Interest Groups & Advocacy
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41309-025-00231-3

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

™

Check for
updates

Incremental lobbying reform: the patchy case of Italy

Michele Crepaz' @ - Fabrizio De Francesco?

Accepted: 23 January 2025
© The Author(s) 2025

Abstract

The regulation of lobbying serves the dual ambition of ensuring a level playing
field for participation in policymaking while reducing risks of corruption and undue
influence. International organisations, such as the EU, OECD and Council of Europe,
have promoted this regulation by relying on such different agendas and frames. This
variation is magnified within the Italian political system, where registers have been
introduced in several institutions such as the Chamber of Deputies (Lower House),
three ministries, and seven regions. By distinguishing two models of lobbying
regulation, we trace the evolution of successive adoptions at the national and
regional levels, characterised by the interplay between international organisations,
domestic agenda-setting events and domestic policy entrepreneurs. The first group
of lobbying regulation adopters concern what we define as the ‘participation
agenda’, composed of voluntary rules and weak provisions for restricting legislator—
lobbyist interactions. Following a sequence of influence-peddling scandals and the
emergence of anti-corruption policy, a second wave of rules adoption reflects the
‘integrity agenda’ with a focus on mandatory registration requirements, disclosure
requirements, and provisions on conflict-of-interest prevention. We observe that the
sequence of adoptions is not separated and independent but rather characterised by
policy layering whereby integrity instruments of the second period of adoption are
added on to the participation goals of the first historical period.
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Introduction

Lobbying regulations are defined as ‘rules that lobbyists need to follow when
trying to influence government officials and the nature of policy outputs’ (Chari
et al. 2019: 4). Typically, by defining lobbying, setting standards of behaviour, and
imposing sanctions for breach of these rules, regulations manage the involvement
of non-state actors in policymaking and introduce transparency into the process.
Lobbying regulations can be enacted through statutory instruments, taking the
form of national or regional legislation, or be nested in non-statutory instruments,
like rules of procedures within legislative assemblies, ministerial departments and
other institutions. Scholars generally accept that lobbying regulation processes
should be examined within both categories (Grad and Frishhut 2019).

Being all built on the innovation of transparency registers, lobbying regulations
have the potential to help reduce the risk of unequal interest representation, as
well as the risk of regulatory capture and corruption (Bunea 2018: 382; Strickland
2023). In Europe, registers were often initially introduced as pass systems
to allow external stakeholders access to decision-making buildings (Chari
et al. 2019). Over time, these limited regulations evolved into comprehensive
instruments (usually but not always enacted at the national level) aimed at
promoting integrity and anti-corruption. As a result, initial ‘mild’ approaches
to regulation are increasingly replaced by demands for more robust frameworks
(Holman and Luneburg 2012; Crepaz 2017; Chari et al. 2019; Strickland 2023).

This evolution is also exemplified in the normative frameworks provided by
international organisations (IOs) advocating for lobbying reform. For instance,
the European Transparency Initiative of 2005, which represented one of the
first set templates for lobbying reform, while constantly focusing on promoting
participatory democracy, evolved to include some integrity functions. This
latter agenda is best represented (but is not unique to) in the recommendations
of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and
the Group of States against Corruption (GRECO) Council of Europe’s anti-
corruption monitoring body (Chari et al. 2019).

These two ideal-types of lobbying reform, which we label as ‘participation’
agenda and ‘integrity’ agenda, have been empirically recognised as distinctive
exogenous determinants of lobbying regulation (Crepaz 2017; De Francesco
and Trein 2020). In practice, however, lobbying regulations blend both agendas,
goals, and related instruments.

Starting with the oldest legislation in the USA, 24 other countries have since
adopted lobbying regulations based on these core principles (Chari et al. 2019;
Strickland 2023; Bitonti and Mariotti 2023). In addition to IOs driving the adop-
tion of lobbying regulations, the literature shows that pathways to reform are
punctuated by domestic agenda-setting events such as lobbying scandals (Chari
et al. 2019; De Francesco and Trein 2020; Strickland 2023; Schiffers and Pliimer
2024), and the activity and activism of local policy entrepreneurs (Strickland
2023). Conversely, the political and bureaucratic elite have been identified as
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potential sources of resistance (Vargovcikova 2017; Crepaz 2021; Strickland
2023).

While shedding important light on the determinants of lobbying reform,
extant literature suffers from a common shortcoming of a piecemeal perspective.
Comparative analyses focus on the adoption event at the country level pursued by
national legislators, overlooking the historical evolution of lobbying reform that
can be driven by other subnational and national policymakers. Single case studies,
meanwhile, often ignore the transfer of reform agendas from both international
and domestic blueprints.

Only a few studies (Pross and Sheperd 2017; Strickland 2023) have provided
a descriptive and interpretative view of the progressive reform and change
of purpose of lobbying regulations. However, an understanding of the micro-
dynamics of these choices and the interplay between both international and
domestic contexts and local policymakers is still missing.

This study contributes to this body of literature by integrating the pathways
of domestic change with pathways of international influence. Specifically, by
distinguishing the two agendas of ‘participation’ and ‘integrity’ in terms of
policy instruments, we argue that lobbying reform entails patchy and layered
implementation (see Fitch-Roy et al. 2020). In this process, local policy
entrepreneurs play crucial roles in choosing which elements of international
agendas to incorporate into national and local reforms.

We empirically explore the plausibility of policy layering and patching in
the case of Italy. To do so, we trace the historical process of lobbying reform at
the national and subnational level from 2000 to 2020, investigating whether the
policy instruments adopted reflect the international shift from “participation” to
“integrity” reforms in the 2010s. Compared to the more commonly studied cases
of the EU, the USA or Canada, Italy has significant fragmentation in lobbying
regulation at both the national and subnational levels. Lobbying is regulated in
seven of Italy’s twenty regions, the Lower House (not in the Upper House), and
across three ministries. While each of the introduction of these regulations could
be treated as independent events of adoption, we demonstrate the interdependence
and incremental nature of lobbying reform, occurring primarily across, rather
than within, political entities.

This high level of fragmentation allows us to ask: Are there recognisable
pathways of incremental reform across the eleven adopting units in Italy? Are
these pathways influenced more by the transfer from international organisations, or
by domestic dynamics such as scandals, and to what extent are international and
domestic reform pathways integrated?

Answering these questions helps us identify, document and validate the combined
importance of international influence, domestic agenda-setting events, and local
policy entrepreneurs. The concepts of layering and patching clarify both policy
transfer processes and domestic adjustments or resistance to international models,
explaining why lobbying regulation remains fragmented and divergent across
national and subnational levels in various countries including Australia, Canada,
Spain, and the USA. Moreover, this within-case longitudinal comparison design
allows us to trace the role of international and domestic activism of policy networks
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and entrepreneurs and choices made by prior adopters by controlling for the role of
scandals in initiating reform.

Our approach to the historical institutional narrative provides a nuanced test of
Strickland’s (2023) premise that legislators resent regulations that constrain their
relationship with lobbying, but that scandals and policy entrepreneurs play a key
role in incremental reform and diffusion of regulatory practices. To this, we add the
role of international frames as a key source of regulatory practices and layering and
patching as key concepts behind the diffusion mechanisms.

