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Abstract:

Interest groups often attempt to influence Congressional legislation through lobbying. We study more than 17,000 bills introduced in both houses of the 106th and 107th congresses, including more than 3,500 associated with reported lobbying. We analyze the determinants of interest group lobbying on particular bills and provide initial tests of the influence of lobbying on the advancement of legislation through committee and floor passage. We find that the incidence and amount of interest group lobbying is associated with majority party sponsorship, wide cosponsorship, and high-profile issues. Lobbying also helps predict whether bills advance through committee and each chamber, independent of congressional factors typically associated with bill advancement.


Interest groups are often credited for their involvement in the legislative process. As he signed the 2009 economic stimulus package into law, for example, President Obama highlighted support from interest groups: “It is the product of broad consultations – and the recipient of broad support – from business leaders, unions, and public interest groups, the Chamber of Commerce, the National Association of Manufacturers, Democrats and Republicans, mayors as well as governors.”
 When legislators began work on the health care overhaul later that year, they gathered dozens of interest groups to try to reach agreement on a proposal before introducing a bill in Congress, including AARP, the AFL-CIO, the American Medical Association, the American Cancer Society, and the National Federation of Independent Business (see Pear 2009). Policymakers treat interest groups as necessary partners in moving bills forward and potential roadblocks to legislative success.


Interest groups likewise direct considerable attention and resources toward the legislative process. Collectively, they spend approximately $3 billion dollars per year lobbying the U.S. Congress.
 Nearly all interest groups seek to testify before Congress about pending legislation and attempt to influence Congressional behavior (Walker 1991). Many interest groups direct lobbying dollars to support or oppose particular legislation (Baumgartner et al. 2009). Journalists often claim that interest groups have fundamentally changed the process of how a bill becomes a law (Kays 1995). Lobbyists are portrayed as ubiquitous and all-powerful in Washington.

Despite the prominent role of interest groups in the legislative process, however, political scientists have accumulated little evidence regarding which bills generate interest group involvement and whether interest group lobbying is associated with legislative success or failure. Most research on interest group influence in Congress tracks the influence of campaign contributions on final passage votes, finding quite limited and mixed evidence of influence (Baumgartner and Leech 1998). Even if interest group support does change a few votes, it does not necessarily imply that it makes the difference between passage and failure. Studies of the impact of lobbying resources have also failed to demonstrate consistent influence (Baumgartner et al. 2009). The inclusion of interest groups in the legislative process does not automatically indicate that their involvement is widespread across the issue spectrum or that it is helpful in moving bills toward becoming laws. 
We investigate two key questions about the relationship between lobbying and the legislative process. First, what determines whether and how much lobbying takes place on congressional legislation? In other words, which bills generate the most lobbying efforts and why? We argue that interest groups lobby on high-profile legislation but concentrate their efforts in several issue areas. Second, is lobbying associated with bill advancement? Put simply, when interest groups lobby, do bills make it out of committee and pass each chamber? We argue that bills with more lobbying move further in the legislative process. To investigate, we study more than 17,000 bills introduced in both houses of the 106th and 107th Congresses, including more than 3,500 bills with reported lobbying. The goal is to advance studies of lobbying and influence, though we are unable to definitively conclude that lobbying causes bills to become laws. Nevertheless, we show that interest groups are important components of the legislative process and that their collective behavior is responsive to the character of legislation and its sponsors. There is even some tentative evidence that as bills generate lobbying, Congress moves them forward.
Which Legislation is Likely to Generate Lobbying?
Research on lobbying is dominated by investigations of interest group behavior in Congress. Most of the research takes the interest group point of view, assessing the strategies and tactics they use to influence policy (Hojnacki et al. 2012). The largest related literatures look at which individual legislators interest groups decide to lobby (e.g. Hojnacki and Kimball 1998) and whether interest groups lobby as part of multi-group coalitions (e.g. Hula 1999). This first led to the important finding that interest groups often contact members that agree with them, perhaps to offer a staffing subsidy to allied legislators (Hall and Deardorff 2006). The second found that many groups lobby alone or make minimal investments in legislative coalitions (Hula 1999). 

There has been substantially less research on which legislation interest groups attempt to influence. The extant literature looks at the issue areas where interest groups concentrate their resources. Interest groups lobby more on issues where government is actively regulating and spending money (Baumgartner et al. 2011) but the lobbying agenda is concentrated on a few narrow issue areas (Baumgartner et al. 2009), especially compared to the public and congressional agenda (Kimball et al. 2011). The most consistent findings are that the most popular issue areas generate a very large share of lobbying and that the budget and appropriations issue area, and its associated appropriations bills, tops the list (Baumgartner and Leech 2001; Kimball et al. 2011). A somewhat related idea is that interest groups might concentrate on areas of particularly high or low salience (Hojnacki and Kimball 1998; Baumgartner and Leech 2001).

This research concentrates on the issues that do generate interest group activity, with infrequent comparison to those areas of legislation that lack interest group involvement. It seems reasonable to hypothesize, however, that similar factors would explain whether any interest groups become involved in lobbying on a piece of legislation as well as the amount of lobbying associated with each bill. Drawing from research on the issue concerns of interest groups, we expect legislation to generate more lobbying if it is related to an issue of high salience in Congress. We also expect the likelihood and extent of lobbying to be more likely in some issue domains than others.

