, but also that higher speed causes higher emissions. So T&E says that if we down-

size vehicle-power we gain better safety and lower emissions.97

 

So T&E say that they want a “stick and carrot” approach through legislation, since under the 

voluntary agreement the target is counted as an average for all car manufacturers so no 

individual car manufacturer has the incentive to cut the emissions. T&E want a legislation that 

rewards individual manufacturers that reduces C02-emissions and punishes those who lag 

behind.98

 

3.3 Summary of empirical chapter 

As we have seen ACEA thinks that the car manufacturers have fulfilled their part of the 

voluntary agreement from 1998, but the process has been hampered by a number of things, 

such as counter-productive efforts from the Commission. ACEA is now calling for an 

integrated approach that doesn’t put as much burden on the car manufacturers as the current 

proposed legislation. 

 

 

 

                                                 
96 T&E, “Europe set to weaken key climate target for new cars“, 7 February 2007 
97 T&E: “Better car safety does not jeopardise emission reduction“, 13 November 2006 
98 T&E Publication, “Cleaner is Cheaper – why European climate policy for cars is failing, and what can be 
done about it”,  May 2005 
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T&E thinks that the car manufacturers are trying to shirk off its responsibilities by calling for 

an integrated approach and says that an integrated approach shouldn’t mean lowering the 

efforts from any single sector. T&E have also emphasized to the Commission that there is a 

need for legislation since the voluntary agreement clearly won’t be reached in time. So T&E 

would like to see a “stick and carrot” approach that rewards the car manufacturers that 

reduces CO2-emmissions and punishes those who lag behind. 

In this chapter I have now presented the empirical material which will now be used together 

with the theory and operationalization to analyse what impacts ACEA and T&E have on 

proposed EU-legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, in terms of 

democratic policymaking. 
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4. ANALYSIS 
 

To answer my research question I will in this chapter analyze the empirical material on ACEA 

and T&E by using the theory and operationalization that I have previously shown. To make it 

as clear as possible, I will go through input, throughput and output notions by themselves and 

analyze what impacts the empirical material has on the different notions. At the end of this 

chapter I will conclude the analyses by using the model shown in the operationalization to 

make the connection between the analyses and conclusions as clear as possible. 

 

4.1 Input Notions 

As openness is an overreaching notion that includes the notions of transparency and 

discursiveness a lot can be said in how lobbying influences these notions, but I have decided 

to leave the openness that is gained through transparency and discursiveness to the notions 

where they are included in order not to repeat myself too much. 

 

But what we can see for openness as an input notion is that ACEA and T&E as umbrella 

organizations enhances the ability for smaller organizations and companies to influence the 

policy-process to the proposed legislation. It is most often ACEA and T&E that stand for the 

press-releases and statements in the media, but what ACEA and T&E does do and say is a 

product of the discussions within ACEA and T&E by the smaller organizations within them, 

so in that way the smaller companies grow in strength and enhance their ability to influence 

and compete in Brussels over this issue. 

 

But there are also downsides with ACEA and T&E as umbrella organizations, for instance it 

seems harder for a single organization and also smaller lobby groups operating outside large 

established lobby groups such as T&E and ACEA to get their voice through in this matter. 

Both ACEA and T&E as umbrella organization create a sort of blockade toward the smaller 

organization outside the umbrella. The evidence for this lies in the fact that almost all 

statements in the press from lobby groups on this matter have been either from T&E or 

ACEA. Most often on the few occasions when a statement hasn’t been from ACEA or T&E, 

the statement has been from one of the companies or organizations within the umbrella. The 

other statements have been from large organizations like FIA and EEB, so for smaller 
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organizations it seems hard to get access and compete with established organizations like 

ACEA and T&E on the EU-level. 

 

But by gathering and discussing the issue under one organization like T&E or ACEA, the 

organizations and companies get greater power in Brussels than if they would split up into 30-

40 smaller organizations, so this means that ACEA and T&E act as a channel of 

representation in order for these organizations and companies to permeate the EU. They also 

represent the public in the way that in this case we basically have two sides to choose 

between, either for or against the proposed legislation and therefore for T&E or ACEA´s 

standpoint in the matter.  