Our analysis also provides useful recommendations for reform in the context of
high opposition to a national and unified piece of legislation. Taken together, these
findings validate the importance of international and domestic pathways of lobbying
reform already found in the literature, but also show that the succession of reforms
is interconnected and how regional and national lawmakers adjust lobbying rules to
changed contexts when anti-corruption policy becomes more salient.

Lobbying regulation and pathways of incremental reforms

While lobbying could be included in encompassing legislative frameworks
regulating all aspects of interest groups influence on policymaking (see the
normative arguments by Bitonti and Mariotti 2023; Dinan 2021; Coen et al. 2024),
lobbying regulations and the subsequent adoption of transparency registers are often
distinct initiatives advocated by international organisations (OECD 2008, 2010,
2014, 2021, European Commission 2006, European Parliament 2016, Council of
Europe 2013, 2017, GRECO 2021).

The idea that lobbyists must register to contact policymakers and disclose
organisational details and activities via an online searchable dataset is now a core
aspect of these regulations (Chari et al. 2019). Codes of conduct, gift declaration
and other potential conflicts of interest, as well as limitations to and prohibitions
of certain behaviours, such as cooling off periods and role cumulation (e.g. second
jobs for MPs) often complement transparency registers. These regulations not only
govern lobbyists but also influence the conduct of policymakers. Further, lobbying
regulations also define the implementation and enforcement powers of those actors
responsible for maintaining transparency registers.

Empirical studies have extensively analysed lobbying regulations (Holman and
Luneberg 2012; Greenwood and Dreger 2013; Korkea-aho 2021; Crepaz 2021,
Vargovcéikova 2017, Chari et al. 2019). Early works descriptively mapped their
introduction in several countries and political systems, initially through detailed
case studies (e.g. Greenwood and Thomas 1998), and later through comparative
analyses focusing on differences in participation and integrity potentials (Holman
and Luneburg 2012; Chari et al. 2019).

As lobbying regulations vary in provisions and limitations, scholars have
examined the degree of participation and integrity these frameworks ensure. While
Chari et al. (2019) relied on measures of robustness to categorise adopting countries
in low, medium and high scores, earlier studies highlighted the subnational variation
in the US (Newmark 2005), Australia (Warhurst 2008), Italy and Spain (Nufes
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and Sperduti 2018), and Canada (Chari et al. 2019). Studies have also explored
the reasons behind variations in robustness (see Ozymy 2013; Vargovcikova 2017,
Crepaz 2021). Strickland (2023), for example, provides an in-depth historical
analysis of the development of state-level lobbying regulation in the USA
demonstrating progressively stricter forms of regulation being promoted by policy
entrepreneurs. By differentiating between registration requirements and prohibitions
on lobbying activities, Strickland identifies a reform pathway in which policymakers
respond to unpredictable agenda-setting events (such as scandals) by adopting
transparency requirements before limiting or prohibiting certain lobbying conduct.

Similarly, looking at the development of the EU’s lobbying regulation from a
‘pass system’ in the European Parliament to fully-fledged regulation after the cash-
for-amendment scandal, Crepaz and Chari (2014) trace the policy learning process
that led the lobbying reform across two decades. Warhust (2008) and Pross and
Sheperd (2017) also note how national and subnational trends in lobbying reform
inform and influence each other over time, leading to progressively robust forms
of regulation. Specifically, Warhurst (2008) showed how in 2006 the regulation of
lobbying in Western Australia spilled over to the national level after the eruption of
a major lobbying scandal involving a former state politician.

Building on this literature, we argue that a historical institutional approach is
helpful in analysing lobbying regulations arrangements in terms of rules, processes,
instruments and actors (Thelen 1999; van der Heijden 2011; Fitch-Roy et al. 2020).
According to this theoretical perspective, when regulation diffuses across different
levels within the same jurisdiction, lobbying reform is never radical, but rather
subject to gradual change. Even when there is a shift in international blueprints
and best practices, previous elements are not abandoned but rather patched up
with improvements and augmented with a layer of new elements reflecting the new
agendas.

In other words, lobbying reform often involves a shift in framing—from viewing
lobbying regulation as a tool for public participation to one focused on anti-
corruption and integrity. This shift affects both the reform’s content and its diffusion
across jurisdictions, with later adopters shaping their own lobbying reforms based
on emerging anti-corruption priorities.

To analyse these dynamics, we apply Fitch-Roy et al.’s (2020) analytical
framework of policy patching and layering, expecting to identify two reform
pathways. First, we posit that lobbying reforms generally begin with registration
requirements (Chari et al. 2019; Strickland 2023). Subsequent reformers are
expected to engage in the ‘process of patching’, by relying on priorly adopted
policy models and blueprints but enhanced by additional policy instruments within
the same participation agenda. According to this pathway, even in the occurrence
of lobbying scandals, local policy entrepreneurs should consider the locally
available and previously implemented policy models as sufficient to respond to
domestic pressure for reform. Therefore, instead of introducing new limitations and
prohibitions to lobbying activities, policy entrepreneurs should rely on strengthening
participation requirements via patching (Strickland 2023).

In contrast, the second pathway involves a ‘process of layering’, where new
integrity measures are added to pre-existing participation elements. Strickland
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(2023) found that, when initial requirements of registration and transparency are no
longer sufficient, reformers introduce integrity and anti-corruption measures, such as
prohibition and limitations to lobbying. Reform, however, is not expected to replace
the original policy intention (see Fitch-Roy et al. 2020: 986; and Thelen 1999: 384).
In the occurrence of lobbying scandals and anti-corruption windows of opportunity,
domestic policy entrepreneurs adopt new integrity and anti-corruption instruments,
via layering, complementing the existing participation frameworks.

The question remains: where do these integrity measures originate when
domestic reform pathways are triggered? Having established our expectations
around the mechanisms of lobbying reform, the following sections turn to the
international context to trace the origins of reform elements. We illustrate how
international organisations, by promoting different agendas of reform, which we
term ‘participation’ and ‘integrity’ agendas, shape domestic policy. We distinguish
these reform agendas, promoted by the EU bodies, the OECD and GRECO, by
outlining their core policy elements and tools as well as their historical origins and
development.

International organisations’ soft governance and the participation
and integrity agendas

With the paradigm shift towards institutional quality and emerging standards of
good governance (Dellepiane-Avellaneda 2010), legislative robustness also evolves
within a context where policy models for lobbying regulation are internationally and
domestically promoted and transferred across countries and levels of governance.
Incorporated into integrity or participation agendas, regulatory models often trickle
down from international organisations (Crepaz 2017; De Francesco and Trein 2020).

We identify two possible sources of international influence in the adoption of
lobbying reform at the domestic level. Lobbying regulation has been promoted by
the EU bodies, as well as the OECD and GRECO, since the late 1990s, and the
literature agrees this activity has facilitated its spread (Crepaz 2017).! In addition
to international legislation, both regional and international organisations have
learnt to rely on mechanisms of soft governance to influence the adoption of
policy reforms and innovations. By collecting data, ranking, peer-reviewing, and
evaluating their country members, 10s generate knowledge of what works (De
Francesco and Radaelli 2023; Kroger 2008). This international policymaking
aims to guide domestic policymakers’ attention towards preferred policy best
practices, prescriptions, and models (Weyland 2006; De Francesco 2013). This
process of ‘availability enhancement’ triggers waves of adoption especially when
domestic policymakers are receptive to policy models designed and promoted by
I0s (Weyland 2006). Applied to the case of lobbying regulation, Crepaz (2017)

! The Open Government Partnership is an example of a fourth international organisation that has pro-
moted the diffusion of lobbying regulations. However, unlike the EU, the OECD or GRECO it has not
developed blueprints of regulation and is therefore not considered in the analysis.
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illustrates how the adoption of this form of legislation in Austria and Ireland was
informed by the OECD’s review of international practices on the topic.

