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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
IS IT WHO SAYS IT, OR WHAT THEY SAY?
INFORMATION PROCESSING AND LOBBYING INFLUENCE IN CRNGRESS
By TIMOTHY M. LA PIRA
Dissertation Director:
Professor Beth L. Leech
This dissertation advances recent theoreticatigén the study of interest groups
by marrying them with behavioral models of politidacision making. Theories of
lobbying characteristically concentrate on how goaupply information to legislators,
yet have largely ignored how legislators’ sift thgh and process this information once it
is delivered. The question | proposeHsw do legislators’ cognitive predispositions
affect which organizations they listen to and whachuments they accept or rejecBy
systematically manipulating the content and soofdbe lobby messages in an
experiment using actual congressional staffersibgsts, | am able to test hypotheses
about how legislators’ perceptions of groups’ ietibias their judgments about the

policy arguments they employ, and vice versa.

My theory of lobbying influence suggests that maedly rational policymakers
will process information from lobbyists differenttiepending on the policymaker’s
professional socialization and relative expertisa specific policy area. Existing
research suggests that lobbyists target theirdsaeén the legislature to provide them with
useful information, but precisely why some arguraemtd not others differentially
influence legislative allies is unclear. | contehdt policy elites are motivated by

existing attitudes towards interest groups and tde/aolicies, meaning that evaluations



of both the group’s interests and the group’s negessaould affect how influential

lobbyists may be.

Lawmakers who are socialized to be objective @uity-oriented are more likely
to exhibit rational decision behavior like exhausly searching, and policymakers who
are more reelection-oriented are expected to sivireece of intuitive decision
behavior. Similarly, legislators who specializeaigiven policy area are more likely to
care about the content and validity of a policy@dhte’s argument, whereas lawmakers
who do not specialize are more apt to use growgrasts as a mental cue. The
implication for normative theories of interest repentation is that legislators do not
always dispassionately deliberate over the proscand of a public policy proposal, so
we need to reconsider the democratic deliberatistification for the role of interest

groups in the policy system.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

The popular portrayal of interest group influence&iongress is that well-heeled lobbyists
pressure those in power to provide the groups teesesent with special benefits such as
tax concessions, lucrative government contractsympathetic regulatory policies. Yet
many political practitioners and social scientlsase long acknowledged that interest
groups are an important part of the political systeecause they provide valuable
information about policy proposals, constituenti@rences, and political consequences
to legislators. Nevertheless, political scientisse yet to systematically reveal how
such information affects decision-making and agesatang behavior by the individual
legislator. This project begins to address thabfam by experimentally investigating
how policymakers evaluate lobbyists’ argumentsiatetest groups’ credibility, and
how those evaluations influence their legislativieniies.

| hope to advance recent theoretical trends irsthey of interest groups by
marrying them with social psychological models ofiical decision making. Theories
of lobbying have traditionally concentrated on hgnoups overcome the collective action
problem, strategically allocate resources to cdrgaticymakers, or manipulate how
policy issues are defined, yet have largely igndred legislators’ internally process
these policy arguments. In these models legidaioe all too often thought to be
decision making black boxes, albeit strategic dadtien-oriented black boxes.

Models of legislative decision making assume lawenslave a keen awareness
of their policy preferences, access to any pubbeigilable information they desire

(constrained only by the number of hours in the)dayd the uncanny ability to foresee



the consequences of their actions. So goes thendatmarrative on legislative choice;
there is little reason to theorize what happensléngawmakers’ minds when they make
decisions. Policy choices are a “structure-indii¢aidd accompli of the legislative
institutions that lawmakers create for their owecébral benefit. At the risk of being
accused of anthropomorphizing Washington politisjdrargue instead that members of
Congress and their staff are merely human, ndiegfi@automatons who rationally
calculate expected utilities.

Applied to lobbying, | contend that theories oflirgnce that emphasize the
informational role of interest groups need to expli account for the mental processes
that members of Congress draw on to choose whstémlto and to interpret what is
said. Accordingly, | asklow do legislators’ cognitive predispositions atfedich
organizations they listen to and which argumenéythccept or rejectBy
systematically manipulating the content and soofdbe lobby messages in an
experimental setting, | am able to test how letusta perceptions of groups’ interest bias
their judgments about policy arguments, and viagsave

My behavioral theory of lobbying influence suggdsiat boundedly rational
policymakers process information from lobbyistdetiéntly depending on policy domain
expertise and professional socialization. Existegparch suggests that lobbyists target
their friends in the legislature to provide thenthwmiseful information, but precisely why
some arguments and not others differentially infaeelegislative allies is unclear. |
assume policy elites are motivated by existinduatés towards interest groups and
towards policies, meaning that evaluations of lbéhgroup’s interests and the group’s

message should affect how influential lobbyists ey Legislators who specialize in a



given policy area are more likely to care aboutdbetent validity of a policy advocate’s
argument, whereas lawmakers who are not expertaare apt to use interest group
credibility and presentation format of advocacyuangnts as mental cues.

| explore how policy advocates influence lawmakersrities by recruiting
congressional staff to participate in an experintieat simulates lobbying. | develop a
web-based “laboratory” to expose subjects to a&seai hypothetical lobbying arguments
from several interest group coalitions, and théntaem to perform several tasks to
measure how they use that information to recomnagpolicy agenda. The software
allows me to use process-tracing methods borroveed &€xperimental psychology to
observe in real time how legislative policymakerarsh for and use particular units of
information. | am confident that studying the humtagnitive process in this setting—
with real political elites—provides new insight$arwhat happens inside the black box
of the legislative mind, as well as how interegfamnizations influence the decisions of
elected representatives. The implication for ndiveaheories of interest representation
is that legislators do not always dispassionatelipdrate over the pros and cons of a
public policy proposal.

In this chapter, | develop a broad overview oftleavioral decision theoretical
approach to understanding lobbying influence. tFineview the literature on interest
groups to demonstrate that most informational nedéhadvocacy influence fail to
justify how policy makers actively seek out ancempret information supplied by
lobbyists. Second, | propose that the metathealetbcial-cognition approach to elite
political decision making will be a useful way tworporate policy makers into models

of lobbying influence. | borrow from work on peesion and attitude change in the



social psychology literature to explore how suchdeie can explain how policymakers
make decisions. Third, | provide a more detail®tiype of my information processing
approach to lobbying influence. | conclude by imirtly the remaining chapters on my

experimental method, data analyses, and theoratigdications and future research.

