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1. Introduction

Theories of lobbying differ considerably about which legislators are most
likely to be lobbied by which types of interest groups. In particular, there is
not agreement as to whether lobbyists will focus on those likely to be sympa-
thetic to the interest group (their friends), or those likely to be unsympa-
thetic to the interest group (their enemies).! Plausible arguments can be
made in each direction. One lobbies one’s friends to offer information that
will help them draft legislation and fend off criticism, and to remind them
of past obligations and future payoffs (carrots); one lobbies one’s enemies
because they need to be exposed to arguments and facts countervailing
their most likely position, and to alert them that this is an important vote
that will be remembered and might cost them the opposition of an interest
group in future re-election efforts (sticks).

However, regardless of disagreements about whether lobbying is likely to
be directed primarily at an interest group’s friends or at its enemies, there
does appear to be a high degree of consensus in the interest group litera-
ture on the proposition - one with clear rational choice roots — that major
lobbying efforts by virtually all special interests will include swing voters
likely to be pivotal. But, the interest group literature also identifies some
complicating factors that are also relevant from a decision-theoretic per-
spective. For example, some legislators, e.g., those in positions of power, or
those seen by their fellow legislators as particularly experienced or knowl-
edgeable, may be more likely to be influential, and thus lobbying efforts di-

! See Austen-Smith and Wright (1994, 1996), Baumgartner and Leech (19964, 19965).
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rected at them may have a more important impact on outcomes than lobby-
ing directed toward ‘ordinary’ legislators, even if potentially pivotal ones,

Also, some legislators may be seen as potentially more pliable than
others, For example in the U.S. Senate, with six year terms, legislators up
soon for re-election may have election concerns that make them more open
to persuasion by interest groups offering either carrots or sticks than those
whose next re-election campaign is further away. Also, in the Senate, it may
make more sense for lobbyists with limited resources to focus their grass-
roots lobbying efforts to indirectly influence a Senator my mobilizing forces
within his constituency of the Senators from small states.?

In this essay we make no pretence to test the full range of competing
theories of lobbying. Rather, we will focus on one simple hypothesis: that
major lobbying efforts will be directed toward potentially pivotal legislators.
Moreover, we will not use new data but instead rely almost entirely on data
provided by Goldstein (1999) in his chapter looking at special interest
lobbying activities on the Clinton 1993 Health Care reform proposal.?

Goldstein (1999: Chapter 5) reviews lobbying activities and tracks
changes in health care reform proposals as they move through Congress.
Goldstein interviewed lobbyists on health care reform in 1993 representing
a number of the special interest groups (SIGs) active in the debate.* Of
these SIGs, 8 were pro Clinton’s plan and 13 were against. Trade associa-
tions broke down 7 to 1 against Clinton’s plan; and lobbies of individual
corporations broke down 3 to 0 against. Ideologically defined groups broke
down in the predicted fashion, with the 7 groups on the left in Goldstein’s
sample being for the plan, and the 3 groups on the right being against it.5

Bills concerning health care reform were considered in the House Ways
and Means Committee, the House Energy and Commerce Committee, the
House Education and Labor Committee, the Senate Finance Committee
and the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee. Because neither
the Labor Committee in the House nor the Labor and Human Resources
Committee in the Senate attracted much lobbying attention,® both Gold-

stein and we focus on the three remaining committees which were the focus
of the most intense lobbying.

* Goldstein (1999: 103) quotes a lobbyist on exactly this point: ‘[flifty small businessmen
are more likely to influence [Senator] Max Baucus in Montana than a lot more than fifty small
businessmen are going to influence [Senator] Moynihan in Manhattan.’

# Most of the hook is on issues related to political participation that are outside the scope of
this paper. Moreover the nature of its specialized focus means that the data collected is not
ideal for present purposes. Nonetheless, his is the only empirical data set on lobbying activity
with which we are familiar that allows us to investigate the usefulness of spatial power score
ideas in studying lobbying efforts,

" He also interviewed party leaders and key figures in Hilary Clinton’s health care taskforce.

® Goldstein reports this information in Table 5.1, p. 75. Also see the discussion in his book
immediately below and after this table.

i See discussion below.
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For each of these three committees, Goldstein was able to learn which
congressional legislators each SIG lobbied (either directly, or indirectly,
through lobbying at the grassroots to generate communications with the
legislator from his or her constituents). Goldstein also reports information
on roll-call voting scores of the members on one standard index (ADA
scores) provided by the liberal group, Americans for Democratic Action.
This 0—-100 measure is commonly used as a measure of general ideology,
with high values indicating liberalism and low values indicating conserva-
tism. Even more importantly, for the period shortly after the Clinton pro-
posal is unveiled, Goldstein reports data on how legislators on key commit-
tee are classified by one key lobbying group, the National Federation of
Independent Businesses (NFIB) in terms of their sympathy for small busi-
ness concerns.” He recodes NFIB data into a 5 point scale, with voters in the
middle seen as potentially open to lobbying, while voters at the extremes
are expected to vote for or against the Clinton proposal with near certainty.
A combination of these two measures will allow us to identify which legisla-
tors on each of the three heavily lobbied committees were regarded as po-
tential swing voters.®

Goldstein (1999) makes a number of important contributions to our un-
derstanding of lobbying.® For present purposes, however, we will emphasize
how his use of lobbying data on health care reform in the U.S. in 1993 leads
to ways to test pivotal voter theory.