Because our research focuses on all legislation, not just those of concern to interest groups, we can also draw from findings in the congressional literature. First, the partisanship of the main sponsor of legislation, whether or not the sponsor is a member of the majority party in the chamber, is an obvious indicator of the likelihood that the majority of the chamber will be interested in the proposal as well as its likelihood of passage (Moore and Thomas 1991; Anderson et al. 2003). Interest groups interested in influencing legislation will thus likely concentrate more on bills introduced by majority party members. Second, the number of cosponsors is another symbol of broad support and likelihood of passage (Wilson and Young 1997). Interest groups are likely to be interested in lobbying on bills with wider interest in Congress.

Will Lobbying Influence Bill Advancement?
The influence of interest groups on legislation has been most commonly investigated by assessing the role of Political Action Committee (PAC) contributions in legislative voting. This literature has found no consistent effects of PAC contributions on roll call votes.
 Based on this series of findings, researchers have theorized that interest group activity must play some other role in advancing the bills that they support. Wright (1990) argues that both the focus on floor votes as the outcome of interest and the focus on PAC contributions as the mechanism of influence are misplaced. According to Wright, interest group influence is larger at the committee stage and lobbying is more influential than campaign contributions. Corporations do spend substantially more on lobbying than on contributing to campaigns (Milyo et al. 2000), even when they are below legal contribution limits, suggesting that they believe that lobbying is more influential than contributions. 

Hall and Wayman (1990) also argue that interest group influence is more likely at the committee stage. Yet instead of changing votes, they contend, lobbying may raise the level of legislator involvement in legislation supported by the group lobbying. Hall and Deardorff (2006) advance this argument, theorizing that interest groups improve the capacity of legislators that already support their goals by providing a subsidy that helps legislators build support from their colleagues. This subsidy is important to policy outcomes, however, only to the extent that it helps legislators advance their own policy goals in the legislative process.

Though some scholars emphasize interest group capacity to change votes and others argue that interest groups improve the capacity of their allied legislators, both arguments presume that interest group activity influences the advancement of legislation out of committee or toward final passage. Yet this remains untested by the current literature. 

In recent work (Mahoney 2008; Baumgartner et al. 2009), assessments of interest group influence on final decisions take the form of comparing winning and losing sides in interest group battles. Baumgartner et al. (2009) review policy issues on which there is active lobbying and find involvement by interest groups in many legislative battles. They report that many issues have interest group lobbying on both sides, sometimes tied to specific legislation and sometimes tied to more general policy goals. Among the subset of issues that involve interest groups, Baumgartner et al. (2009) examine the factors that determine success and failure but find that resources have few consistent effects. They conclude that opponents of policy change have advantages compared to proponents because of built-in biases toward the status quo. Because they identified policy issues primarily by interviewing lobbyists, however, they only review policy debates that have some level of interest group lobbying; they do not compare these debates to those on which there is little or no group involvement. 

Comparing the winning and losing sides of interest group battles, however, is not the same as evaluating influence because many other factors unrelated to interest groups predict the success and failure of legislation (Mahoney 2008). The influence of interest groups must be judged in the context of the many other factors that affect bill advancement. To begin, we must compare issues that do generate lobbying with those that do not. We must evaluate whether interest group lobbying is associated with legislative success, independent of congressional factors that are unrelated to interest group involvement. For that assessment, the current literature provides many reasons to expect lobbying to influence legislative success but little evidence to support that hypothesis.

Other Factors Influencing Bill Advancement
The congressional literature provides some reason to suspect that interest group influence might not be the best explanation for the advancement of legislation. Many factors related to bill sponsors, for example, are known to be associated with passage or at least emergence from committee. First, bills introduced by members of the majority party are more likely to pass (Franzitch 1979; Moore and Thomas 1991; Anderson et al. 2003). The majority party has much more capacity to turn bills into law than the minority party. Second, the ideology of a bill’s sponsor, both in an absolute sense (e.g. Matthews 1959; Olson and Nonidez 1972) and in comparison to party and chamber medians (e.g. Anderson et al. 2003, Adler and Wilkerson 2005), may be a factor. Bills introduced by more pivotal members may be more widely acceptable. In other words, bills are more likely to be acceptable to the chamber as a whole or to a majority of that chamber when introduced by members near the middle of the ideological distribution of all members or the majority party. Third, bills referred to a committee of which the sponsor is a member, or especially a leader, are more likely to succeed (Adler and Wilkerson 2005). Committee chairs and ranking members should be able to move their bills forward more effectively, and, to a lesser degree, all members of the committee should gain advantage. Fourth, cosponsorship signals broad support and may produce a bandwagon effect as members sign on to popular bills (Wilson and Young 1997). Not only should the attributes of the original sponsor lead to bill advancement, but also the number of cosponsors they accumulate should help produce success.