Three Models of Lobbying:
Exchange, Issue Framing, and Informational

Interest group research has traditionally approdthe subject of lobbying with the
assumption that groups indeed provide valuablammébion to politicians, but has varied
in its emphasis on the theoretical nature and al@npurpose of that information.
Without trying to oversimplify each, the myriad tdnes of legislative lobbying strategies
can be generally classified into three categoagshange, framing, and informational.
The logic behind each group of theories generatée different implications about

policy advocates’ strategic goals and tactical obsi First, most consistent with popular
conjecture about the insidious role of the spantarests in public policy (Drew 1984,
Etzioni 1984, Lewis 1998, Sifry and Watzman 20@&;hange and signaling theories
posit that lobbyists try to convince legislatoratttheir current policy preferences are not
in line with their goals, such as reelection orfpssional advancement (See Mitchell and
Munger 1991 for a thorough review; Wright 1985, 98renske 1989, Austen-Smith
1993; Austen-Smith and Wright 1994). These thear&@sbe traced to Schattschneider’s
theory of “pressure” groups (1960). The more rdinversions are based on Becker’s
economic theory of groups as rent-seeking ageatuie constituent support and
campaign contributions as currency to negotiaté Wigislators for policy outcomes

(1983, 1985).



While most of these models of exchange are imprelyselegant and logically
sound, the evidence to confirm that Washington yadib employ such strategies has
been at best mixed (Baumgartner and Leech 199@®; 188ll Deardorff 2006§. The
signaling or rent-seeking approach to interest giatfluence is precisely the perspective
that Mansbridge challenges when she proposes tinedgive theory as the more
normatively desirable system of interest represemtg1993). She contends that the
normative justification for interest group partiatpn in the policy process is to
“maximize deliberation; minimize rent-seeking.”

Second, the issue framing, or issue definitiors<laf lobbying theories focuses
less on how lobbyists strategically choose theiliences and more on how advocates
substantively shape how participants understantigpimblems and solutions being
offered. Schattschneider first brought attentiothts phenomenon with what he called
conflict expansion, or an interest group’s inceativ broaden the scope of a given policy
problem to attract support for their interests (IP6The more people a problem is
thought to negatively affect, the more likely itesgarner support for a change in the
status quo. Several recent studies of agendageittid lobbying have begun to examine
more rigorously what effect attempts to redefirseies have on the policy process. For
instance, Smith finds that legislators’ interprietas of policy alternatives are unstable
over time (1984). He concludes that the amouninoé there is between identifying an
issue and its alternatives and making the decisionlitions how much political

influence advocates can have on policy deliberation

! In an interesting exception, Kollman (1998) firidat groups follow patterns predicted by signaling
models when groups use an “outside lobbying” sgate shape public opinion and, by extension,
legislators’ perceptions of constituent intere¥est, evidence of signaling models in “inside lobigyi tend
to be simply canceled out by legislator’s interestd ideologies.



On a much broader level of analysis, BaumgartndrJames have found that the
public policy process is a punctuated equilibriyrstem that exhibits extended periods of
stability, only to be interrupted by dramatic ariteo unpredictable events. Applied to
lobbying, issue definition strategies may introdues ideas about existing public
problems or new interpretations of old issues (Bgantmer and Jones 1993; Jones and
Baumgartner 2005; see also Kingdon 1984; Roch&fi9t; Cobb and Ross 1997). Most
importantly, they argue that these dynamic systevellfeedback effects are the result of
individual decisions in complex situations. The ortant implication for theories of
advocacy influence is that legislators’ comprehemsif issues is not constant over time,
and is therefore exploitable.

Other recent studies rely heavily on RikeFtse Art of Political Manipulationn
which he suggests that political actors persualderstoy employing the art of
heresthetics (1986). Heresthetic tactics strucdurkoice situation by offering new
alternatives or refined interpretations that sigfitly change how actors understand an
issue. Riker claims this argumentation stratedfeid from rhetoric, however, which is
an attempt to persuade decision-makers to agréeawitlternative that has already been
offered. Yet, lobbyists rarely if ever try to clygnlegislators’ underlying policy
preferences (Baumgartner et al 2008). Ratheryistsblikely use heresthetic maneuvers
to strategically shape a debate to their advantdgKissick (1995) extends this logic by
articulating under what conditions lobbyists willagegically manipulate issue
definitions. Under this model, lobbyists take iatrount a legislator’s probable
“affinity” for the group’s position and accordinghighlight one or more relevant

dimensions in their argument. The key to the mal#iat lobbyists activate the salience



of, or shift a legislators’ attention to, a partamissue dimension rather than attempting
to persuade legislators to change their underlgelgefs (McKissick 1995; see also Jones
1994).

Empirically, the Advocacy and Public Policymakingject systematically
investigated, among other things, how lobbyistsargements and evidence to shape the
definitions for 98 independent issues (Baumgarnttat 2008). The co-investigators
conducted hundreds of interviews with lobbyists gadernment officials to gather
evidence on advocates’ tactics, arguments, evidamceperceptions of allies and
opponents. The data gathered by interviews andigfirgearches of publicly available
material is a significant empirical breakthroughttee study of how advocates interact
with policymakers. They have found that lobbyistdaed strategically try to shift
policymakers’ attention to particular aspects ghaen issue, but dramatic changes to
how an issue is understood is uncommon (see Ldei2602). These findings suggest
that advocates’ chances of “chang[ing] people’$guemces and help them create new
options” are minimal.

Finally, informational theorists argue that insMishington lobbyists
strategically target those legislators who havesistent interests with their groups or
who have yet to form a position and are therefiedyt to be swayed. Beginning with
Bauer, Pool, and Dexter’s (1963) study of tariffiges, the literature has tended to
describe lobbyists’ role as information suppliersservice bureaus” to members of
Congress. Recently, scholars have uncovered esedershow that lobbyists spend little
of their time and energy converting the unfaithfith promises of campaign donations

or threats of supporting an electoral opponenth&aadvocates establish credibility



among colleagues and legislators as reliable sswfcaformation (Berry 1997). Once
established, lobbyists tend to build coalitionsasimakers and fellow advocates
(Hojnacki and Kimball 1998, Leech and Baumgartr#8, Baumgartner and Mahoney
2002). Most importantly, lobbyists mobilize friegdawmakers to work on their behalf
in committees (Hall and Wayman 1990, Hall and Dedf®006). Kersh has also found
that lobbyists must concentrate as much on rengudiients as they do on cultivating
relationships with policymakers, activities whiclaymor may not be tied to any one
specific policy outcome (2001, see also Grenzkeé1Bi@inz et al 1993, Ainsworth and
Sened 1993). Most of these findings tend not tlmfothe basic signaling models
because lobbyists do not behave as simple rentrgealents, but rather as coalition-
builders, information providers, or even rainmaksyacerned about maintaining a
profitable clientele. However, evidence contrargignaling theories is not necessarily
evidence to support Mansbridge’s alternative deditvee theory.

Hall has offered a theory of lobbying as informatbsubsidy to explain why
policy advocates direct their efforts at frienciyvimakers (Hall 1998, Hall and Deardorff
2006). Lobbyists allocate their scarce resourc@mther, organize, and present the
relevant information legislators need to make infed decisions about the policy
problems before them, as members of Congress airdsthff have little time or
expertise to do so. The implication is that:

Lobbyists lobby friends because it is their friemdsom they want to subsidize [with
information]...not because this is the ‘easy pathbecause it will reinforce their right-

minded voting inclination, but because their friewdll put their services to good use in
pursuit of common policy objectives. (Hall 1998) 10



The informational subsidy model seems to be a fogmt advance from the service
bureau model; what Hall's theory does not infersvleer, ishow members of Congress
hear, interpret, or otherwise use the informatiobssdy provided by lobbyists.