Given this process of influence, the case of lobbying regulation, with its dual
functionality (i.e. participation and integrity), enables variation in the process of
availability enhancement due to the multiple sources of diffusion (Lenz and Reiss
2024). Accordingly, different 10s would utilise different policy agendas, frames
and models to mobilise different networks of domestic policy actors (Rocke 2014).
While EU bodies have historically utilised lobbying registers as a transparency tool
for input legitimacy, promoting participation and equal access to policymaking for
interest groups, the OECD and, subsequently, GRECO, have developed an integrity
frame of lobbying reform, aimed at promoting trust and confidence in government
institutions.

This variation in international promotion and agenda of lobbying regulation has
three implications. First, such variation is reflected in the extent of international
regulatory models adopted to control the behaviour of lobbyists and public officials.
EU frameworks have historically favoured light-touch approaches, characterised by
voluntary accreditation and pass systems, in contrast to integrity-driven regulatory
model advocated by the OECD and GRECO (see next section).

Second, the availability of these models empowers domestic policymakers—
in this case, Italian lawmakers—to choose and adapt international blueprints
of regulation to suit their local context and interest (Prince 2010; Dolowitz et al.
2020; Lenz and Reiss 2024). More specifically, we expect that the selection of
an international blueprint is facilitated by connections between domestic policy
entrepreneurs and actors with an international network linked to EU bodies,
the OECD, or GRECO. While domestic policy entrepreneurs aligned with the
participation agenda may draw on EU bodies, those aligned with the integrity
agenda may turn to the OECD and GRECO.

Finally, once the first national or subnational policy adopters have selected
or combined a regulatory model, this initial choice may trigger an institutional
pathway of domestic reform of either patching or layering, as discussed in the
previous section. This effect arises because the availability heuristic makes domestic
policymakers disproportionately influenced by policy change enacted “next door”
(Weyland 2006: 49).

Comparison between the International Agendas—participation
and integrity

The European Union and its participation agenda

The origins of EU lobbying regulation can be traced to a self-regulation and
voluntary code of conduct developed by the European Commission in 1994. A
couple of years later, the European Parliament relied on an accreditation system set
up to grant access to the building for lobbyists (Chari et al. 2019). This approach lies
in the EU institution’s first attempt to find a balance between its historically open
and close collaboration with outside groups and its need to monitor the otherwise
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overcrowded and imbalanced access to decision-making by special interests. In the
words of Greenwood (1998: 592) ‘the issue of regulating interest representation
has always been embroiled in a wider set of concerns about the openness and
transparency of EU decision-making structures, a level playing field for access to
EU decision-making, and the way in which the EU engages in dialogue with outside
interests’ [emphasis added]. The core features of such an approach—that places
the equal access and participation objectives of lobbying reform at the centre—
are found in, first and foremost, voluntary accreditation (as opposed to mandatory
registration), incentives to registration in the form of participatory elements,
accompanied by minimal transparency requirements, absence of a range of sanctions
but acceptance of a code of conduct for ethical lobbying as the main instrument for
disciplining behaviour (Chari et al. 2019; Greenwood 1998). These core dimensions
have remained at the heart of the participation agenda throughout the historical
development of the EU approach to lobbying regulation, although some incremental
modifications and more robust instruments have emerged over time.

In the wake of corruption scandals, such as the Santer crisis and the 1999
European Commission resignation, a window of opportunity opened to reconsider
the existing participatory approach. However, Cini (2008: 748) noted that, while
administrative ethics was salient, the proposed reforms in the 2000 White Paper
‘were much less about ethics than it was about the efficiency and effectiveness of the
Commission’. The subsequent European Transparency Initiative (ETT) represents this
duality: launched in 2006 by European Commission Vice-president Kallas, the ETI
aimed to foster public debate on transparency and legitimacy in EU decision making,
consultation practices, and disclosure of EU funds. Yet the participation component,
focused on seeking to level the playing field of interest group participation in EU
policymaking, remained the predominant way lobbying regulation was implemented
(Greenwood 2011). Even after the 2011 Interinstitutional Agreement between the
Commission and Parliament adopted to harmonise the lobbying rules in Brussels,
voluntary registration, the creation of a pass system to access institutional buildings,
and the acceptance of a code of conduct for lobbyists remained until very recently
the core elements of the EU’s approach (Greenwood and Dreger 2013; Crepaz
and Chari 2014; Bunea 2019). Notably, critics argue that mandatory registration,
extensive transparency requirements, conflict of interest prevention and enforcement
& sanction are elements that remain foreign to the EU’s agenda of lobbying
regulation making it a less effective anti-corruption tool (Kanol 2012, Chari et al.
2019, Coen et al. 2024). The framework that views lobbying regulation in terms of
the capacity to control lobbyists and policymakers’ integrity developed later (yet
parallelly to that of the EU) within different international organisations, namely the
OECD and the Council of Europe.

The OECD, the Council of Europe and the integrity agenda
While the link between public governance and economic growth and prosperity

has been present in the OECD discourse since the early 1990s, lobbying regulation
emerged among the OECD activities in the mid-2000s. Through its flagship
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publication Modernising Government (2005), the organisation promoted a view of
public sector reforms that extended beyond finding new, more effective and efficient
methods for public management. Integrity in public administration became a core
principle of the newly rebranded GOV directorate. Here, the focus shifted to the
quality of governance and the ethical and representational dimensions beyond the
efficiency and effectiveness considerations of the first wave of public management
reform promoted by the OECD (Pal 2023: 249).

The centrality of lobbying regulation in the OECD’s GOV agenda is further
demonstrated by Government at Glance, a series of reports on countries’
performance in maintaining citizens’ trust and ensuring administrative transparency.
One of the 14 chapters is specifically dedicated to anti-corruption and lobbying.
The association between anti-corruption and lobbying is not coincidental: In 2010,
the OECD succeeded in establishing the 2010 Recommendation on Principles for
Transparency and Integrity in Lobbying, building on reports circulated in 2008 and
2009, and leading the regular publication of country review reports (OECD 2008,
2014, 2021).

In its justification for an international standard on lobbying, the OECD
recommendation placed equal emphasis on ‘evidence [...] that policymaking is not
always inclusive’ and ‘evidence that policies may be unduly influenced’ (OECD
2010: 3). One of the core objectives of the 10 principles is about fostering a culture
of integrity. Consequently, unlike the EU approach, the OECD recommendations
call for clear standards of conduct for lobbyists and public officials in order to ensure
‘the closest public scrutiny’ (OECD 2010: 9). In this context, conflict of interest,
revolving doors, misuse of confidential information, and cooling-off periods to avoid
switching sides are all provisions considered central to the integrity agenda.

Similarly, within the Council of Europe, the integrity agenda is emphasised.
First, the 2013 Venice Commission’s Report on the Role of Extra-Institutional
Actors in the Democratic System, but more strongly the 2017 Recommendation of
the Committee of Ministers to member States on the legal regulation of lobbying
activities in the context of public decision making, and finally the 2021 GRECO
Annual Report on Anti-corruption trends, challenges and good practices in Europe
& the United States of America contain nearly identical recommendations to those
outlined by the OECD, advocating for mandatory transparency registers, enhanced
quality of lobbying data for monitoring purposes, conflict of interest and revolving
door provisions, and statutory enforcement of rules.