The issue area of a bill is also likely to influence its advancement. At any given time, some issue areas may be much more prominent on the Congressional agenda, making them more likely to be associated with the enactment of legislation (Baumgartner and Jones 1993). In particular, bills associated with issue subtopics that are higher on the congressional agenda should be more likely to advance. In addition, some broad issue domains may produce more successful legislation, just as some issue areas generate more lobbying. Both the popularity of an individual issue area and idiosyncratic factors related to a few issue domains may produce more successful legislation.

The success of two types of bills, however, is likely subject to entirely different dynamics. First, commemorative bills naming government property or congratulating constituents are typically noncontroversial. They should be much more likely to succeed, but their success is not necessarily evidence of the importance of issues or the capacity of the sponsor. Second, appropriations bills are met with more frequent success; controversy typically surrounds individual provisions rather than whether the overall bill will pass or fail. The dynamics of appropriations bills are the subject to an entirely separate congressional literature, which emphasizes the history of omnibus legislation. We exclude both commemorative bills and appropriations bills from our analyses because their dynamics are distinct, even though they are important components of the policy process. We focus instead on bills that seek to change public policy, where debate surrounds whether or not the bill should be enacted into law. 

Our analysis is set up to solve two problems in evaluating interest group influence on legislative advancement, but it still leaves open other fundamental difficulties and can thus not be considered a definitive test of influence. The first problem that it solves is to permit comparison of legislation that generates interest group lobbying with legislation that does not. This provides a check on whether interest group involvement is a key part of the process and an assessment of whether bills without lobbying are just as likely to succeed. The second difficulty with evaluating influence that is alleviated here is the problem of confounding variables. We are able to include the many factors that congressional scholars have found associated with bill advancement, assessing whether interest group activity is independently associated with success. Readers will notice that many of the variables that predict bill success also lead to lobbying. Discerning whether lobbying is associated with bill advancement independent of these factors thus constitutes a significant advance. Unfortunately, two important problems remain. First, the direction of causality is difficult to assess. If bill advancement and lobbying are associated, bill advancement could cause lobbying rather than the reverse. Even if a temporal ordering could be established, the anticipation of bill success could drive lobbying decisions. Because lobbyists are attempting to influence bill advancement and may seek to concentrate their activities on bills most likely to pass, no good instrumental variable for lobbying is available which is not associated with bill advancement. This is a problem for nearly all interest group research on influence (Baumgartner and Leech 1998) and cannot be solved here. The second difficulty is that we are able to observe only the presence and amount of lobbying on each bill, rather than the direction of that lobbying or its focus. If lobbying is associated with bill advancement but much of the lobbying is opposed to the bills in question, the association could prove failure rather than success. Additionally, the lobbying may be associated only with the content of provisions of a bill rather than whether the bill as a whole should pass or fail. This is also a recurring problem in the interest group literature, but one that our data is unable to assess because we lack a measure of lobbying direction for all of the bills with associated lobbying. 

We concentrate here on the factors that influence lobbying and bill advancement, looking for an association between the two independent of congressional factors. This provides another view of the perennial question of the degree of interest group influence on Congress and policy outcomes, though it is not a conclusive account. We address the main potential problems with our analysis after demonstrating the association.

Data and Method

To identify lobbying on Congressional bills, we relied on the required lobbying reports submitted to the Senate Office of Public Records. These reports are assembled by the Center for Responsive Politics. The Center makes its data publicly available online at opensecrets.org. Lobbyists are required by law to register with the Office of Public Records if they are paid, make a significant number of contacts to influence policy, and devote at least one-fifth of their time to lobbying activities. Both lobbyists at lobbying firms and in-house lobbying staff at corporate policy offices or interest groups are required to disclose their lobbying activities. Though not all lobbying reports include specific bills, lobbyists are instructed to mention bill numbers where appropriate and many include this information. Lobbyists are legally required to include bill numbers if they are lobbying on behalf of a particular bill, but they may be able to claim that they do not know specific bill numbers at the time they file the report. Where bill number information is included, the Center for Responsive Politics collates the reports and produces a database of bills with associated lobbying reports. We aggregate this data, creating a measure of the number of lobbying reports filed on each bill. This is a measure of the number of lobbyists actively lobbying on each piece of legislation. These reports, however, almost uniformly lack information on whether the lobbyist has taken a position on a bill or whether that position is in favor or against. In our analyses, the extent of interest group lobbying on each bill is measured as the count of associated lobbying reports. We also consider the determinants of whether a bill receives any lobbying (a count of at least one report). 

The unique feature of our project is to combine these datasets with data on all legislation. We examine noncommemorative, nonappropriations
 bills introduced in the 106th and 107th Congresses in both the House and Senate.
 Our analysis utilizes information on these bills from the Congressional Bills Project, supplemented by additional research.
 Our analysis of bill advancement uses a 3-category ordinal dependent variable indicating whether a given bill made no progress, has been reported from committee, or been passed in the chamber in which it was introduced. Passage in the chamber is the highest level of bill advancement, with reporting from committee without passage serving as the intermediary level of advancement beyond introduction.
A number of other variables are also included in our models. First, a binary measure flags whether a bill’s sponsor is a member of the majority party.
 A second measure counts the number of cosponsors for a given bill. In the House, the mean number of cosponsors was 17.95, with a median of 3 and maximum of 403; for the Senate, the mean was 5.05, with a median of one and maximum of 99. 
We also utilize categorizations of the issue content of each bill. Each bill is associated with one of 21 issue areas and 226 sub-topics included in the Policy Agendas Project (available at http://policyagendas.org). We measure how much attention Congress paid to each sub-topic based on the number of hearings held on that topic in each Congress. For predicting interest group lobbying, we also analyze which broader issue areas lead to the most interest group activity.
 