The empirical reality about lobbying strategiesid®to support the informational
point of view. In one promising line of researBsterling distinguishes between
instrumental and normative types of arguments (206 implies that the targets of
lobbying messages are more likely to favor instmitalearguments that focus on the
causal logic of a proposed policy change rathar tha normative outcome of the change
itself. Similarly, by “soaking and poking” with Ibyists in Washington over the course
of several years, Kersh found that policy advocatgsply legislators with “policy-
factual” information more than normative argumg@207).

Yet, these theories do not attempt to explain wblicp makers interpret
instrumental or policy-factual arguments as mofli@mtial. They presume a static
audience for instrumental or normative argumenitoes not account for how policy
makers actively choose to filter or interpret thasguments once they are offered. Even
with these advanced informational theories of lobgylegislators remain confined to the
black box.

These projects have generated improved theoriebether data on lobbying
influence and, like most productive scientific eadars, have raised as many new
guestions as they have begun to answer. | ideatifgw theoretical direction that will
complement these breakthroughs. All three conagfdtsbbying influence—exchange,
issue framing, and informational—share a commooretecal perspective: that of the

lobbyist who—representing a particular interestugre-must make strategic choices
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about whom to talk to, what to say, and how toicayolicymakers play a role in these
theories; yet, they are in large part implied tqbssive targets or audience members
rather than active information seekers. Yet, th tlid not escape Bauer, Pool, and
Dexter’s descriptive account of lobbying:

[Members of Congress] are unlikely to feel presstom the mere existence of
numerous demands on them. That being the casesthandis that seem compelling to
congressmen are apt to be those which fit their psychic needs and the images of the
world. Things interior to the congressman’s mingyédy determine what events he will
perceive as external pressure on him. He unconslgichooses which pressure to
recognize. (1963, 416)

It is clear that policy argumentation is an intérgeprocess between the message-
sending lobbyist and the message-receiving legislaut it remains unspecified how
lawmakers decide whom to listen to, what to ligtgrand how to hear it. Accordingly, |

argue that the key to developing a better theotglbying influence is inside the

legislator’'s mind.

Bridging the Theoretical Gap:
Behavioral Decision Theory and Expert Political Jugiment

The theoretical approaches to lobbying sketchedlbate concentrate on how groups
strategically allocate informational or other res@s to gain access and to manipulate
how policy issues are defined, but largely ignegidlators’ internal responses to policy
arguments. Just as the basic architecture of th@humind may constrain and enhance
consumers’ and voters’ opinions, so too do lawnmsllargnitive limits and affective
leanings shape how they are influenced by poliasyedtes. In this section | outline the
behavioral approach to political decision-making-thnparticular emphases on heuristics

and biases and information processing theories-eitcaeptualize how the logic may
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apply to lobbying in the legislative context. Thapose is to recognize that not only do
lobbying strategies about building coalitions arahipulating issues matter, but so too
do systematic variations in how policymakers predetormation provided to them by
lobbyists.

The heuristics and biases approach to decisionfiggkiecisely theorizes why
intuitive reasoning limits human rationality, evdough it is often efficient and
consistent. Kahneman and Tversky’s influential lifipses about intuitive reasoning
have influenced scholars across disciplines to tth@dea that humans use heuristics to
make judgments in uncertain situations (Tversky lkkakdneman 1974, Kahneman and
Tversky 1984). Rather than making complex calcorfetiabout the utility of each choice
before them, people tend to rely on easily avadlaolurces of information in memory or
through pre-existing attitudes. By doing so, pematee a considerable amount of time
and mental energy and actually may increase theracy of their judgments over time.
The important implication about applying the cortagfpheuristics to actual decision-
making behavior is that people tend to make bigisggiments, perhaps even faulty
choices that systematically deviate from the ratilymormative ideal (Lau and
Redlawsk 2001, 2006). Thus, heuristic judgmenbigust an efficient means to a
(mostly) rational end, but is an automatic, uncenssresponse to external stimuli that
may result in “mental contamination” (Wilson anceBke 1994).

Several political psychologists have employed dacgnition theories to
understand why human beings are only capable @fegsing a limited amount of
information and how they form opinions given suichited mental faculties. Broadly

speaking, the social cognition approach is “a rhetatetical set of assumptions that
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guides research,” as opposed to “a specific theodomain of inquiry” (McGraw 2000,
806). More specifically, the cognitive approach masoduced information processing
theories that have improved our understanding of imdividuals evaluate people,
objects, events, etc. Recent work in social arittiged psychology focuses on how
people form impressions either by thinking backtior, similar instances or by more
simply updating opinions “on-line” (Hastie and Pa886, Lodge, McGraw, and Strow
1989). Depending on the judgment task at handplpeaye thought to either actively
refer to beliefs stored in long-term memory orrstantaneously update their opinions in
short-term memory, or keep a running on-line tallye memory based and on-line based
theories make nearly opposite predictions about Vaters information processing
behavior and, in all likelihood, are equally vadidpending on the context (Zaller 1992,
McGraw 2000, Lau and Redlawsk 2003).

Because recent theories about lobbying and agesttiiagsare concerned with
shifting attention to one or more attributes ambogdreds of issues at any given time
(Baumgartner and Jones 1993, Jones 1994), th@emdodel may be a good candidate
to explain how legislators evaluate most lobbyiptdicy arguments. Under this scheme,
the agenda setting process is an adaptive oneighwdwmakers keep on-line tallies
about overall legislative priorities, while themderlying preferences remain stable in
long-term memory. If legislators behave as on-liffermation processors, then their
information search behavior may explain why lobtsygpend so much time and energy
cultivating relationships, establishing credibilignd providing information subsidies.

However, it could just as likely be true that légfisrs process information by

updating memory to maintain consistent ideologieswith voters, the degree to which
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policymakers update their attitudes on-line or tiglo memory may depend on the
context. As | will develop more fully in chapterl5argue that that context is primarily
bound by policymakers’ relative expertise in theaalized issue area under concern,
such as transportation issues, taxes, or natiecargy. Thus, policymakers’ in-depth
knowledge and institutional memory of a certaiuesdomain may explain why they
shift their attention to certain attributes of aide situation than others. Whether or
not—and under what conditions—Iegislators asseiniidemation provided by lobbyists
using the on-line or memory based models are mgomghat the experiment proposed

below is designed to uncover.