Overall, the OECD and the CoE/GRECO lobbying regulation blueprints are
firmly grounded in anti-corruption principles, reflecting the integrity agenda and
presenting an alternative model to the EU’s participation style. Given this difference
in origin, scope and content of regulatory models for lobbying, the following
sections trace the evolution of lobbying regulatory reforms since international
blueprints first “hit home” in Italy.
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The case of Italy

This section summarises the relevant state of the art on lobbying and its regulation
in Italy. Italian scholars of lobbying regulation, such as Bitonti and Mariotti (2023),
Petrillo (2017) and Antonucci (2019), have neatly documented how lobbyists have
been historically associated with fixers (faccendieri). Groups that carry special
interests have been approached with scepticism, while the role of the transmission
belt between citizens and state had almost uniquely been left to political parties
and social partners (during the years of neo corporatist experimentation) (Golden
1986; Lizzi 2014). The dominance of these representative organisations and their
activities has been noted as one of the possible reasons for the slow development
of the lobbying industry and its regulation in Italy (Antonucci 2019; Lizzi and
Pritoni 2017; Petrillo 2017, 2021, 2023). As the dominant role of political parties
and the social partnership have progressively diminished, traditional interest group
politics have given way to more pluralistic forms of state-group interactions, most
notably lobbying, which is now considered a booming sector in Italian public affairs
(Antonucci 2019).

Classical Italian political literature had already highlighted the permeable
institutional structure of the Italian legislative and executive power to lobbying
(Sartori 1959; Pasquino 1987). More recent studies, similar to past analyses of
other European experiences, have investigated these forms of parliamentary and
governmental lobbying (Graziano 2001; Pritoni 2016; Germano 2023; Pritoni et al.
2023). A study by Lizzi and Pritoni (2017) noted that the number of politically
active organisations in Italy has doubled since the 1980s, with more recent counts
indicating nearly 2,000 lobby groups (Pritoni 2019).

These processes of progressive erosion of the role of political parties and social
partners, as well as the emergence of competitive pluralistic lobbying, are not unique
to Italy and have been documented across various parts of Europe (Rommetvedt
et al. 2013; Hanegraaff and Poletti 2021). This suggests that Italy is no outlier when
it comes to its lobbying industry. It is, however, a case of fragmented lobbying
regulation.

We are not the first to describe the Italian lobbying regulation landscape as
fragmented. Indeed, this fragmentation has been cited as one of the main causes
of the regulatory system’s inefficiency and ineffectiveness (David 2018; Antonucci
2019; Carloni 2017; Petrillo 2017, 2023). At the regional level, lobbying is currently
regulated in Toscana (since 2002), Molise (2004), Abruzzo (2010), Lombardy
(2016), Calabria (2017), Puglia (2017), and Emilia Romagna (2019), each of which
has its own set of rules.” While Antonucci (2019) and Petrillo (2023) argue that
many aspects of these regulations seem to have been poorly implemented, there is
evidence have been implemented in Tuscany, Lombardy, Abruzzo and Puglia, with

2 This estimate only includes lobbying by interest groups with a formal membership (organisational
definition of interested). This number is larger if companies with government affairs departments are
included.

3 Proposals to regulate lobbying have been also presented in other regions, such as Lazio, Campania,
Friuli Venezia Giulia, Marche and Veneto (Camera dei deputati 2016; and own research).
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123, 46, 24 and 30 registered lobby groups, respectively.* However, the regulations
have yet to be fully implemented in Molise, Calabria (now in progress) and Emilia
Romagna.

It was only after some regional administrations adopted regulations that lobbying
rules began to emerge at the national level, starting in the second decade of the
2000s. An initial step in this direction was taken by the Ministry of Agriculture
(now Ministry of Agriculture, Food Sovereignty and Forestry) when, in 2012, the
Minister established a voluntary register aimed at disclosing lobbying activities in
agricultural policy. However, the regulation was abandoned in 2013 due to poor
implementation and low registration rates.’ In 2015, then-Minister Martina pledged
to reintroduce the register, which is now fully operational and currently includes 304
registered entities.

A second the national-level initiative occurred in 2016 when the Ministry of
Economic Development (MISE, now Ministry of Made in Italy) established rules,
resulting in a registry that counts 2,407 registered lobbyists at the time of writing.
This same register was adopted within the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy
(MLPS) in 2018. Also in 2016, the Lower House (Camera dei Deputati) adopted its
own lobbying rules, requiring lobbyists who wish to access the Camera to register
their information in a public register, which currently lists over 437 interest groups
and lobbyists.

The adoption of lobbying rules within the Lower House represented a step
towards a national regulatory framework, particularly in light of the numerous failed
attempts to enact a comprehensive legislation. Petrillo (2013, 2017) found that
between 1948 and 2014, 54 bills related to interest groups were presented in the
Italian Parliament. According to Crepaz (2017), the Parliament examined at least
nine proposals to regulate lobbying between 1995 and 2014. Since then, at least
ten more were presented.® Table 1 summarises in chronological order the current
landscape of regulation of lobbying in Italy.

In the next section, we trace this sequence of lobbying regulation adoptions,
documenting a pattern of progressive and incremental reform. Initially, weaker,
voluntary forms of regulation were adopted, followed by a second wave of stricter
measures. This process demonstrates how lobbying reform has been transferred
from early adopters to other actors, and how successive adopting units, on the one

* As of March 2024.
5 See http://formiche.net/2013/11/lobby-addio-trasparenza-al-ministero-dellagricoltura/.

6 Legislative proposals (number, year, signatory): 2877, 2015 Bianchi; 2890, 2015 Misiani et al.; 3375,
2015, Mataresse; 3439, 2015, Pinna et al.; 2196, 2016, Marazziti et al.; 3776, 2016, Baldassarre; 196,
2018, Fregolent; 171 (721), 2018, Madia; 1827, 2019, Silvestri; 2495, 2019, testo unificato c. 196, 171
e 1827. If legislative proposals drafted by cabinet committees or parliamentary committees are included,
the number increases. According to a report published by the newspaper La Repubblica, the draft regula-
tions discussed in the Commission for Constitutional Affairs and Reform in 2015 alone were six. The
research think tank OpenPolis counted the 19 policy papers on this topic between 2013 and 2017, nine of
which were considered at in parliamentary committees. During the same period, ten private member bills
were proposed in Parliament, one legislative proposal was examined in a committee of the Senate, and
one draft proposal was examined during Cabinet meetings (Camera dei Deputati 2016). Overall, at least
61 different legislative proposals can be counted from 1994 to 2020 (Camera dei Deputati 2016).
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hand, build on existing frameworks by patching existing elements on one agenda
and, at the same time, introduce novel policy elements (layers) of new agendas,
which trickle down from international organisations advocating for reform. In this
historical narrative analysis, we pay particular attention to factors commonly seen
as drivers of reform, such as corruption scandals, policy entrepreneurs and reform
blueprints promoted by international organisations.