For our models of bill advancement, we also include three measures indicating whether the sponsor is involved in the committee of referral for a given bill. Following previous research, two measures indicate whether the sponsor is the chair of a committee of referral or ranking minority member. The final measure indicates whether the bill sponsor serves in another role on a committee of referral.
 
Two measures indicate the ideological centrality of the bill sponsor. Following previous research, the first indicator measures the absolute distance of the bill sponsor’s ideology (measured by first dimension DW-NOMINATE scores) from the party median, and the second indicator measures the ideological distance to the chamber median. We also include a dummy variable to account for differences in rates of success between the 106th and 107th Congresses.

The observational design of the study makes it difficult to assess causality. In particular, interest groups may support or oppose legislation based on expectations of its success. To move toward better tests of causal inference, however, we report additional models of bill advancement using coarsened exact matching. The procedure reduces imbalance in covariates between bills that have interest group activity and those that do not, providing improved estimation of causal effects by limiting the analysis to bills that are most like those with interest group activity (see Blackwell et al. 2009). We match on interest group lobbying, using all covariates. We then report the results of the same ordered logistic regression models using the weights obtained in the matching method; this restricts the data to matched cases. In these matched models, estimates of the effects of covariates are not reported because they are not directly interpretable. Yet we obtain a better estimate of the effects of lobbying. 

To get a sense of how many bills generate lobbying and how many bills advance through each stage of the legislative process, Figure 1 illustrates the path from bill introduction to passage. We report the number of bills that move from stage-to-stage as well as the number of bills with reported lobbying. As is evident, the traditional tale of how a bill becomes a law does not always match the true process; not all bills that pass are first reported from committee. In the House, passage without moving through committee is most often achieved via suspension of the rules (Carr 2005).
 The Rules Committee also has the power to extract bills from committee (Oleszek 2004, 143-144). Though floor consideration of a bill without committee reporting occurs less often in the Senate, it is generally far easier to bypass committee action in the Senate and consider a bill using a unanimous consent agreement (Oleszek 2004, 102). Unsurprisingly, a higher percentage of bills reported from committee pass in the House than the Senate, most likely due to the Senate’s supermajoritarian institutions.
[Insert Figure 1 here]
The descriptive results show that lobbying is reported on a significant minority of bills in both the House and the Senate. In the House, lobbying reports covered 18.9% of bills introduced, 34.5% of those reported from committee, and 30% of those that passed. In the Senate, lobbying was reportedly associated with 23.7% of bills introduced, 28.1% of those reported, and 22.8% of those passed. Reported lobbying is thus limited to a minority of bills introduced in both houses of Congress, but the subset is not small. The same is true of bills that make it out of committee and those that survive to final passage in each chamber.

Predicting Interest Group Activity 
We now move to multivariate models to predict which pieces of legislation generate lobbying activity. Table 1 reports the results of zero-inflated negative binomial count models to predict the number of lobbying reports associated with each Congressional bill. We use these models to assess how each variable predicts whether or not a bill receives any associated lobbying (the binary coefficients) as well as how it predicts the total number of lobbying reports given some lobbying. Several common tests of dispersion confirmed that zero-inflated negative binomial models were the most appropriate. The procedure is similar to using a logit model to predict whether or not lobbying occurs at all and then using a count model to predict the number of lobbyists who are engaged (see Long and Freese, 2001).
 The excluded issue area, against which all others are compared, is labor, employment and immigration; bills in this issue area averaged the same number of lobbying reports as the overall average across all bills. The results indicate that bills sponsored by majority party members are significantly more likely to attract lobbying in the House and significantly more likely to attract a greater number of lobbyists in both the House and the Senate. Bills with more co-sponsors also generate substantially more lobbying in both chambers. Bills covering issue subtopics that generate the most congressional attention are associated with additional lobbying in two cases. Bills in the 107th Congress also generated more lobbying in both chambers. The results also show substantial variation across issue areas, with civil rights & liberties and energy bills consistently generating more lobbying and government operations bills consistently generating less lobbying.

[Insert Table 1 here]
There is some evidence that interest group involvement generally follows issues at the top of the Congressional agenda. Interest groups are not only engaged in credit claiming on high-profile issues, but they are more likely to be attracted to some high-profile issue areas. The idea that interest groups support and oppose legislation mostly in particular issue areas gains more support. Previous research finds that interest group lobbying is overwhelmingly concentrated in a few issue areas (Baumgartner and Leech 2001). Our models (based on bill topic rather than lobbying disclosure topic) find lobbying more distributed across the issue spectrum than analyses based on self-reported classifications, but lobbying is still much more likely in some issue areas than others.