A Theoretical Preface:
An Information ProcessingApproach to Lobbying Influence

This approach, adapted from psychology, has intteduheories about information
processing and heuristics that explain how indigldwevaluate people, objects, and
events. The information processing perspectiverass that humans respond to stimuli
in their environment, but are only capable of pesteg a limited amount of information
at any point in time (Simon 1957, 1996; Hastie 1986 rsky and Kahneman 1974,
Kahneman and Tversky 1984; see Gilovich, Griffimd &ahneman 2002; see Fiske and
Taylor 1991and McGraw 2000). Jones sums up thawetal assumptions of this
analytic approach when he writes, “to react tornimfation, people must attend to it,
interpret it, and devise an appropriate strateggctmn it” (2001, 8). Additionally,
people need not be consciously aware of theirnatenental processes; they are

cognitively automatic, yet vulnerable to error.
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To explain attention, interpretation, and strategexctions, social psychologists
rely on dual systems models of information progggsiThe two main dual systems
models—the elaboration likelihood model, or ELMf@nd Caccioppo 1986), and the
heuristic-systematic model, or HSM (Chaiken 1980aiken and Maheswaren 1994)—
make similar predictions about the cognitive impzEgbersuasion messages depending
on whether or not targets are highly motivatedassess expert knowledge. These
models argue that experts and highly motivated leeage central route processing
(systematic) processing. Central route (systemptmcessing means that the persuasion
targets actively attend to the content of a mesaadecognitively elaborate on the
messages to draw conclusions about their attittaesrds the object being advocated.
Conversely, people with little motivation or spdi@ed knowledge use peripheral route
(heuristic) processing. Peripheral route (hew)girocessing means that persuasion
targets use mental shortcuts, or heuristics, toemadgments in uncertain situations
rather than making complex calculations about thgyuof the choices before them.

Political psychologists have employed dual systdrasries of attitude change to
understand the mental processes citizens userichsea, store, and recall information
about policy issues, political parties, and elegdtoandidates and have found that citizens
generally make vote decisions based on mentalsugsas party, candidate
“likeability,” and ideology (lyengar and Kinder 188Lodge, McGraw, and Stroh 1989,
Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991; Conover andriRah 1989). Moreover, the major
findings in this line of research demonstrate tlaers—who are typically under-
informed according to most normative theories ghderatic deliberation (Delli Carpini

and Keeter 1996)—are still quite capable of makaimble vote choices by basing
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decisions on politically relevant heuristics (PopkB91; Lupia and McCubbins 1998;
Lau and Redlawsk 1997; Lodge and Taber 2000; lyeaiga Valentino 2000). The
important implication about heuristics is that peogonsistently make biased judgments,
and perhaps even faulty choices, that may systeatligtdeviate from the rationally ideal
choices that would be arrived at through centrate@rocessing (Lau and Redlawsk
2001, 2006).

To date, political scientists have applied thelinfation processing approach
primarily to mass behavior, yet the assumptiomsakes about individuals’ mental
capabilities and decision making shortcuts sholdd apply if—as informational theories
of lobbying suggest—lawmakers actively seek owdrgdgt groups for relevant policy
information. If legislators minimize their mentergy and employ mental shortcuts
when evaluating interest group’s attempts to pelsuhem, then the same caveat about

biased judgments should apply.

Organization of the Dissertation Thesis
To test the hypotheses that can be deduced alfoutistion processing behavior and
lobbying influence from the social-cognition apprbal created a web-based
experimental simulation and recruited actual cosgjomal staff to participate. In chapter
2, 1 explain my experiment design in detail andctiée my method of recruiting
subjects. | justify my research design choicesamgde that, although certainly not
complete, the research tool | developed in thigeptas an extremely useful, efficient,
and unique way to observe non-conscious decisidingdehavior in Congress, or any

other elite political setting for that matter. Mgpe is that this design can serve as a
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template for future research into elite informatpocessing. In chapter 3, |
descriptively analyze responses to the pre-sinariajuestionnaire included in my web-
based research tool. Although my extraordinarylehges in recruiting participants is
reflected in low response rates to this questiaenahope to draw some preliminary
conclusions about how congressional staffers pezdéieir own roles in the extremely
complex information architecture of Congress. phgpose of this chapter is to serve as
somewhat of a precursor to a more intensive progelgarn about congressional
information networks in the future.

The next two chapters report on my most signifi¢éytotheses about legislative
decision making and lobbying influence. In cha@teruse process-tracing methods to
reveal how legislative policy makers adopt seatcdtegies and decision rules to manage
the massive amounts of information available tarthé explore whether legislative
decision makers use various methods to processygoformation. | expect to find that
there is no one-size-fits-all model of how legistatgo about making decisions.
Therefore, models of legislative behavior that asseither strict rationality or the
exclusive use of mental “rules of thumb” are equaltomplete. | will argue instead that
theories of legislative decision making need t@baptive, allowing for variations in
information processing depending on the politicaitext.

In chapter 5, | adopt a dynamic theory of decismaking to analyze how
lobbying affects legislative agenda preferencetest my primary hypotheses variations
in how information is supplied by lobbyists andie scope of interest group coalitions
affect how issues are non-consciously perceivepdiigymakers. | anticipate finding

that both the qualities of an advocacy argumentthedomposition of an interest group
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coalition affect the likelihood that an issue viné perceived as a priority. Moreover, |
expect these qualities to be independent of theahstibstance of the argument or the
membership of the coalition, suggesting that lawenslkuse of cognitive shortcuts
manipulates their decision outcomes in ways that beadifferent from their true rational
preferences.

In the final chapter, | examine the implicationswf findings for deliberative
theories of interest representation and suggesilpliges for future research along these
lines. If, as | expect, legislators do employ npldt methods to draw conclusions about
the merit of public policies, then the prevailingaels of legislative action that assume
some universal means of decision making need tewsed. Likewise, theories of
lobbying influence that regard legislators simpdystatic information recipients should
be reconsidered. More importantly, interest grpagicipation in policy deliberations
should be reevaluated in light of the fact thatgbeernors disproportionately attend to

arguments that may normatively conflict with theenests of the governed.
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Chapter 2. Theory and Methods

In this chapter, | develop a broad overview of imgdretical and empirical approach to
understanding lobbying influence. First, | revith literature on interest groups to
demonstrate that lobbying-as-information has beeima@ortant focus, but that most
proposed models of advocacy influence fail to fystow policy makers actively seek
out and interpret information supplied by lobbyis&econd, | propose that the
metatheoretical social-cognition approach to glagtical decision making will be a
useful way to incorporate policy makers into mod#lkbbying influence. Third, |
provide a more detailed picture of the informatgwacessing approach to lobbying
influence. Finally, | specify my information boastmulation experimental method to

test the theory.