The Italian lobbying reform: between transfer and international
agenda frames

Table 2 visually represents the features of the existing rules on lobbying for each
institution based on the core principles of the participation and integrity agendas. To
explain how these principles evolved interdependently, we report on the national and
subnational diffusion of instruments and approaches separately.

National diffusion lobbying rules as participation and integrity instruments

Taking a historical perspective on reform, the 2002 Regional Law No. 5 rules for the
transparency of the political and administrative activities of interest representatives
within the Regional Council of Tuscany introduced, ahead of other institutions in
Italy, a transparency register for organisations engaged in interest representation
with the region’s assembly. It is evident in the law’s stated objectives that it reflected
the participation agenda identified as one of the possible blueprints for regulation in
international policy circles. The text opens by recognising ‘the importance and value
of interest groups’ and that the introduced rules aim at guaranteeing transparency
and ‘access to decision-making for an increasing number of organisation’ [...]
reflecting [...] ‘economic, social and cultural pluralism’ (Art. 1). In line with the
participation agenda, the Tuscan regulation introduced voluntary registration, an
accreditation system for organisations that guarantees access to local legislative
buildings through a pass system in exchange for registration, with relatively minimal
registration requirements’ (but no code of conduct, see Table 2).

The voluntary aspect of the accreditation system and the incentives for access
to decision-making are key to the participation agenda and differ from the integrity
agenda. Registered organisations have the right to submit documents or request a
hearing with members of the local assembly; they can access buildings and request
information when relevant and appropriate to the work of representation. These
characteristics place the regulation at the lower end of robustness. This does not
reflect a lower efficacy or usefulness of the regulation, but rather a difference in its
features that mirror the participation agenda, which, starting with the Tuscan case,
spilled over to national Ministries in the form of ministerial directives. In the case
of the Ministry for Agriculture (MASAF), the regulation strongly resembled the

7 Limited to, for example, the names of the lobbyists, name and address of the organisation and subject
matter of the lobbying activity, and weak sanctions with deregistration as the strongest form (Antonucci
2019, David 2018).
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Table 1 The Italian landscape of lobbying regulation

Level of Governance Year Reference text

Regional

Tuscany 2002 Regional Law n. 5

Molise 2004 Regional Law n. 24

Abruzzo 2010 Regional Law n. 61

Calabria 2016 Regional Law n. 4

Lombardy 2016 Regional Law n. 16

Puglia 2017 Regional Law n. 30

Emilia Romagna 2019 Regional Law n. 27

National

Ministry of Agriculture (now of 2012 Ministerial directive n. 2284, 2012 and Ministerial
Agriculture, Food Sovereignty and directive 5528, 2015
Forestry)

Ministry of Economic Development 2016 Ministerial directive, 2016, and Joint ministerial directive
(now of Enterprise and Made in n. X, 2018
Italy)

Chamber of Deputies 2016 Rules on the role of interest representatives in the

Parliament Building, April 26 2016
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy 2018 Joint ministerial directive, 2018

Tuscan model, with a voluntary registration system and accreditation. Moreover,
its 2012 and 2015 ministerial directives explicitly asked registrants to transfer ‘the
same information required for registration with the EU transparency register’.®

How did the transfer of the EU’s participation style happen? The answer lies in a
policy network centred around Riccardo Nencini, a former Member of the European
Parliament from 1994 to 1998 and then President of the Tuscany region from 2000 to
2010. As MEP, Nencini witnessed the introduction of the first transparency register
of EP in 1996, which—based on a pass system—guaranteed access to the Parliament
buildings to lobbyists (Chari et al. 2019). Nencini’s role as a policy entrepreneur is
crucial here. In his local government’s inaugural speech in May 2000, he pledged
to reforms making lobbying more transparent within the region which, at the same
time, would guarantee improved access for less prominent and more marginalised
organised interests, closely following the model of the European Parliament.

Nencini positioned himself as a policy entrepreneur with issue ownership over
the regulation of lobbying both locally (discussed in the next section) and nation-
ally. Nationally, Nencini won a seat in the Italian Senate in 2013 after his experience
in regional politics and became Deputy Minister of Infrastructure and Transport in
2014. Here, he presented himself as the pioneer of lobbying transparency and open
government through, first, the publication of his meetings with lobbyists on his per-
sonal website; second, innovative proposals linking a reform of the public procure-
ment and tendering system with the regulation of lobbying; and finally, with at least
three legislative proposals for a national lobbying act presented in 2013, 2016 and

8 See https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/8698.
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2018. All these, however, failed to become law due to political crises and short-lived
governments.

Nencini’s approach, based on the EU’s participation agenda, also influenced
the process of introduction of transparency registers in the Ministry of Economic
Development (MISE) in 2016 through the initiative of then Minister Carlo Calenda
under the third National Action Plan of the Open Government Partnership. The
adopted register (as can be seen in Table 2) was in line with the Tuscan experience
and the approach taken by the Ministry of Agriculture to the voluntary registration
and accreditation system. However, two main innovations are present. First, a code
of conduct was added to strengthen, i.e. patch up, the participation agenda. Second,
improved disclosure requirements as transparency requirements for integrity,
including those for ministerial agendas, were layered on top of existing participation
elements (Antonucci 2019). In the words of the Minister, the reform aims at
‘guaranteeing a level playing field for interest representation but also put a halt to
induce influence and privileged access’, suggesting a first shift of attention towards
the integrity agenda.’

This shift of attention does not come unannounced. First, the impetus for reform
within the Ministry arose from a case of suspected influence peddling known as il
caso Guidi. In this case, the former Minister for Economic Development, Federica
Guidi, had to resign in March 2016 after allegedly favouring her partner, Gianluca
Gemelli, a businessman in the Italian petroleum industry. Evidence for influence
peddling was found in phone recording dating back to 2014. In the registered
conversations, the Minister allegedly communicated confidential information to
her partner about an amendment (previously defeated) that was under discussion
and would have favoured his business interests. The Renzi government promptly
reacted with the resignation of the investigated Minister and the appointment of
Carlo Calenda, who committed to lobbying reform within the Open Government
Partnership framework.

Secondly, this shift of attention towards integrity was also reflected at the EU
level, where the cash-for-amendment bribery scandals in the European Parliament
in 2011 prompted a process of tightening of lobbying rules, culminating in Juncker’s
announcement in 2014 that Commissioners would no longer be allowed to meet
with unregistered lobbyists. '

The resemblance between the adopted lobbying rules in the Italian Ministry
of Economic Development and the EU is so close that—even visually, as seen in
Fig. 1—the registers look alike. The reform was successful and survived the change
in government in 2018 in favour of the 5-Star Movement. The new Minister of Eco-
nomic Development, Luigi Di Maio, not only kept the transparency register but
also adopted it in the same form—an example of perfect horizontal transfer—at the
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy (MLSP), of which he was also in charge.'! It
is important to note that this latter register was suspended after the collapse of the
5-Star Movement Government in 2021.