 

Both T&E and ACEA represent the general public even though this might not always be their 

intentions, but we are not looking at their intentions but what the impacts are on what they are 

doing. For instance ACEA puts forward that the socio-economic costs for the society would 

be greater then the benefits and at the same time T&E says that for the consumer it would in 

the long-run be cheaper to buy a fuel-efficient car. ACEA´s intention is first and foremost 

making sure that the European car manufacturers don’t lose money and T&E´s priority is the 

environment, but arguments like these create spill-over effects that they are also representing 

society and the consumers.  

 

4.2 Throughput Notions 

When looking at the transparency notion ACEA and T&E help a lot in keeping the on-goings 

in the EU open and transparent to the public. By coming with press-releases and publications 

etc. about what goes on in this specific policy matter, we get a greater insight in what is going 

on in the EU. We as a public have the right to see for instance the TNO, IEEP and 

LAT/CAIR-reports, but in this case it’s mostly T&E and ACEA who reviews the report and 

brings the most important parts out into the media for us in the public to see, since most of us 

don’t read through a several hundred page report. 

 

ACEA brings forward that they had an agreement in 1998 and that the Commission has not 

come to the same conclusions as their ECCP advisors which has based their recommendations 

on the TNO, IEEP and LAT-report from 2006, that the proposed legislation is not cost-

effective and therefore the Commission is not following the principle of cost-effectiveness, 

furthermore also that the Commission has not yet conducted a proper and transparent impact 
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assessment.. Here we have a great example of a case when ACEA brings out that the decision 

might be based on neither what the experts say nor on the set principles, so this is a clear case 

when a lobby group enhances the transparency on what grounds the decision is going to be 

made on. 

 
T&E went out and revealed that President Barroso was driving a gas-guzzling Volkswagen 

Touareg while speaking about lowering CO2 emissions, so here T&E opened it up for us in 

the public to see that President Barroso might have been a bit hypocritical. T&E has also 

called for a more transparent car market by wanting them to show us how much each new car 

model emits. This might not affect the proposed legislation, but it is something that makes the 

European car industry more transparent and therefore also the European Union. Furthermore 

they have brought forward the similarities between Commissioner Gunter Verheugen´s 

standpoint and ACEA´s, which is a part of making the path up to the decision as transparent 

as possible. 

 

A negative impact on transparency that my study has shown is when T&E deliberately try to 

make the lowering of CO2 sound more cost-effective than it really is. Putting forward €577 as 

the retail price when the study clearly showed that this wouldn’t be the case puts both the 

decision-makers and citizens in the dark. Also using different figures on different occasions 

for the saving on fuel bills through better fuel-efficiency is confusing for both decision-

makers as well as citizens of the European Union. There was a logical explanation as to why 

the figures were different, but I had to write to T&E twice to find out and understand why the 

figures were so different, no explanation was given in neither the publications nor the 

statements/press releases as to why the figures were different. 

 

So in this case the transparency would have worked better if one would just have had the 

original TNO, IEEP and CAIR-report, even though it is over a hundred pages long. But if the 

lobby groups deliberately put forward misleading and confusing facts from the report, the 

transparency is not enhanced, rather the other way around. 

 

One can see that the discursiveness is enhanced by the way that ACEA and T&E creates a 

discussion about the proposed legislation through their arguments, press-statements etc. So 

these things make the decision to be preceded by reasoning and arguments, instead of being 

based on intuition, which is positive for the discursiveness.  
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For two of the notions outlined in the theory, representation and legitimate authority, T&E 

and ACEA do not have any real visible impact on. Both of the notions concern more 

elections; the legislative body should demonstrate what the citizens´ preferences are and that 

the officials within this body should have the right from the citizens to exert power over them. 

I have not found any visible impact on these notions from T&E and ACEA. 

 

 
4.3 Output Notions 

Accountability is something that T&E and ACEA have a positive impact on. For instance, 

ACEA are trying to hold the European Commission accountable to the fact that they did have 

a voluntary agreement, which according to ACEA the Commission has not fulfilled their part 

of and that the Commission has also imposed counter-productive measures. In addition to that 

they remind the Commission that they have a responsibility to look at the principle of cost-

effectiveness when making their decisions. T&E are holding the Commission responsible to 

the fact that the voluntary agreement has failed and that legislation is therefore needed. They 

are also calling for accountability in making sure that all stakeholders do their part and deliver 

on time, in lowering CO2 emissions. We can also see T&E holding individual Commissioners 

accountable for their actions, such as President Barroso´s decision to drive a Volkswagen 

Touareg or Commissioner Verheugen whose statements have been closely linked to ACEA 

and the German car industry in particular according to T&E. So ACEA and T&E do take the 

fourth path in Schendelen’s theory on accountability, which talks about interest groups 

keeping the EU institutions and officials accountable to their actions. 