Lobbying in the “Lab”:
An Information Board Simulation

| suspect the reason recent theories of lobbyingal@ccount for policy makers’
cognitive processing has little to do with the tlyeitself, but rather that it is very

difficult for social scientists to actually obsemiat goes on inside their minds. Of
course, there are many means to uncover how p#aplethrough problems. Yet, in the
day to day activities of a legislator, it is nedrtypossible to observe counterfactual
circumstances to determine how their mind proceisdesnation that may be rarely, if at
all, supplied by policy advocates. Experimentsutyh, are an ideal tool for studying

counterfactual conditions. Accordingly, | develdmn experimental simulation of the
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real world of legislative lobbying to monitor sulgtbtherwise unobservable differences
in how informational subsidies are supplied tortipeesumptive targets.

| created an original information board experimiiat tracks how actual
congressional staffers search for information lrypothetical “in-box” simulation. 1
recruited Washington-based staff in House and 8egatonal and committee offices
from employee listings in the Summer 2007 editibthe Congressional Staff Directory
(CQ Press 2007). | contacted 6,028 prospectivgstgby electronic mail beginning on
May 29, 2007 and ending on July 12, 260Fasked subjects to participate in an online
study of congressional research capacity and sioiealism by clicking on a hyper link
included in the email.

There were three stages to the protocol. | ilytesked staffers to answer
a series of ten questions in the pre-simulatiorstiolenaire that obtained background
demographic data such as job title, policy domajeetise, and perceptions about their
role in the policy process.Initially 253 respondents began the study by s
guestions in a pre-experiment questionnaire. T2llalisplays both the response and
participation rates for the the pre-simulation quesaire and the simulation itself

[Insert Table 2.1 here]

| attribute the extremely low response rate of %2d the fact that most congressional
offices have a standing policy to not respond tesjonnaires or surveys of any kind. In
the relatively rare instance that a staffer wasl linough to email me back to explain

why they could not participate, invariably the r@asvas their office’s standing policy of

2 This number excludes the 1,144 emails that wetenaatically bounced by the intended servers because
of spam filters or because the anticipated rectfsieamail account no longer existed.

® http://www.rutgerscongressproject.org/index.php.

* For a complete list of questions and responsesAppendix 1. These data are more fully descrévei
analyzed in chapter 3.
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no survey participation. Though this common officdicy presented a challenge to
accessing subjects for survey response purpogesrkdom assignment protocol of the
experiment procedure invalidates the need to rearsufficiently representative sample
of subjects. Conversely, it was very unlikely thatould have been able to conduct in-
person interviews of so many subjects in such &t sinoe frame, so the trade-off was
acceptable.

Of the 253 staffers who responded to the questioamportion, 139
subjects participated in the second stage of tbegpol, the “in-box” simulation, and
successfully responded to the third stage, thegiogilation test. This set of subjects
supplied a sufficient group of participants for thiormation board exercise. Figures 2.1
through 2.4 show the proportion of participantglayty, office type, chamber, and job
seniority.

[Insert Figures 2.1 through 2.4]
Clearly, the set of survey respondents is not ss&tive in each of the four factors.
However, the median subject remained the sameghoui the three-stage process. The
median subject is a white male who works as pdteyfer in a House Democrat's
personal office. He holds at least a bachelogeteand has worked for his current
employer between two and three years.

The information board simulation used a dynamib ywage written in
PHP, allowing two key features: (1) a 15-minuteetilimit with a continuous clock, and
(2) real-time tracking of hyperlink clicks that cesponded to selecting items in the
information board. Accordingly, | was able to limsers’ participation to a total of 15

minutes to simulate the disproportionate amoumfofmation available on policy
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issues. More importantly, as detailed in chaptératking the sequence and timing of
sources selected in an information board simulaitowed me to literally trace subjects’
cognitive processes.

The simulation is an information board that modetstuation where staffers must
consult several information sources to recommeheadth care policy agendaFigure
2.5 displays the information board as subjectsitaw their computer screen.

[Insert Figure 2.5]

Each subject could select to view information freimteen possible items, including
eight government items that remained constant aid private items that varied across
four experimental conditions.

For illustrative purposes, Table 2.2 logically mgranizes the sixteen items as a
conventional alternative-by-attribute informatiomalod format.

[Insert Table 2.2 here]

First, | distinguish between internal, governmerivimation sources and external,
private sources. Second, | further divide govemmnseurces between neutral, non-
partisan sources hypothetically from the Congresdi®esearch Service (CRS) and
overtly partisan sources by colleagues and comesitite Congress. | also divide private
sources between implicitly materialist and postmalist issues. Building on Ronald
Inglehart’s materialist and postmaterialist valystems to define types of political
interests, Berry has identified a useful distinctior the qualitative nature of policy

issues:

® See Payne, Bettman, and Johnson (1993), Mint3{1&¢ Lau and Redlawsk (2006) for extensive
discussion of using information board experimeatstiserve how people process information to make
adaptive decisions.
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Politics is messy and doesn’t always offer the ysial set of perfectly demarcated
distinctions and definitions. The categories...aveas self-evident or as clearly
differentiated as might be ideal. Yet at the heasta fundamental distinction. For some
political issues the only concern is how to divyythe economic pie. Other issues
involve a conflict between those who want morehef @conomic pie and those who say
that economic growth is not everything and theeemore important things in this world
than improving wages, profits, and benefits. (1989,
Consequently, the items in the information boardewseganized according to four broad
categories: Government / Neutral, Government /igzart Private / Materialist, and
Private / Postmaterialist. The need for thesemntisons is elaborated in greater detail in
subsequent chapters, but briefly this organizaitows me to test hypotheses about how
subjects intuitively process information at a namscious level (Bargh et al 2001). In
other words, | can observe how subjects searcimformation without explicitly
revealing my hypotheses during the hypotheticahace.

Subjects were given up to fifteen minutes to sedsanany items as they wanted.
When they selected an item, a document would apan ioverlaying window in the
user’s internet browser. All documents were fotetheis memos or letters that
advocated that one issue be recommended to a letathinformal group of legislators
that would set the health care agenda for thd Tidhgress. The scenario instructions
read:
Imagine that your party leaders have created althl€are Agenda Task Force." The
Task Force is seeking input from members to detezrtiie health care agenda for the
remainder of the 110th Congress. Your boss isisgeldvice from all staff on what
those priorities ought to be. It doesn't matteoifi specialize in health care issues in the
office.
Now, further imagine that your boss is heading toegeting with the Health Care Agenda
Task Force in 15 minutes, so you have very littteetto learn about the health care
issues that they're considering. Luckily, you haveandful of items in your "inbox" that

have some useful information. These items incluB& Gsue Briefs, Dear Colleague
letters, and letters from ad hoc lobbying coalioBach item supports a particular health
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care issue as a top priority, and presents an arguim favor of it.

Your job is to review as many items as you carhat you are interested in the next
fifteen minutes. After the 15 minutes are up, an'y@ satisfied that you've read as much
as you want—whichever comes first—you will thenk-@ander your suggestions to your
boss from top priority to lowest priority.

After having read these instructions, subjects @adkién begin the simulation and the
clock would begin counting down from 15 minutes.