° See https://registrotrasparenza.mise.gov.it/.
10 See https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_14_2131.
1" See https://www.openpolis.it/di-maio-cosa-e-successo-al-registro-per-la-trasparenza-del-mise/
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Another example of layering of lobbying rules comes from the amendment to
the rules of procedure of the Chamber of Deputies in 2016."> The amendment
was championed by centrist MP Pino Pisicchio, another former MEP who served
between 1999 and 2004 and who—like Riccardo Nencini MEP—took ownership
of the EP’s approach to lobbying regulation. The proposed reform introduced a
voluntary register'® and pass system for lobbyists wishing to enter the Lower House
building, closely resembling the EU pass system which kickstarted the Tuscan
approach to regulation (Antonucci 2019). In addition to these changes, and in line
with the agenda shifts observed in the Ministry of Economic Development due to
the suspected case of influence peddling, the Chamber of Deputies layered some
features of the integrity agenda into its pass system, including cooling off periods
of one year and patched up disclosure requirements for lobbyists—beyond address
book information—for accountability purposes regarding the subject matter on their
activity at the moment of their yearly activity report (Antonucci 2019). Moreover, it
made changes to a participation element, namely the MPs’ code of conduct, by now
introducing a conflict-of-interest provision: a ban on MPs accepting gifts exceeding
the value of €200 (Mascellaro and Pappagallo 2019).

Table 3 summarises the ‘incremental diffusion’ of lobbying regulation practices.
The first regional regulation adopted in Tuscany—which built on the European Par-
liament’s experience of lobbying regulation as an instrument for participation—then
spilled over to the national level, taking its roots in different political institutions.
First, the Ministry of Agriculture perfectly mimicked the adoption of the EU’s par-
ticipation style of regulation. After a succession of lobbying scandals, later adop-
ters, such as the Ministry of Economic Development and the Chamber of Deputies,
one the one hand improving the participation elements with a code of conduct (in
blue in Table 3), and—on the other hand—added new layers to existing regulations
which resemble a shift of focus from the elements of participation to those of integ-
rity. This same shift is visible when considering only regional forms of lobbying
regulation.

Regional diffusion of participation and integrity instruments

The development of regional regulation from the Tuscan model followed a similar
incremental diffusion process. As stated earlier (and as noted elsewhere, see
Antonucci 2019; Carloni 2022, Petrillo 2017, David 2018), in 2004, the Region of
Molise introduced a one-hundred-percent accurate reproduction of the 2002 Tuscan
model. This makes the Regional Law n. 24, 2004 rules for the transparency of the
political and administrative activities of interest representatives within the Regional

12 This was meant to be an experiment paving the way for the passage of lobbying law introducing a stat-
utory instrument (Mascellaro and Pappagallo 2019). The Senate’s Committee for Constitutional Reform
had been working on a proposal since 2015, with—again—Riccardo Nencini’s involvement (Prima
Comunicazione, 2015).

13" As in the case of the EP, registration is mandatory to enter the Parliament building. However, lobby-
ing can still happen outside of parliament building making registration a de facto voluntary condition
(Chari et al. 2019).
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nomic Development (right)

Council of Molise a perfect example of policy imitation (Antonucci 2019). The
regulation’s provisions are literally copied and pasted from the Tuscan blueprint.

Next door, the Region of Abruzzo passed a very similar piece of legislation, as
evident in the almost identical title.'* Once again, its approach was based on the
core instruments of the participation agenda, namely voluntary registration and
accreditation system, but it also showcased a new element of the integrity agenda
layered on top of existing participation ones. The Regional Law n. 61 2010 on the
rules for the transparency of the political and administrative activities of interest
representatives within the Regional Council of Abruzzo" introduced—so far
absent—cooling-off periods of two years for former public office holders wishing
to engage in interest representation. This is in line with what was observed at the
national level yet anticipating this trend for several years.

This process of layering integrity elements on top of participation ones was
triggered by a scandal associated with the reconstruction projects following the
2009 earthquake in [’Aquila (Durante 2017), which involved judicial proceedings
for corruption and the subsequent resignation of the then cabinet member in charge
of civil protection. Abruzzo’s policy entrepreneur on the topic of lobbying, Ricardo
Chiavaroli, was a member of the regional council and the Popolo delle Liberta, but
with a long-standing experience in the liberal and libertarian Radical Party. His
political experience shows no obvious link to international agendas and networks. '®
In an interview, he stated that his proposal stemmed from ‘prior cultural and
political experiences’ with the Radical Party (Iacovino 2013). In another interview,
he also declared that he took the idea of regulating lobbying from a party colleague,
Senator Gaetano Quagliariello (Sgueo 2012), who—only a few years later—will be

4 However, the scope of the legislation differs from the Tuscan approach and also covers the regional
executive in addition to the legislative assembly. Importantly, this approach is continued in Calabria,
Lombardy, Puglia and Emilia Romagna where rules also apply to high-level civil servants within the
Region’s Government.

15 Notice the same name as in Tuscany and Molise.

16 Available at https://ambientespa.portaletrasparenza.net/dettagli/personale/30/chiavaroli-ricardo.html.,
accessed on 8 October 2024.
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Table 3 Patching (blue) and layering (orange) in the national diffusion of Italian lobbying regulations

TUS MASAF MISE | COD | MLPS
Participation Agenda
Voluntary register | X X X X X
Accreditation X X X X X
system
Code of conduct X
Public Access X X X X
Integrity Agenda
Mandatory
registration
Disclosure X X
requirements
Conflict of X
interest
Sanctions

TUS, Tuscany; MAG, Ministry for Agriculture; MED, Ministry for Economic Development; COD,
Chamber of Deputies; MLS, Ministry for Labour and Social Policy

sitting on an expert committee set up by the President of the Italian Republic tasked
with translating OECD recommendations into institutional reform, including in the
area of lobbying (Mauro et al. 2013; De Francesco and Trein 2020).

It therefore seemed that the new element of conflict-of-interest prevention in
Abruzzo’s regulation of lobbying resulted from the initiative of its local policy
entrepreneur and networks, which would soon institutionalise to represent the
integrity reform agenda at the national level. Within this process, a local scandal
acted as a catalyst for reform, aimed at distinguishing gangs of businessmen
(cricche) ‘from legitimate interest groups and lobbyists by legalising their activities’
(Durante 2017:230—1).17 Apart from these provisions, however, the Abruzzo’s
regulation represents an example of the continuation of this relatively weak form of
governance practice in central Italy (Antonucci 2019; David 2018).

A more decisive step towards the integrity agenda was taken in Calabria with
the passage of Regional Law n. 61 2016 on the rules for the transparency of the
political and administrative activities of interest representatives within the Region
of Calabria and its Statutory Instruments. Once again, a scandal—‘spese pazze’
(related to politicians’ undeclared expenses)—served as catalyst for the presentation
of this piece of legislation (Antonucci 2019). The promoter of the reform, Councillor
Giuseppe Graziano, described the emerging need—after the scandal—to regulate
lobbying to differentiate it from influence peddling and, therefore, differentiate legal
and legitimate forms of interest representation from those that are illegitimate and
dangerous ones for democracy. This approach differed from the one the region had
taken in 2004, when a legislative proposal for a light-touch regulation of lobbying
based on the blueprint of the Tuscan participatory model was unsuccessfully
tabled.'®

17 Chiavaroli in an interview to Abruzzoweb.it https://abruzzoweb.it/terremoto-la-cricca-e-le-lobby-
sono-due-cose-diverse/., accessed on 8 October 2024.

18 https://www.ferpi.it/news/pdl-sulle-lobbies-presentato-in-consiglio-della-regione-calabria.
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Beyond this, the content of the new legislation reflects an evident shift in
focus towards the international integrity agenda. To be clear, the core elements
of participation, such as accreditation and consequently facilitated access to
consultation and decision-making, are not abandoned; they continue to represent a
core element of the Italian approach to lobbying regulation. Moreover, the Calabrian
law patched a novel code of conduct that lobbyists and decision-makers need to
accept as part of registration in the common accreditation system.