Predicting Bill Advancement 
Does interest group activity affect whether bills advance through the legislative process? Table 2 presents ordered logit models of non-commemorative, non-appropriations House and Senate bills for the 106th and 107th Congresses, predicting bill advancement: whether a bill dies in committee, is reported from committee but fails to advance, or passes the full chamber. The results for the controls are generally unsurprising. Bills sponsored by a majority party member are more likely to advance in the House and Senate than those of the minority. Similarly, bills sponsored by a member of the committee of referral, including the committee chair or ranking member, are more likely to advance. The number of cosponsors is also associated with committee reporting and passage – bills with more cosponsors are more likely to advance in both chambers. Bills that are higher on the Congressional agenda, those covering issues that receive greater attention, also advance significantly further in the House and Senate. In the House, though not in the Senate, bills sponsored by ideologically extreme chamber members are less likely to move forward. Finally, bills in the 107th Senate were less likely to be reported and pass than bills from the 106th Senate.
[Insert Table 2 here]
Most importantly for our analysis, the number of lobbying reports is a significant predictor of bill advancement in both the House and the Senate. Using simulations from the Clarify statistical program (King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000), we estimated predicted probabilities for different values of lobbying by setting all other variables at their mean or mode (for dichotomous variables). For a bill with no reported lobbying, the predicted probability of being reported by committee but not passed was .02 for the House and .049 for the Senate; the predicted probability of passing was .067 for the House and .057 for the Senate. If ten lobbyists are working on a bill, in contrast, the predicted probability of committee reporting was .025 for the House and .054 for the Senate; the predicted probability of passing was .085 for the House and .064 for the Senate. In all cases, this represents a substantively significant increase in the probability of advancement but the numbers are still quite low; most bills, with and without lobbying, fail to make it out of committee and even fewer make it to final passage. Lobbyists appear to work on many bills with little chance of passing either chamber, but each additional lobbyist working on a bill appears to increase the chance that a bill will pass. We obtain substantially similar results if we substitute a dichotomous measure of any lobbying for the count of the number of lobbying reports, suggesting that this is not a function of a small number of bills with overwhelming lobbying.

Also in Table 2, we report the results of models that restrict the sample using weights derived from coarsened exact matching (see Blackwell et al. 2009). The results for the House and the Senate are presented in the columns of Table 3 labeled “Matched.” They include only bills similar to those with some lobbying activity. These models are not useful for assessing the impact of covariates, but they improve our estimation of the causal effect of lobbying. The results of the matched models show similar effects that remain significant.

We also evaluated whether the results are dependent on issue area. In models left unreported here, we added dummy variables measuring bill topic for each category of the Policy Agendas Project. The models showed no significant differences for the variables included here. Using models separated by the same categorization, we assessed whether the relationship between lobbying and bill advancement was restricted to a small number of policy domains. We found relatively consistent relationships across policy domains; the result is not driven by a small number of policy domains.

Of course, these models imply that all lobbying helps to advance legislation, even though interest groups often lobby against legislation. If interest groups influence the success of legislation consistent with their intentions, interest group lobbying in favor of a bill should be expected to aid a bill in its progress through the legislative labyrinth; lobbying opposed to a bill should detract from its progress. We further investigated this relationship with two sets of additional unreported models by obtaining two samples of bills that do include the direction of associated interest group activity. First, we used evidence collected by Baumgartner et al. (2009) through the Advocacy and Public Policymaking Project.
 We matched the bills listed on the project website to the lobbying issue provisions, finding 552 bills with lobbying on one or both sides.
 Second, we used data from Removed (2009) on interest group endorsements of legislation from lists of supportive interest groups announced by members of Congress in the Congressional Record. The data include 319 interest group endorsement lists for or against legislation.
 Neither of these samples of interest group activity was exhaustive. We thus simply assessed whether pro or con positions were associated with bill advancement within the subset of bills where we had some data on interest group positions. We did not find evidence that interest group support for bills is driving the association between interest group activity and bill advancement. Using the data derived from Baumgartner et al. (2009), bills with lobbying in favor were no more likely to pass than bills with lobbying against them. Using the data derived from Removed (2009), there was similarly no statistically significant difference between bills with reported endorsements in favor of them and bills with reported opposition. In both cases, the coefficients suggested that, if there were any associations, bills with only lobbying against them were actually more likely to advance.
Even though we find evidence that lobbying activity is independently associated with bill advancement, therefore, we cannot conclude that lobbying necessarily influences whether a bill makes it out of committee or passes each chamber. As noted previously, the direction of causality is difficult to assess due to a lack of appropriate instrumental variables and the direction of interest group activity in the lobbying disclosure data is mostly unobserved. What evidence we do have for specific interest group positions is inconsistent with supportive lobbying being the only type of lobbying that produces bill advancement. We must remain open to two possibilities: both pro and con lobbying may lead to bill advancement or expected bill advancement may stimulate both pro and con lobbying. Nonetheless, we have shown that lobbying activity is associated with bill advancement, independent of congressional factors. The subset of bills that generate interest group activity is one with a greater likelihood of advancement, both out of committee and toward final passage in both chambers.