 

When it comes to the legitimacy notion we can see that when the decision will be made, the 

lobby groups will have enhanced the legitimacy. This can be shown through for instance how 

ACEA and T&E bring forward facts that support both sides of the story, they bring forward 

facts that the EU´s own experts have presented and they bring in their own experts like T&E 

did with ETSC. So thanks to this the decision-makers have a lot of material to access when 

making their decision. 

 

Yet again we have to mention how T&E has a negative impact by the way that they 

deliberately seem to use misleading and confusing facts. If the decision-makers use these 
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figures as “expert-facts” and this influences their decision, the decision loses its legitimacy, 

since one has not had a fair and just throughput process. 

 

On  the more positive side again the lobby groups scrutinize what the decision-makers base 

their decisions on, remind them of the principles that should be taken into account when 

deciding and also creating a discussion about the issue, so that the legislation proposal will be 

discussed properly before the decision is made. All of these positive things enhance the 

legitimacy of the decision, no matter what the outcome of the decision will be. 

 

T&E and ACEA have a positive impact on rule of law through the way that they remind the 

Commission and Commissioners of the working principles in Commission. For instance when 

ACEA remind them of the principle of cost-effectiveness and also when T&E implies that 

Commissioner Verheugen acts on the behalf on the German car industry, when he as a 

Commissioner should act on behalf of the European Union. 

 
In terms of limited government ACEA is trying to make the EU to restrain itself from 

legislation is this private sphere of the car industry, but at the same time T&E is calling for 

legislation, so this is a case when one side is making a positive impact on the notion and the 

other side is making a negative impact on the notion. So in a way it doesn’t have a huge 

impact at all since they take each other out.  

 

I haven’t been able to see any real impact on the responsiveness notion. One could argue that 

for instance T&E is reminding Verheugen, as a Commissioner, should act on the best interest 

of the EU instead of the best interest of the German car industry, but maybe he is acting what 

he feels is the best interest of the EU since he is Commissioner of Enterprise and Industry. So 

I see this more as a reminder of principles and holding Commissioner Verheugen accountable, 

rather then enhancing responsiveness. 

 

4.4 Summary of analysis: 

To summon up the analysis I will now use the model presented in the operationalization to 

more clearly show the impacts ACEA and T&E has had on the democratic policymaking-

process surrounding the proposed legislation to lower CO2 emissions from newly produced 

cars. After this I will in the next chapter conclude the results and answer my research 

question. 

 42



Notions   Impacts by ACEA and T&E 
Input Notions Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Openness Both T&E and ACEA make it 

easier for the organizations under 
the umbrella to access Brussels. 
Also better openness through 
enhanced transparency and 
discursiveness. 

Both T&E and ACEA as umbrella 
organizations make it harder for a 
single organization alone to gain 
access to Brussels. 

Competitiveness Gathering under umbrella 
organizations like ACEA or T&E 
enhance competitiveness for 
smaller organizations 

Harder to get heard for a single 
organization alone, without being 
part of ACEA or T&E. 

Representative Channels Both T&E and ACEA act as an 
indirect channel, but represent 
directly companies/organizations 
under umbrella. Represent citizens 
indirectly as spill-over. 

No visible impact 

 
Throughput Notions Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Transparency T&E and ACEA bringing forward 

facts which wouldn’t have been as 
evident without them, which makes 
it easier to see what is happening in 
Brussels, how the decisions are 
made and on what grounds. 

T&E deliberately putting decision-
makers and citizens in the dark 
through misleading and confusing 
facts. 

Legitimate Authority No visible impact No visible impact 
Discursiveness T&E and ACEA increase 

discussions about proposed 
legislation before decision. 

No visible impact 

Representation No visible impact No visible impact 
 
Output Notions Positive Impacts Negative Impacts 
Accountability Both ACEA and T&E holding the 

Commission accountable, as well 
as T&E holding individual 
Commissioners accountable for 
their actions. 