The key innovation of the Calabrian approach, demonstrating a shift towards
integrity elements, was the now mandatory registration system and enhanced
disclosure requirements including detailed information on the subject matter of
lobbying activity and spending disclosures. These new instruments reframed
lobbying regulation as integrity and anti-corruption legislation. In fact, the
legislation was adopted as part of the region’s three-year plan on transparency,
integrity reform and anti-corruption, launched in 2013 to implement national
guidelines on these issues.

Specifically, in 2011, the technocratic government led by Mario Monti to respond
to the economic crisis, established a specialised national commission tasked
with preparing a report on potential transparency and anti-corruption reforms in
public administration. This report was drafted in close alignment with OECD and
GRECO recommendations, with particular emphasis on the former concerning
lobbying reform.!® Ultimately, the Commission urged local authorities to develop
three-year plans to address the proposed reforms, assigning the National Anti-
Corruption Agency (ANAC) the responsibility of supervising and monitoring
the implementation on these plans. Calabria’s regulation serves as an example of
legislation derived from such plans.

Almost concurrently, and with a similar connection to regional anti-corruption
plans, the Region of Lombardy passed its own Regulation for the transparency
of interest representation in public decision-making processes in the Regional
Council of Lombardy (law n. 17 2016). Much like Calabria’s approach, the Lombard
legislation incorporated new elements of the international integrity agenda. The
reform was championed by Councillor Gian Antonio Girelli, President of the Anti-
mafia Commission in the regional assembly and member of the Democratic Party
who—akin to the Abruzzo’s policy entrepreneur—had a local political profile with
no clear ties to international networks.”’ Nevertheless, Girelli invested political
capital in lobbying regulation as a means to restore public trust following a series
of corruption and influence-peddling scandals in the regional health care system.!
Reflecting on the reform, Girrelli remarked, “The law passed is not the best
possible, but it is an important starting point in the direction of transparency in a

19 https://www1.interno.gov.it/mininterno/export/sites/default/it/sezioni/sala_stampa/documenti/antic
orruzione/2012_10_23_rapporto_corruzione_in_Italia.html_8783072.html., see page 67.

20 https://www.consiglio.regione.lombardia.it/wps/portal/crl/homef/istituzione/I-Consiglieri/elenco-consi
glieri/Dettaglio-consigliere/consiglieri-X-Legislatura/gian+antonio+girelli/gian-antonio-girelli. accessed
on 8 October 2024.

2l See https://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2016/12/22/roberto-formigoni-condannato-sei-anni-per-corru
zione-nella-sanita-lombarda-vacanze-di-lusso-cambio-di-fondi/3274911/.
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region severely impacted by scandals involving the unhealthy relationship between
decision-makers and partisan economic interests”.

Second, the act incorporated both participation (code of conduct) and integrity
(mandatory registration, improved disclosure requirements and cooling-off periods).
Notably, regarding integrity, the act imposed a one-year restriction on former public
office holders from engaging with interest representation following the end of their
mandate. Additionally, lobbyists were now required to submit a list of public office
holders that have lobbied, along with other information about their annual activities.
In cases of false or misleading submission, the act introduced criminal sanctions,
marking a significant departure from the earlier “light touch” approach (typical of
the participation agenda) where sanctions were limited to temporary suspension
or removal from the lobbying register. This constitutes an innovative element and
a new layer on top of the main lobbying regulation objective of promoting equal
access and participation.

One year later, the Region of Puglia enacted The Regulation of Lobbying Act
(law n. 30 2017), also part of its three-year anti-corruption plan. According to its
explanatory memorandum, the legislation was described as ‘essential for effectively
implementing anti-corruption principles. It serves as a vital measure in preventing
corrupt practices within public administration, particularly influencing the decisions
made by public officials.” Reflecting a close alignment with both the participation
and integrity agendas, the Apulian legislation parallels the Lombard model.
Similarly to Lombardy, the act establishes a strong connection to the National
Anti-Corruption Agency, with the regional department implementing the lobbying
register also tasked with maintaining relations with the national agency.

In comparison with Lombardy, only one element of the integrity agenda was
further strengthened: transparency requirements were extended to include public
officeholders and lobbyists. Elected regional officeholders, as well as top-level civil
servants of regional agencies, are required to disclose their meetings’ agendas on a
public register. This feature—requiring both lobbyists and public officials to report
their interactions—is uncommon in lobbying regulation and, to the best of our
knowledge, has only been applied in the EU since 2014 (2014/839/EU), following
Juncker’s commitment to curtail unregistered lobbying.

Interestingly, the last regional adopter, Emilia Romagna, does not perfectly
follow this trend of incremental diffusion. As stated in the act’s explanatory notes
by Councillor Silvia Prodi, the champion of reform, the core objective of its
approach to lobbying regulation is to implement the principles of “transparency
and participation in groups’ access to the policymaking process on matters of
economic, social, local and cultural interest”. This translated into a regulation
that is closer to the early Tuscan model, which stresses the participation elements
of accreditation rather than integrity ones. To be clear, the integrity elements that
had spread incrementally across the Italian regions were not fully abandoned in
Emilia Romagna. For example, registration is still mandatory for lobbyists, and
cooling-off periods remain in place. However, none of these elements has been
enhanced to strengthen the regulation’s integrity elements.

This suggests that, while it may be difficult to justify abandoning established
and widely accepted governance practices, later adopted forms of regulation
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are not always and necessarily the result of incremental process. Much depends
on the agendas and priorities of the policy entrepreneurs championing reform.
As seen in the case of Girelli in Lombardy and Graziano in Calabria, the anti-
corruption objectives were clear and articulated in the regions’ anti-corruption
plans. In contrast, Silvia Prodi’s approach prioritised transparency as an
instrument to enhance participation in policymaking; however, integrity elements
remained and were derived from previous adoptions.

Taking all regional adoptions of lobbying regulation together, however, a trend
similar to that observed at the national level can be identified. Originating from
Tuscany, the first adopter, styles of governance have diffused into other (not nec-
essarily neighbouring) regions. As illustrated in Tab 4, subsequent adopters relied
on the Tuscan model, whose elements have been progressively patched-up, creat-
ing subsequent participation provisions. Simultaneously, and without abandon-
ing participation objectives, lobbying rules were re-interpreted as anti-corruption
laws. This has led to the layering of integrity instruments on top of existing par-
ticipation instruments, with the former further patched up in cases of subsequent
adoptions.

What does this all mean? It reiterates a point already raised by Antonucci (2019)
that the Italian lobbying regulation landscape is a patchwork quilt. Our analysis
substantiates and further informs this conclusion, showcasing that the process
of adoption of rules within this fragmented landscape is incremental and follows
two paths informed by the development of international agendas on the styles of
lobbying regulation. The adoption of such elements depends on the goals and
objectives of national and regional entrepreneurs and political contexts.

In the national context, a relatively narrow group of actors revolving around
experiences in the European Parliament, led the progressive adoption of lobbying
rules.

At the regional level, the picture is similar. Local policy entrepreneurs
championed reform stemming from the Tuscan model and in concomitance with
local corruption scandals. The shift from participation to integrity was primarily
visible in the national anti-corruption commission and expert tasks forces on
transparency reform dictating reform pathways at the regional level in line with
OECD and GRECO principles. International guidelines and recommendations
ended up in regional anti-corruption plans.