Discussion
This study was the first to assess which bills generate interest group lobbying from the full population of bills introduced in Congress. The results are broadly consistent with the current literature on what stimulates interest group lobbying on particular issues, but does provide a few nuances. Lobbying is significantly more likely in some issue areas than others (Baumgartner and Leech 2001; Baumgartner et al. 2009) and less widely distributed across issues than the public or congressional agenda (Kimball et al. 2011). Yet we did not observe anywhere near the level of concentration within a few policy domains that others have found. Lobbying was quite common in legislation related to civil rights and liberties, health, the environment, transportation, housing, banking, science, and trade. This suggests that relying on the issue categories used in the lobbying disclosure form may overstate the level of concentration compared to independent coding of the topics of the bills that draw lobbyists attention. Consistent with some other research (Hojnacki and Kimball 1998; Baumgartner and Leech 2001), we also find that interest groups are disproportionately likely to concentrate on individual issue areas of high congressional salience. We also add two important predictors of lobbying activity to the extant literature: legislation sponsored by a majority party member is more likely to generate lobbying and is associated with more lobbying activity. The same is true of legislation cosponsored by a greater number of members of Congress.

This study was also the first to assess whether bills associated with lobbying activity are more likely to advance through the legislative labyrinth, independent of the congressional factors that typically predict bill advancement. We were able to confirm that bills with more lobbying are more likely to advance from committee and pass each chamber, even accounting for the characteristics of bill sponsors, cosponsors, and issue areas. The effect also showed up in models that matched bills with lobbying to the subset of bills without lobbying that was most similar to those with it. We were unable to confirm, however, that the bills advanced further in the legislative process because of interest group lobbying in favor of the bills. The association may result from a causal influence of both pro and con lobbying because lobbying brings attention to bills or provides information for policy debates to move forward. It may also result because lobbyists can predict bill success and are more interested in lobbying on bills that move forward further in the legislative process.

The results are thus potentially consistent with a variety of claims in the interest group literature.  Interest group lobbying may assist legislators in achieving success (see Hall and Deardorff 2006) or we may simply observe interest group activity (both for and against legislation) where success is deemed most likely. Even if the mechanism for the influence of interest group lobbying is hypothesized to be extending the capacity of allied legislators, rather than convincing undecided legislators, we would still expect bills with supportive lobbying to move forward in the legislative process if that lobbying is a significant advantage for the allied legislators. If interest group lobbying increases the capacity or the time commitment of allied legislators (see Hall and Wayman 1990), we cannot yet say that it is enough to encourage the outcomes that interest groups have in mind.
The results place those of previous research on lobbying in perspective. Baumgartner et al. (2009) find that interest groups in favor of the status quo have many advantages. Yet the results presented here show that the status quo advantage extends to legislation that does not involve interest groups. A bill is always much more likely to go nowhere than to pass. In fact, interest groups associated with lobbying are more likely to pass than those with no lobbying even though they are still unlikely to advance beyond introduction. Baumgartner et al. (2009) theorize that the status quo may incorporate past interest group influence; yet it just as possible that the advantage of the status quo has little to do with interest groups.
Moving bills forward or disrupting their progress, of course, is not the only possible type of influence for interest group legislative activity. Interest groups may be interested in changing specific provisions of a bill that may pass rather than in altering the forward progress of a bill in the legislative process. Some previous evidence, for example, suggests that lobbying can lead to more earmarks (see de Figueiredo and Silverman 2006). Anecdotally, interest groups were quite involved in the 2009 debate over national health care reform. The American Medical Association and the American Hospital Association both supported a version of the health care bill in exchange for the inclusion of a specific provision limiting the cuts they would face under Medicare reform.
 There is also evidence that interest groups can make policy more supportive of their interests after Congress passes legislation, at the administrative rulemaking stage or in the courts (see Patashnik 2003; Yackee 2006). Whether or not interest groups directly influence legislation, they may successfully convince legislators or administrators to address their concerns within legislation that does pass.
Conclusion

In addition to studying which interest groups lobby Congress and which members of Congress they lobby, finding out which legislation generates significant lobbying activity should be another key concern of interest group scholarship. Focusing attention on particular bills may be just as important to lobbying strategy as determining whether to directly lobby and whom to target. According to the aggregate data from lobbying disclosure, lobbying activity is restricted to a minority of bills, especially those with high congressional interest, many cosponsors, and majority party support. Beyond these associations, some issue domains still generate more lobbying than others. 

Focusing on bills that generate lobbying may also enable progress on the perennial question of how much interest groups influence policy outcomes. We can only make so much progress evaluating influence by comparing the final committee or floor votes of members of Congress based on whether they were specifically targeted by lobbyists. Extant literature has responded to the lack of consistent findings of interest group impact by reconceptualizing the goal of influence. Hall and Deardorff (2006) suggest that interest groups improve legislative capacity by subsidizing the work of legislators. Baumgartner et al. (2009) suggest that interest groups may primarily be influential in opposing change. Yet these alternatives still envision a role for interest groups in determining outcomes, either by helping their side in the legislature or through successful opposition. We hope to further this investigation with our finding that interest group activity is associated with bill advancement in Congress, independent of the usual factors that predict bill success or failure.