No visible impact 

Responsiveness No visible impact No visible impact 
Legitimacy Both ACEA and T&E provide 

information/arguments for each 
side, provide and bring forward 
expert-knowledge to base the 
decision on, scrutinizing the 
proposed legislation, reminding of 
principles, create discussion. 

If decision is influenced by 
misleading and confusing facts 
from T&E, it becomes less 
legitimate. 

Limited Government  ACEA trying to restrain the EU 
from governing private sector. 

T&E trying to make the EU impose 
legislation on private sector. 

Rule of Law ACEA remind Commission of 
principles and T&E remind 
individual Commissioner of 
principles 

No visible impact 

Table 4.1: Model of analysis  
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND ENDING DISCUSSION 
 

I this chapter I will present what my conclusions are, as an answer to my main research 

question: What impacts do ACEA and T&E have on the proposed EU-legislation to lower the 

CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, in terms of democratic policymaking? I will also 

present my conclusions on the generalizeability of my study discuss my overreaching research 

question. At the end of the chapter I will conduct a discussion about the study that has been 

done and how this can be used in future studies. 

 

5.1 Conclusions 

The impacts on the democratic notions, in regards to the proposed EU-legislation to lower the 

CO2 emissions from newly produced cars, have varied between the notions. The study has 

shown that the lobbying from ACEA and T&E have strong positive impacts on openness, 

accountability, transparency and legitimacy. The accountability was strongly enhanced by 

both T&E and ACEA when holding the European Commission accountable for their actions, 

or lack of actions. T&E also held individual Commissioners accountable for their actions, in 

President Barroso’s car choice and Gunter Verheugen’s close link to ACEA, in particular the 

German car industry.  

 

The study has clearly shown that both T&E and ACEA make it easier to see what is 

happening in Brussels, how the decisions are made and on what grounds. All these things 

enhance the notion of transparency and this is done through bringing forward facts that would 

not have been made as evident without T&E and ACEA. But apart from having strong 

positive impacts in many cases, T&E also had a negative impact on transparency by their 

misleading or confusing facts on fuel savings, in which case it would have been more clear 

just to follow the report that is kept by the European Commission for public review. 

 

Legitimacy was one of our two overreaching notions and included notions like discursiveness, 

accountability and rule of law. Accountability has been enhanced as shown above, the 

discursiveness is increased by T&E and ACEA and in particular ACEA improving the rule of 

law by reminding the Commission of the principle of cost-effectiveness. All these things 

therefore make the legitimacy in the decision stronger. Furthermore since ACEA and T&E 

bring forward both sides of the story and also provide experts-knowledge the decision 
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becomes widely acceptable, no matter which side loses since the decision has had a fair and 

just throughput process. What could diminish the legitimacy in the decision is if the decision 

in any way is influenced by the misleading and confusing figures from T&E. 

 

They both as umbrella organizations truly work like an umbrella. The organizations and 

companies that are under the umbrella are kept dry and warm, while the organizations outside 

the umbrella seem to be shielded out in the cold. Joining T&E or ACEA opens the door to 

Brussels and gives smaller organizations and companies a chance to influence the policy-

process to the proposed EU-legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly produced 

cars. 

But for the ones outside the umbrella the door seems to be shut and it becomes hard for them 

to compete with ACEA and T&E, in order to influence the policy-making concerning the 

proposed EU-legislation. Besides these components the openness also became better through 

enhanced transparency and discursiveness.  

 

To conclude my study, the study has shown negative impacts on five notions, while almost on 

all notions the study shown positive impacts by ACEA and T&E, only on three notions the 

research did not show any visible impact at all. On four notions: openness, accountability, 

transparency and legitimacy, the positive impacts were very strong. So to answer my main 

research question in one sentence: My research has mostly shown positive impacts from 

ACEA and T&E on the proposed EU-legislation to lower the CO2 emissions from newly 

produced cars, in terms of democratic policymaking.  