First, Goldstein shows that the committees which attract attention from
lobbyists are those where the lobbyists think that they might influence out-
comes, and where they regard the outcome of the committee deliberations
as likely to be influential on the floor. Goldstein estimates the first of these
two factors by looking to see what proportion of the committee Democrats
had already signed on as co-sponsors of the Clinton bill, since the partisan
climate at the time was such that no Republican in any of these committees
was a co-sponsor of the Clinton proposal. Goldstein estimates the second of
these two factors by comparing the ADA scores of the Democratic majority
in each committee with the position of the overall floor median. His argu-
ment, which we find persuasive, is that, given how closely divided the two

7 This issue played itself out in the Clinton health care debate primarily in terms of so-called
employer mandates, i.e., requirements that employers provide some kind of health care insur-
ance for their employees. At issue was how large a firm would have to be in order to be subject
to this mandate, and whether requirements for firms would vary with firm size.

* In particular, we combine the information from ADA and NFIB roll-call measures to de-
velop a two-dimensional representation of the legislative space. While the full NFIB scale is 2
100 point scale; since only five values occur, at these are at equal intervals apart, it is straight-
Forward to recast that scale as a five point scale. The correlation between the original scale and
the recoded scale is 1.0.

" In general, Goldstein’s chapter on Clinton’s health care proposal focuses on the role of
grass rools lobbying, i.e., on the mobilization of constituents by interest groups to influence legis-
lators, a form of indirect lobbying by interest groups.
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chambers were along party lines, and the degree of partisan and ideological
polarization around the issue of health care reform, and the great impor-
tance and huge potential costs attached to this issue, only proposals close to
the views of the median floor voter had any real chance of passage.

Goldstein finds that two of the five committees considering health care
reform, the Labor Committee in the House and the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee in the Senate, with ADA means of 87 and 85 for their
Democrat members, were somewhat further to the left of the overall floor
median than was true for Democrats on the three committee which were
the subject of major lobbying efforts (an ADA mean of 77.8)." Also, these
two labor committees had a much higher proportion of committee Democ-
rats who were already co-sponsors (i.e., introducing signators) of the
Clinton bill {53% for Senate Labor and Human Resources, 54% for House
Education and Labor, compared to a mean of 30% for the other three
committees), thus making the outcome of the vote in the former commit-
tees mostly foregone.!’ The combination of these factors leads him to ex-
pect that the two labor committees will not be the targets for extensive lob-
bying, and this is exactly what he finds. Of the 21 SIGs about which
Goldstein has data, 15 of 21 lobby House Ways and Means Committee, 16
the House Energy and Commerce Committee, 20 the Senate Finance
Committee, but only 4 lobby the House Education and Labor Committee
and only 5 of 21 lobby the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee.

Second, Goldstein’s study of the 21 SIGs reveals that they primarily focus
on legislators whom they see as swing voters. For example, he finds that 16
of the 21 special interests groups about whom he gathers data (67%) claim
to focus their attention on the ‘undecided’ legislators.'? Moreover, within
each of the three more heavily lobbied committees, when we calculate the
correlations between NFIB scores and SIG lobbying efforts directed at indi-
vidual legislators within that committee, 1* we get very substantial values: .84,
0.81, and 0.70, for the Senate Finance Committee, the House Ways and
Means Committee, and the House Energy and Commerce Committee,
respectively.!*

" These differences are statistically significant.

"' See Goldstein (1999; 80, Table 5.3).

'? Of the remaining 5 groups, 3 focus attention on legislators who are already on their side,
and 2 on opponents (see Goldstein 1999: 84, Table 5.5).

' Since NFIB scores were on a scale of 1 to 5, to obtain this correlation we have subtracted
the extremism of NFIB ratings (defined as absolute value (NFIB-3)) from 2 to give us a scale
which runs from 0 to 2, with 2 indicating maximum centrality. At the level of lobbying groups,
SIG values were coded as dummies in that either a committee member was lobbied (coded as
one) or s/he was not (coded as zero) . The value for each legislator is simply the sum of
his/her scores across the 21 SIGs.

" Although Goldstein reports various kinds of numerical data, he does not do any form of
statistical analysis on his data other than simple tabulations, Thus, these correlations were cre-
ated by the present authors,