The lobbying simulation epitomizes a collaborativéormation-sharing lobbying
environment in two key ways. Following the logigtlned in the theory developed more
fully in chapter 5, the experiment includes twohiitsubjects factors: (1) Advocacy
Argument Quality and (2) Interest Group Coalitiaccofe. In brief, my information
processing theory of lobbying assumes that lobbyst motivated by maintaining or
improving their credibility, so they supply the mage-receiving legislator with high-
guality information framed as instrumental advocamyuments. The advocacy message
situated in the hypothetical letter was eitherrinsiental or normative framed positively
to avoid contaminating responses with emotion tenee effects (Maheswaren and
Meyers-Levy 1990§. Both arguments are similar except that the imsémtal version
includes independent, quantitative evidence to sups underlying claims. Normative
arguments simply advocate that the issue was impbbecause the intended outcome
itself has merit.

The second experimental factor is the scope ofiyjpethetical interest group

coalitions included in the information board. Thbel associated with each private

® Studying variations in affect and valence of adwaycarguments would be a particularly fruitful liof
future research. The question is not only whegheange in the direction of valence or emotional
language would influence attitudes, but also thgtiiments with a negative valence or negative eraotiv
prompts may compound the status quo bias prevaigrlicy decision making (Riker 1986, 1995;
Baumgartner et al 2008).



24

source was innocuous, simply indicating in gentralissue being advocated. Once
these items were selected, users would see a letathadvocacy letter in their web
browser. The advocacy letters were “signed” bypaition that was intended to be
perceived as either narrow or broad. One one handfrow coalition consisted of
twenty organizations purposely selected to reptes@omogeneous set of political
interests, such as corporations and trade asswtsat a particular industry. A broad
coalition, on the other hand, was a group of tweahdomly selected organizations
symbolizing unrelated, heterogeneous interestsh B® narrow and broad coalitions
were created from a set of actual interest grol@sranked in the top 200 by spending
between 1998 and 2006l intentionally selected top-spending groups aiximize the
likelihood subjects would recognize individual angaations and infer heterogeneity or
homogeneity.

The experiment, then, was a 2 x 2 repeated-meadasagn with four
experimental conditions. A repeated-measures desigoses all subjects to all levels of
variation across experimental factors, though #dméiqular stimuli vary across
experimental group (Christensen 1994). Table 2rAahstrates how subjects were
randomly assigned to one of four experimental gsoup

[Insert Table 2.3 here]
There were eight experimental items in the inforaraboard, so each treatment included
two different items associated with each of the fmnditions of advocacy argument
quality and coalition scope: (A) Normative / Narr,aiB) Normative / Broad, (C)

Instrumental / Narrow, and (D) Instrumental / Brodthe repeated-measures design

| compiled this list while employed as a researctiehe Center for Responsive Politics. The 10f 2
organizations were drawn on February 21, 2007. dettebase is continuously updated and can be fatuind
www.opensecrets.org/lobbyists/index.asp.
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nullified the alternative hypothesis that policyct#ons are based entirely on pre-existing
issue preferences. For instance, participantorahdassigned to Group 1 who selected
the “Coalition for Healthy Children” on the inforiti@n board would read a normative
argument from a narrow, homogeneous set of organiza Conversely, those subjects
assigned to Group 4 who selected the same “CaalitioHealthy Children” item on the
information board would read an instrumental argoinieom a broad, heterogeneous
coalition of interests.

Ultimately, this experiment design simulated d-rearld situation that
typical congressional staffers may face duringrttaily routines. Though it was clearly
presented as a hypothetical simulation, the praentminimized the typical issue with
experiments that they are not externally valid, mgkny observations about how
subjects searched for information a good measuselgécts’ internal mental processes.
Indeed, one subject responded in the open-endédefeig session:

As health policy director, my actual inbox look®alike your simulated one (except
with more items). The items were useful for whatytbold me about who is supporting
what, rather than for the information containedritthem. If there is a Children's
Coalition supporting [sic] CHIP reauth [sic], onaw hIT alliance, it's important that |
know about them. Similarly, it's important for nteknow which Senators and
committees are up to what — if it's significanteTactual information contained within
the letters or documents is less important tharatiethat they are being sent.

The simulation, although obviously a mock-up ofl kgarld tasks, was evidently realistic
enough to solicit the intended responses.

However, the simulation is useful mostly becauggasents counterfactual stimuli in a
way that may not be explicitly presented in Congre& second revealed his or her

propensity to seek out information that simply éonéd their existing preferences, a

finding that | corroborate quantitatively in chapie
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| thought the pieces that had hard data that backexdview | already held were most
useful. Others were too general or had informaltiaineady knew or disagreed [sic] with.

In addition, as my analysis in chapter 5 explonesiuch greater detail, the manipulation
of the quality of advocacy arguments and the scbpaterest group coalitions was
apparent. Even though participants may not haee bensciously aware of the
experimental manipulation of each item while thegrevselecting them during the
information board exercise, there was enough infbion contained in each item to
convey the intended signal. For instance, anabkject indicated:
| appreciate information that cites statistics Brohd-based information without
endorsing a specific perspective. | also appreamitemation from coalitions that
represent a wide-range of views.
These responses, along with many other similar resrgleaned from the open-ended
debriefing portion of the study, demonstrate ttaatipipants thought the simulation was
a reasonable approximation of their actual intevastwith colleagues in Congress and
with interest group actors.

Subjects were not unanimous in their views ofdineulation, though.
Criticism of the simulation generally focused orieeral validity. One subject, who
contacted me through email after having complétecentire simulation, even went so
far as to question my hypotheses and methodsdifteovering the public relations
summary of my project on the National Science Fatind websité. In a more typical
critique, this subject — a staffer to a membethefAlaskan congressional delegation —
focused on how the online simulation did not refleer actual duties:
Your question is seriously flawed. First, you dat say what specific issues were being

discussed by the task force; therefore, the melspibjects dealt with by the items in the
inbox were useless. Second, there is no way thaheHealth LA would be tasked to

8 Consequently, | determined that this subject’poases may have been contaminated, so he or she was
not included in my final N of 139 valid subjects.
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provide information to the Senator for a HealttktBsce meeting in 15 minutes. Third,
there is no way that anyone in their right mind Wdgorovide information to the senator
that is gleaned in this manner. Since you wantntmkwhich groups | would have spent
the most time with, the answer is - Alaskans.

On balance, these objections over minutiae questbnealism should not invalidate my
findings. As with all criticism of external valiyiin experimental social science, my
simulation purposely simplified the real world dowenthe factors that | deduced to be
most important for my inquiry. | agree that evaing decisions by lawmakers without
factoring in their reliance on constituents’ opimsas far from realistic; however, most of
the issues included in my simulation are highhjtecal, so it is very unlikely that even a
well-informed voter would have strong opinions.

With this design, | am not only able to realisligaepresent the
congressional information environment, | am ableneasure many behaviors deduced
from the social-cognition approach. In the nexé¢hchapters, | analyze congressional
staffers’ perceptions of their role in congresslanformation networks, adoption of
decision strategies, and heuristic processingfofimation from lobbying coalitions.