Nevertheless, the riddle of causality remains difficult to answer. Wherever interest group activities are associated with policy outcomes, scholars will attempt to assess their influence. Some will suggest or imply that absent the interest group activity, policy outcomes would look different. We hesitate to make this leap because we cannot firmly establish the direction of causality or demonstrate that only interest group activity in favor of legislation leads to bill advancement. We are able, however, to demonstrate that the extent of interest group lobbying is a good predictor of bill advancement and can provide predictive power even after considering the character of bill sponsors and issue areas. Perhaps it is too early to add a lobbyist to the canonical vision of how a bill becomes a law. If you see a lot of activity surrounding a bill on K Street, however, it should be a sign to increase your view of that bill’s chance of success.
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Table 1: Determinants of Lobbying on Congressional Bills

	
	House
	Senate

	
	Binary
	# Reported
	Binary
	# Reported

	Majority Party Sponsor
	.35
	(.06)*
	.59
	(.06)*
	.12
	(.08)
	.17
	(.07)*

	Number of Cosponsors
	1.99
	(.16)*
	.20
	(.05)*
	8.98
	(.84)*
	.72
	(.24)*

	Congressional Attention
	.97
	(.22)*
	.01
	(.21)
	.31
	(.26)
	.59
	(.24)*

	Issue Areas
	Macroeconomics
	.13
	(.18)
	.24
	(.18)
	.72
	(.24)*
	- .39
	(.20)

	
	Civil Rights & Liberties
	1.13
	(.20)*
	.78
	(.18)*
	1.10
	(.26)*
	.87
	(.21)*

	
	Health
	.78
	(.13)*
	.26
	(.13)
	.62
	(.18)*
	.22
	(.15)

	
	Agriculture
	1.06
	(.20)*
	.13
	(.18)
	.40
	(.25)
	- .21
	(.21)

	
	Education
	- .33
	(.19)
	- .30
	(.20)
	- .36
	(.24)
	- .16
	(.22)

	
	Environment
	.60
	(.17)*
	- .25
	(.17)
	.62
	(.22)*
	- .09
	(.19)

	
	Energy
	1.24
	(.18)*
	.54
	(.16)*
	1.32
	(.23)*
	.52
	(.18)*

	
	Transportation
	1.51
	(.20)*
	- .26
	(.16)
	.96
	(.24)*
	- .21
	(.19)

	
	Law, Crime, & Family
	.21
	(.17)
	- .10
	(.17)
	- .12
	(.21)
	- .12
	(.19)

	
	Social Welfare
	.15
	(.22)
	- .15
	(.21)
	.39
	(.29)
	- .52
	(.24)*

	
	Housing & Development
	.62
	(.24)*
	.22
	(.23)
	.75
	(.34)*
	- .69
	(.26)*

	
	Banking & Commerce
	1.30
	(.15)*
	.21
	(.14)
	.78
	(.21)*
	 .14
	(.18)

	
	Defense
	.09
	(.17)
	.41
	(.17)*
	.05
	(.24)
	- .11
	(.21)

	
	Science & Technology
	.60
	(.21)*
	.19
	(.20)
	.73
	(.27)*
	- .14
	(.22)

	
	Foreign Trade
	- .39
	(.17)*
	.00
	(.19)
	- .33
	(.22)
	- .47
	(.21)*

	
	International Affairs
	- .44
	(.23)
	- .07
	(.23)
	- .97
	(.34)*
	- .53
	(.31)

	
	Government Operations
	- .35
	(.18)*
	- .52
	(.18)*
	- .27
	(.23)
	- .43
	(.21)*

	
	Public Lands and Water
	- .87
	(.19)*
	-0.35
	(.19)
	- .81
	(.24)*
	- 1.01
	(.23)*

	107th Congress
	.61
	(.06)
	.75
	(.06)*
	.52
	(.08)*
	1.02
	(.07)*

	Constant
	- 2.6
	.80
	- 1.9
	.99

	Likelihood Ratio Index
	.08
	.08

	Maximum Likelihood R2
	.15
	.18

	N
	11079
	6247


Table entries are zero-inflated negative binomial regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. The coefficients correspond to a model predicting whether bills will be associated with any lobbying and, if so, the number of lobbying reports. We excluded commemorative bills and appropriations bills. Number of Cosponsors and Congressional Attention (subtopic committee hearings) are measured in the hundreds. The excluded category for the issue area variables is labor, employment, and immigration. *p<.05 (two-tailed). 

