
 

In this context, the expert groups for the European Commission also play an important role. These 

groups act as advisory committees, “employed to make recommendations and pass on expert know-

ledge to the Commission or its agencies” (European Commission, undated). These have the particular 

purpose of influencing agenda setting as well as legislative intentions and policy formulation at an 

early stage (cf. Ey/Wagner, 2015: 15). It has been shown that these expert groups consist of a 

disproportionate number of representatives of corporations and trade policy interests as well 

as entities with conflicts of interests (Vassalos, 2008, 2010; CEO, 2017). For instance, it was deter-

mined that in the expert group designated the European Resource Efficiency Platform (EREP) for DG 

Environment, the company Veolia was represented alongside other corporate representatives but 

there were no representatives from public water companies (Hall/Lobina, 2012b: 32). 

With regard to the access that advocacy groups have to the European Commission, multiple asym-

metries between corporate players and players in civil society have been identified (cf. Montal-

bano, 2016). For instance, the European Commission specifically calls upon private players and cor-

porate associations to collaborate with them, which can be referred to as “reverse lobbying” (Fritz, 

2015b). Equally, representatives of public interest groups are less able to gain access. It has been 

discovered that when negotiating the Japan-EU Free Trade Agreement, the European Commission 

met overwhelmingly with corporate representatives (CEO, 2018). 

 

The chapters in new-generation free trade agreements (e.g. TTIP and CETA) which deal with “regu-

latory cooperation” are orientated towards “establishing permanent cooperation on regulatory issues” 

between contractual partners as part of a “living agreement” in order to “increase compatibility with 

the regulatory systems” (Raza, 2016: 169). This has the particular intention of preventing regulations 

from restricting trade (Fritz, 2015b: 13). This suggests an asymmetry between different political areas. 

As the scope of applicability for regulatory cooperation is defined very broadly, a variety of national 

and European regulatory acts could be included in this and would be subject to trade policy conside-

rations, provided these “have (potentially) significant consequences for bilateral trade and investment 

activities” (Raza, 2016: 169; Bank et al., 2016: 43) There is also asymmetry with regard to the oppor-

tunities for different interest groups to express themselves. In the future, “stakeholders” should play 

an “institutionally enshrined” role in the process of formulating laws and regulations (Bank/Grotefendt, 

2016: 3). However, first of all, institutional capabilities and financial means of exerting political pressure 

are distributed unevenly between the different interest groups (cf. ibid: 2). Secondly, it can be shown 

that in previous cases of regulatory cooperation on trade policy agendas, it was predominantly trade 

policy lobbyists who were consulted and not representatives of other societal interest groups (cf. Haar 

et al., 2016). In this regard, it is clear that these types of early (extra-parliamentary) information and 

settlement procedures ensure the influence that large lobby organisations have over politics as a 

“component of the legislative process” and that in the process of this, central “political decision-

making processes, are transferred to anti-democratic expert committees” (Bank/Grotefendt, 

2016: 2). 

 

The selective access to experts that the European Commission has is supplemented by corporate 

players that participate proactively in shaping political processes. At a national level, personal and 