Thus, my design proved to be a highly efficienesesh tool that effectively includes a

survey questionnaire and two experimental appagatus



Table 2.1 Survey Response and Valid Experiment Pacipation Rates

Total Sampling Frame Response Sample Experiment Subjects
N 6013 253 139
Response Rate N/A 4.21% 2.31%
Participation Rate N/A N/A 54.94%
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Figure 2.5. Lobbying Simulation Information Board

Time Remaining: 12:16
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Table 2.2. Information Board Sources by Category

Government Private
Neutral Partisan Materialist Postmaterialist
CRS Issue Brief: Rep Smith (R-UT) Dear|  Future of Health IT Coalition for Health
Health Care Costs Colleague Alliance Children
CRS Issue Brief: Senate Finance Cmte Health Care Quality | Americans for HIV/AIDS
Long-term Care Minority (Rep) Alliance Awareness

Sen Jones (D-WI) Deal  Medical Malpractice Mental Health Working

CRS Issue Brief:
Collaborative Group

Medicare Colleague

Citizen's Committee for

CRS Issue Brief: House Commerce Cmt¢  American Rx Drugs
the Uninsured

Public Health Threats Majority (Dem) Coalition




Lobbying Simulation Repeated-Measures Bign
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Random Assignments

Group 2

HIV/AIDS

Medical Errors

Table 2.6.
Condition Treatments
Advocacy IG
Argument Coalition Group 1
Quality Scope
are ea
A Normative Narrow
HIV/AIDS
B Normative Broad
Medical Errors
Medical
Instrument Malpractice
c al Narrow Mental Health
Parity
D Instr;lment Broad

Medical
Malpractice
Mental
Health Parity

Group 3 Group 4
Medical HIV/AIDS
Malpractice
Mental Health Medical Errors
Parity
Medical
Malpractice
Mental
Health Parity
are ead
HIV/AIDS are ca

Medical Errors
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CHAPTER 3.INFORMATION NETWORKS IN CONGRESS
A DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

In a highly professionalized legislature like Coesg, members and staff develop
sophisticated networks of communication to managenassive amount of information
that goes into lawmaking. The multiple layers gfamization of Congress—party
organizations, committee and personal offices,raathber and staff hierarchy—produce
a complex communication structure where informatiows from one location to
another. Each person—regardless whether sheaaa@ or a relatively junior
administrative staffer in the House—occupies a waigode in the network. These
networks of professional contacts become even wmrglex if congressional support
agencies, executive branch bureaucracies, anddepéndent system of interest groups
are also included. Though they may not hold ammé&b position within Congress,
lobbyists and bureaucrats maintain essential addrerg positions in these networks.

Indeed, in a colloquial twist on the saying “it' fiavyou know, not what you
know,” Washington insiders consider themselves aslgood as their rolodexes. The
professional contacts they maintain, then, the sasrtbe information networks to which
they belong. In this chapter, | analyze how cosgjnal staffers perceive their positions
in these networks vis-a-vis their counterpartstireocongressional offices, the executive
branch, and the private sector. Additionallyyaleate differences in expertise between
policy domains, and uncover what highly specialigedfers think about their own

knowledge and experience.
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My aim is to describe how staff members conscioiggwntify their own location
in Congress’s multidimensional system of profesaidmformation networks. | will
then use this broad sketch of information netwaks background to explore non-
conscious information processing at the individaaél in subsequent chapters. First, |
will illustrate differences in the concentrationedpertise among different policy
domains. The main finding here will demonstrata the health care policy domain in
particular is highly concentrated with specializtaffers. Therefore, my health care
policy simulation that follows will be an exceptalty fertile ground to test of my theory
about expert and non-expert information processing.

Second, | explore how staffers are professionaltyadized by uncovering self-
assessments of knowledge, experience, and issmiati compared to other actors. The
findings in this part suggest that there are ptalie patterns of professionalization
across different nodes in congressional informatietworks. These patterns will
substantiate the hypotheses | deduce when | exjpiflenation search behavior and
lobbying influence in the following chapters.

Third, | investigate which actors in their profesgl networks staffers actively
seek out for information and which ones supply lioged information to them. The
patterns of active solicitation and passive receigtolicy information show that
communication tends to flow in one direction, ahdttperceived source neutrality and

credibility is the most important factor in seekiogt information. The path that policy-

° 1 will not explicitly map out the structure of the networks due to the data limitations of my sampfet,
there is a growing literature on the structuremfgressional and the interest group networks. Jaeeby,
LaPira, and Leech (2004), Fowler (2006), Zhand €@08), and Baumgartner, LaPira, and Thomas
(2008).
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relevant information follows largely depends on itifermation source and the staffer’s

position in the network.

Policy Domain Expertise in Congress
Congressional offices are free to organize thaiif givision of labor as

they see fit, though they typically do so accordimgelatively stable policy domains that
roughly correspond to committee jurisdictions. dd@irse, subcommittee and committee
jurisdictions are fungible and tend to overlap @997, Baumgartner and Jones 2000).
Accordingly, | obtained staffers expertise by adapthe policy topic coding scheme
developed in the Policy Agendas Project. To adusspace in the questionnaire, |
collapsed the nineteen policy topic codes downvie.

[Insert Table 3.1 here]
| acquired staffers’ expertise with two separatesgions. The first question listed all
twelve policy domains and allowed for multiple respes. The average respondent is
responsible for issues in 3.18 (SD = 2.21) domaiffse second question, which was
limited to a single response, asks which of thdwevareas they “spend most of their
time and energy.” By merging responses to botlsties, | can code nonexperts = 0,
experts = 1, and primary experts = 2. Table 3®wsththe frequencies of each area of
expertise.

[Insert Table 3.2 here]
Not surprisingly, the most active area of experigsBudget/Appropriations, most likely

because the other substantive areas necessarilgwvéth this unusually broad
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jurisdiction. Health policy includes a total of Bdspondents, which is exactly one person
below the mean for all policy areas.

By frequency, the health policy domain is averagewever, when |
generate the ratio of primary experts to expehts hiealth care area is by far the most
concentrated with people who principally speciabrethose issues.

[Insert Graph 3.1 here]
Roughly four of every five congressional staffefsowvork on health policy indicate that
it is their primary area of expertise. The secomabt concentrated area, defense policy,
is populated by only 0.52 primary experts. At tipposite extreme, fewer than one in ten
agriculture experts spend most of their time anetgynon those issues.

Therefore, health policy representats of the avedigmain in Congress by
frequency, but is unusual because it is intensatygentrated by staffers with a high
degree of domain-specific expertise. In termsxpiegiment participation, then, the
health policy domain has the benefit of over-raangifor subjects with policy domain-
specific expertise. In effect, the health poliondhin allows me to maximize the
likelihood that relatively rare experts will be @ged to my experimental treatments as
their relatively common nonexpert counterpartsr groposes of generalization, there
should be little difference between primary exerin one substantive area from
another, so observing non-conscious informatiorgssing behavior in health policy is

just as meaningful as doing so in the agriculttorgign affairs, or any other domain.