We summarise the pathways of national and incremental reform in Fig. 2. Instead
of focusing on patched and layered elements (already traced in Tables 3 and 4), we
offer an overview of the timeline, origins of diffusion and contextual scenarios (i.e.
whether reform was triggered by a scandal or not).

The summarised evidence suggests that while the current landscape of lobbying
regulation in Italy is the result of an incremental process combining participation
and integrity objectives, it is also true that these two styles of reform still exist
independently. Whether and how these are combined appears to be dependent on the
agendas of local policy entrepreneurs.
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Table 4 Patching (blue) and layering (orange) in the regional diffusion of Italian lobbying regulations

| TUS | MOL | ABR | CAL LOM PUG ER
Participation Agenda
Voluntary X X X
register
Accreditation | X X X X X X X
system
Code of X X
conduct
Public X X X X X X X
Access
Integrity Agenda
Mandatory X X X X
registration
Disclosure X
requirements
Conflict of X X
interest
(cooling off
period)
Sanctions X

TUS, Tuscany; MOL, Molise; ABR, Abruzzo; CAL, Calabria; LOM, Lombardy; PUG, Apulia; ER,
Emilia Romagna

Conclusions

Lobbying regulations—considered meta-laws that govern the involvement of
interest groups in policymaking—serve the dual function of promoting participation
of non-state actors in the decision-making process while also setting standards of
integrity in lobbying, thereby reducing the risks associated with corruption. The
promotion and introduction of these regulations are a growing phenomenon in
numerous European states. The study of their introduction and diffusion globally
has equally become a topic of interest for political scientists and scholars of law and
public policy. This analysis has contributed to this literature with an otherwise rare
approach to the study of incremental lobbying reform.

By focusing on Italy’s fragmented landscape of lobbying regulation, this study
offered a qualitative case study of the incremental process of Italian lobbying reform
initiated by Tuscany in 2002. The Tuscan reform began a process of diffusion that
led to the adoption of lobbying acts by six other regions between 2004 and 2019,
as well as three Ministries of the Government of Italy as well as the Chamber of
Deputies (Italy’s lower house). While this fragmentation has already received
attention in the literature, our analysis is the first one to link the incremental process
of diffusion of lobbying practices to the evolution of international agenda frames
regarding lobbying regulation through mechanisms of policy patching and layering.

We document that the first adopters of lobbying reform in Italy were closely
linked to the European Union’s approach to lobbying regulation as an instrument
for participation. These were characterised by relatively weak rules mirroring
what we named the participation agenda: most importantly voluntary registration
and lobbyists’ accreditation to enter buildings of policymaking. We show how this
participation agenda was advocated by networks of policy entrepreneurs that both
regionally and nationally championed reform.
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As the international agenda shifted from participation objectives of lobbying
reform to anti-corruption and integrity goals, we observed a change in regulatory
approaches. In response to lobbying scandals (and fears thereof), and under the
supervision of national anti-corruption commissions and task forces, provisions
for mandatory registration, stricter disclosure requirements, and conflict of interest
prevention began to appear in subsequently adopted regulations.

This incremental process of lobbying reform has—on average—made each
subsequent adoption of lobbying rules more robust than the one before. Borrowing
for public policy studies, we described this process as policy patching—when
existing instruments are adjusted and ameliorated (patched-up)—and policy
layering—when new instruments are added to existing ones. Italy’s lobbying
regulation landscape is the result of a two-decade-long process of layering and
patching.

We argue that this analytical approach to understanding lobbying reform is
useful beyond Italy. In countries where lobbying is regulated at the subnational
level, such as Canada, the USA, the UK (in the case of Scotland), Australia or
Spain, this analytical framework can help shed light on whether approaches to
reform diverge or converge. It also suggests that scholars of lobbying regulation
should pay more attention to the role of policy entrepreneurs as key actors behind,
on the one hand, the championing of lobbying reform, and, on the other hand, a
possible cause of patchwork approaches to regulation. When each entrepreneur is
empowered to follow his or her own agenda, the incentives to harmonise approaches
and governance styles are low. Down the road—as pointed out by critics—Ilack of
harmonisation can undermine the effectiveness of lobbying regulation.

It is important to mention that Italy is also an exemplary case of resistance
to harmonised regulation. The number of failed attempts to regulate lobbying
nationally is, to our knowledge, one of the highest globally. Moreover, many of the
existing regulations, such as the case of Molise, suffer from poor implementation.
By focusing on reform, we are unable to explain why proposals fail and why existing
rules are poorly implemented. We entrust future studies with this task and warn that
the reasons may potentially be interdependent with the processes observed here. For
example, patching and layering may occur exactly because holistic reform is resisted
and perceived as impossible.?

Another blind spot is the more detailed documentation of networks of policy
entrepreneurs. Looking at Tuscany, other regions and national institutions we
observed some of these, revolving around experiences in the European Parliament,
national and regional anti-corruption networks. However, there may be more
connections; and we may have missed links between the same policy entrepreneurs
we have traced.

Finally, as a longitudinal within-case study, we are unable to benchmark Italy
against other cases of fragmented regulation. Comparative analysis may improve the
validity of our results and the applicability of our theoretical framework beyond the
case studied here.

22 So, from the perspective of regional authorities or Ministers, incentives to ‘do your own thing’ are

high.
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Tuscany
Entrepreneur/Network:
Nencini
Main source: EU

Ministry for Agriculture

Molise
Entrepreneur/Network: Entrepreneur/Network:
Martina NA

Main source: EU Main source: EU

Scandal: No Scandal: No
Abruzzo
Entrepreneur/Network:
Chiavaroli
Main source: no link to I0s
Scandal: Yes
Ministry for Economic
° Development
E Entrepreneur/Network: Calabria
= Calenda Entrepreneur/Network:
Main source: EU Graziano
Scandal: Yes Main source: OECD and
GRECO
Scandal: Yes
Lower House
Entrepreneur/Network:
Pisicchio
Main source: EU Lombardy
Scandal: No Entrepreneur/Netviork:
Girelli
Main source: OECD and
Ministry of Labour and GRECO
Social Policy Scandal: Yes
Entrepreneur/Network:
Di Maio
Main source: EU Puglia
Scandal: No Entrepreneur/Network:
Emiliano
. Main source: OECD and
Emilia Romagna GRECO
Entrepreneur/Network: Scandal: Yes
Prodi
Main source: EU
Scandal: Yes

\ J\ J
| |

Participation agenda Integrity agenda

Fig.2 Summary of pathways of national (blue) and regional (green) diffusion of lobbying regulations
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Concluding, there are, we believe, some best practices around lobbying reform
that may interest policymakers and practitioners. First, practices around the
regulation of lobbying evolve (and quite quickly). Policymakers and practitioners
involved in the process of reform should follow this evolution closely. The venues
of such evolution are most frequently international organisations such as the EU, the
OECD, CoE, the OGP. Finally, national or regional networks matter for the diffusion
of best practices (and hopefully also for harmonisation). While engaging in these
networks may be costly and time consuming, ‘doing your own thing’ may also not
always be an advantage. There are few but some examples of how such costs can be
reduced. The European Network of Lobbying Registrars is an example of a network
that promotes the diffusion of best practices.
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