Table 2: Models of Interest Group Lobbying and Bill Advancement
	
	House Models
	Senate Models

	
	All Bills
	Matched
	All Bills
	Matched

	Majority Party Sponsor
	.80
	(.10)*
	--
	.48
	(.10)*
	--

	Chamber Median Distance
	- .74
	(.20)*
	--
	- .18
	(.23)
	--

	Party Median Distance
	- .45
	(.29)
	--
	- .30
	(.30)
	--

	# of Lobbying Reports
	.03
	(.00)*
	.03
	(.01)*
	 .01
	(.00)*
	.02
	(.00)*

	Congressional Attention
	1.95
	(.15)*
	--
	2.38
	(.18)*
	--

	Number of Cosponsors
	.38
	(.07)*
	--
	1.98
	(.32)*
	--

	Referral Comm.
	Member
	.62
	(.07)*
	--
	.58
	(.09)*
	--

	
	Chair
	2.29
	(.11)*
	--
	1.82
	(.11)*
	--

	
	Ranking Minority 
	.90
	(.22)*
	--
	1.14
	(.16)*
	--

	107th Congress
	- .03
	(.06)
	--
	- .28
	(.08)*
	--

	Cut 1
	3.21
	3.39
	3.1
	3.4

	Cut 2
	3.49
	3.67
	3.8
	4.1

	Log Likelihood
	- 4144
	-3066
	-2813
	-714

	Pseudo R2
	.13
	.12
	.11
	.12

	N
	11079
	7456
	6193
	3861


Table entries are ordered logistic regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. The coefficients correspond to a model predicting whether bills will be reported from committee and whether they will pass the chamber. The matched models restrict the data to bills matching the set of bills treated with lobbying, using weights derived from coarsened exact matching. We excluded commemorative bills and appropriations bills. Number of Cosponsors and Congressional Attention (subtopic committee hearings) are both measured in the hundreds. *p<.05 (two-tailed).

Figure 1: Lobbying and Bill Advancement
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� An online transcript is available at <http://www.gpoaccess.gov/presdocs/2009/DCPD200900087.htm>. Accessed 2/2/11.


� This data is compiled by the Center for Responsive Politics from the Senate Office of Public Records. Updated data is available online at <http://www.opensecrets.org>.


� For a literature review, see Wawro (2001).


� Appropriations bills were identified by searching bill titles for the strings “making appropriations”, “making supplemental appropriations”, “emergency supplemental appropriations”, “making miscellaneous appropriations”, and “supplemental appropriations” only in the case of the post-September 11th supplemental appropriations bills.  Bills with explicit policy ends were not flagged as appropriations bills.


� Results were substantially similar if all bills are included in the analysis. With appropriations bills included in the models, ideological distance from the party and chamber median are statistically significant more often; co-sponsors and pro interest group coalitions are significant less often. Yet no coefficient estimates changed substantially.


� The project was supported by National Science Foundation grants #00880066 and #00880061. The information that we used is made publicly available at http://congressionalbills.org. We sincerely thank E. Scott Adler and John Wilkerson for making this information publicly available. The views expressed are those of the authors and not the National Science Foundation.


� Congressional Bills Project data does not appear to account for changes in party control during the 107th Senate. On June 6th, 2001, James Jeffords switched from caucusing with the Republicans to the Democrats, shifting the majority party and leading to a power-sharing agreement and a shift in committee leadership.


� For our analyses of bill advancement, we also ran models using dummies measuring bill topic for each of the Policy Agendas Project categories to account for systematic differences across bills of differing content.  These results are not presented here, as the general findings are similar.


� For the 106th Congress, we modified Congressional Bills Project data for cases where a member changed committee membership in the midst of a term. Bills are given a 1 only when a bill was introduced during the Member’s tenure on that committee. Members who spent the entire term on a committee are given 1s for all bills referred to that committee regardless of their starting date. We made no modification to Congressional Bills Project data for the 107th Congress.


� Without pooling the two Congresses, we obtained substantially similar results. Though several of the variables in these models are dichotomous, collinearity was not a major concern; most of these variables were of low frequency and were largely independent of one another.


� In the 106th and 107th Houses, 1,140 bills were considered under this rule (Carr 2005, 10), of which only around 60% were reported from committee (Carr 2005, 4). Such bills generally pass (only twelve failed in votes during the period of this study) (Carr 2005, 11).


� We depart from conventional reporting of zero-inflated regressions, however, which typically includes binary coefficients that correspond with models to predict whether cases will receive a count of zero. This convention, however, makes positive values indicate lower levels of lobbying. In the models reported here, positive coefficients in both models indicate greater levels of lobbying.


� The project website lists all bills associated with each of the issues they cover. To connect bills to lobbying activities, we used Table A.1 of the appendix in Baumgartner et al. (2009), where the authors divide every policy issue they cover into the specific areas where they located proponents or opponents. The project was supported by National Science Foundation grants #SBR-9905195 for the period of 1999 and 2000 and #SES-0111224 for the period of 2001 to 2003. The information that we used is made publicly available at http://lobby.psu.edu. We sincerely thank Frank Baumgartner, Jeffrey Berry, Marie Hojnacki, David Kimball, and Beth Leech for publicly sharing their data. The views expressed are those of the authors and not the National Science Foundation.


� Lobbying took place around the main issue in these pieces of legislation, therefore, but did not necessarily involve attempts by interest groups to specifically reference the bill numbers. Baumgartner et al. (2009) do not assemble a complete list of issues on which groups were lobbying. They called lobbyists and asked each person for the first issue on which they were working. Within the sample, the House had 327 bills with lobbying in favor and 262 bills with lobbying against; the Senate had 217 bills with lobbying in favor and 171 with lobbying against.


� Within this sample, the House had 44 bills with a supportive interest group endorsement and 21 bills with reported interest group opposition; the Senate had 61 bills with a supportive endorsement and 7 bills with reported opposition.


� See Connolly, Ceci. “From Finance Chief, a Bill That May Weather the Blows.” The Washington Post. 17 September 2009. Available at <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/16/AR2009091603518.html> Accessed 18 September 2009.