 

As mentioned in the purpose-part of this study, a reason for doing this study was that I hoped 

that it could be used in future studies and hopefully help to see what impacts lobby groups 

have on democracy in the European Union.  But for this to be possible the study must be 

generalizeable and not deviant. Looking at Rinus van Schendelen´s general conclusions from 

his study on what impacts lobbying have on democracy, I basically have the same conclusions 

as his general conclusions. One of the few occasions when we vary is in the notion of 

representation, when Schendelen sees lobby groups as having a positive impact on 

representation by making the decision-making process more representative of the various 

interests. Based on his own definition included in the theory, he said that representation is: 

“For governance to work the decisions must be representative of what the people desire”.  
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Given the results of my study it appears that it is a bit far-fetched to conclude that lobby 

groups have a positive impact on making the decisions more based on what the people desire. 

They might act as an indirect channel of representation as I argued in the analysis, since in 

this case one basically has two sides to choose from, so people can either choose to support 

either ACEA or T&E. But I do not believe that they make the decision to be based more on 

what people desire. 

 

But in the other notions, for instance legitimacy, accountability, transparency, openness (both 

positive and negative) and discursiveness, we basically came to the same conclusions. So in 

using the general conclusions from Schendelen´s study as a reference point I can conclude 

that my study is generalizeable and that the results from this study do hold an external validity 

that makes it useful to future studies. Furthermore, having concluded that my study is 

generalizeable and not deviant I can now look at my overreaching research question: 

 

In what ways is lobbying contributing to democratic policymaking in the European Union? 

 

The answer I can conclude from my research is that lobbying mostly contributes in positive 

ways to democratic policymaking in the European Union. Of course it would have been better 

for the external validity and my overreaching research question if I would have conducted ten 

case studies on different policy areas in the European Union, but having Schendelen´s general 

conclusions from many case studies as a reference point and having similar conclusions to his, 

I see my answer to my overreaching research question as valid.  

 

5.2 Ending discussion 

To start with in this discussion I ask myself the question what the conclusions of this study 

would have been if I would have got the interviews I wanted. The results that we have would 

still have been valid, since nothing changes the facts that were taken from the documents, so 

the positives and negatives shown in this study would still be there. Therefore with the 

procedure used and material that I have had, I still find the validity and reliability to be high. 

 

But I think that I might have found more negative impacts if I could have conducted 

interviews and received a deeper understanding on what goes on “behind the scene”, although 

I am not convinced that I would have got to see much “behind the scene” even if I would have 

gotten the interviews. But my hope would have been to maybe discover a deeper contact 
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between the lobby groups and Commissioners, for instance between ACEA and 

Commissioner Verheugen. In this case I only had T&E that put forward that Commissioner 

Verheugen is too close to ACEA, but I did not have any unbiased evidence for this. In this 

study not many negative impacts were shown from ACEA, but if I would have found a link 

between them during an interview this would have been a negative impact on several notions, 

such as legitimacy, legitimate authority and representation. 

 

Another thing I might have seen better by conducting interviews is how the lobby groups get 

access to the decision-makers. This was not the purpose of the research, but is interesting in 

terms of lobbying. Looking at Pieter Bouwen´s three access goods from the previous research, 

what this study shows is that both T&E and ACEA present expert knowledge to influence the 

decision-makers, which is one of Bouwen´s three access goods. But through interviews I 

might have found more clearly how the lobby groups get access to the decision-makers.  

  

When I started this research, I contemplated over if lobbying regulations are needed in the 

European Union or not. From what this study has shown there is not a need for lobbying 

regulations, since the lobbying has mostly had positive impacts. But it is important to also 

scrutinize the lobby groups and not only the institutions and officials in Brussels. Misleading 

and confusing facts such as the ones from T&E must be recognized and dealt with somehow, 

since it does have a negative impact on the transparency and legitimacy of the European 

Union. So I think it might be an idea to have some sort of organ in the European Union that 

scrutinizes the lobby groups and can “alarm” the officials and the public when something 

clearly isn’t in order. 

 

I have enjoyed conducting this research a lot and I would like to continue to study the field of 

lobbying and democratic policymaking, an idea would for instance be to study the lobbying 

over the issue of gene-modified food. Having showed that my study is generalizeable, my 

hope is that my study will help to create a better understanding of the role of lobby groups and 

what impacts they have on democratic policymaking. Furthermore I hope my study will be 

used in future studies about lobbying and democratic policymaking, I myself would in the 

future like to follow up on this issue and see what happens with the feedback notions after the 

decision is made and since I find the results of my study are very relevant.  
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