Policy Knowledge, Experience, and Attention
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At the staff level in Congress, job seniority israrchical and the
professional socialization at each level is diffeérel acquired job seniority by asking
respondents to select the job title that most tyasatched their own, then
operationalized those responses into three catsgofiseniority. | ranked congressional
staff according to their job title, coded O = adisirative, 1 = policy, and 2 = executite.
Administrative staffers are typically young, enteyel positions such as Staff Assistant
or Legislative Correspondent. Policy staffersrard-level employees who usually hold
the rank of Legislative Assistant, ProfessionaffSteember, or Counsel. Policy staffers
generally hold primary responsibility for one or magolicy domains in the office, and
report to the more senior, executive staff. Exdeptninor tasks, administrative and
policy staff are prohibited by the Hatch Act andHiguse and Senate rules from
participating in electoral politics as part of thieirmal duties of employment. Finally,
executive staffers include senior employees inrgoeEssional personal or committee
office such as Chief of Staff, Legislative Diregtor Communication Director. They
oversee policy and administrative staff, and tyjpyaport directly to the member of
Congress on matters relating to their elected effiddditionally, executive staffers are
usually formally or informally involved in the memis’ electoral campaigns as long as
they do not use government resources to those ends.

| equate the simple employment hierarchy to piesl socialization
because each level of seniority has entirely ddffietasks, motivations, and skills. The
most important distinction is the orientation todspolicy making or towards electoral

and partisan politics. Although political goalsha@ot be seamlessly distinguished from

9 This coding scheme was adopted from the Hous&Sendte employment studies conducted by the
Congressional Management Foundation (2001, 2003).



41

policy goals, policy-oriented staffers are usuéd@yned to maintain an ethos of political
neutrality, detachment, and objectivity. Conveysatiministrative and executive staff
can be expected to have more of a political orterta Administrative staffers, though
ostensibly functional, are motivated to maximize plolitical benefits of the
congressional office. For instance, a schedulgsistant in the Washington office must
take into account the political payoff for the distwhen granting access to the member
or senior staff (Chin, Bond, and Geva 2000). Sirhyl an information technology
specialist is tasked with keeping members’ websitebemail system operating so they
can communicate with constituents, a task thableasme increasingly difficult with the
growth of outside lobbying tactics (Esterling, Laznd Neblo 2005). The aims of these
staffers can not be described as neutral or okgedineir purpose is to maximize the
electoral gain from the perquisites of the congoesd office. More obviously, executive
staffers are explicitly motivated by their emplayezlectoral goals.

Therefore, job seniority and the policy- or palti-orientation of these
positions affect staffers’ knowledge and experiesmeeavell as the information they regard
as important. In other words, these perceptiofecfely structure congressional
information networks. Policy-oriented staffers ¢tenexpected to regularly communicate
with colleagues that have very different skills denels of knowledge from their
politically-oriented counterparts, just as admir@ste and executive staff will occupy
very different locations in the networks.

The pre-simulation questionnaire asked three questbout the staffer’s
perceptions about their knowledge, experience,isswk attention compared to others in

the network. First, | used a 5-point measure askihether they thought they know
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more or less about their primary area of expedsapared to their boss, the member of
Congress. Responses were coded 0 = “Always léssriad”, 1 = “Usually less
informed”, 2 = “About the same”, 3 = “Usually mardormed”, and 4 = “Always more
informed,” and had a mean of 2.77 (SD = 1.05). oelal category was “usually more
informed.” Second, | used an 11-point scale tosueaperceptions of staffers’
“experience compared to other staffers who workpaticy domain],” which ranged
from O = “Not very experienced” to 10 = “Very exparced”. The mean response was
6.15 (SD = 2.7), indicating that staffers tend ¢éogeive themselves as having more
experience than their policy domain peers. Finallysed another 11-point scale to
measure perceptions of “how much attention [theg] the senator or representative pays
to [policy domain],” varying from 0 = “No attentiéno 10 = “Very much attention.”
Staffers perceived that their bosses paid higleer ttormal attention to the policy
domain in which they were primarily expert, respogdvith a mean of 6.66 (SD = 2.4).
In sum, staffers in my sample thought they hadtgrdanowledge and experience about
their area of expertise than their bosses and paedsthat they thought the member of
Congress paid greater than normal attention tegs&ar which they are primarily
responsible.

An analysis of variance reveals for professiooalaization demonstrates
that job seniority is the most consistent determird relative knowledge, experience,
and issue attention.

[Insert Table 3.3]
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The findings here suggest that job seniority eroplly correlate with measures of
professional socialization. The mean changesifterdnt levels of employment are
depicted in Figures 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4.

[Insert Figure 3.2 through 3.4 here]
Figure 3.2 demonstrates that policy-oriented staftensider themselves “usually more
informed” regardless of their employing office draenber, whereas administrative
employees consider themselves less informed arclitxe employees consider
themselves more informed. The type of employirfigef—either personal or
committee—has an effect only at the p < 0.10 leBthffers perceptions of their relative
experience and how much attention their boss patreeir issues, though, show much
clearer patterns. Staffers’ beliefs about expeeeand issue attention increase as their
positions move from the relatively low-ranked adistirative positions in House personal
offices to executive positions in Senate commitifiees, though the difference between
chambers is negligible or non-significant.

These patterns remain fairly constant across ypdknains, with the
unusual case of the budget and appropriationsypdbmain. Many congressional
offices do not divide labor between types of lagisk activity, so staffers assigned to
particular policy areas will be tasked with manggamy authorizations, appropriations,
or investigations related to that policy area. f8mn the perspective of the typical
staffer, the budget and appropriations domain apsrivith all of the other areas. Table
3.4 correlates policy expertise with the profesai@ocialization variables.

[Insert Table 3.4 here]
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Expertise in the budget and appropriations fieldasitively correlated with levels of
knowledge, experience, and issue attention, whereasher substantive area
demonstrates any significant difference. Excludimgbudget and appropriations
exception, then, | can infer that there are no nmggnl differences in knowledge,
experience, and issue attention across differdydtantive areas of expertise. These
findings provide additional support to the claimttbbserving decision making behavior
in a hypothetical health care policy simulatiorcan be reliably generalized to other
domains. Moreover, this evidence suggests thagyeb seniority as a proxy for
professional socialization in a hypothetical sintiola should yield externally valid

results.

Location and Communication Flow in Congressional lformation Networks
The currency of influence in Congress is not moit&yinformation. The better the
information, the more valuable it will be in punsgilegislative objectives. So, sources
of good information will be in the best positionitdluence policy decisions. In terms of
information networks in Congress, then, politicdluence can best be understood as
actors jockeying for position to provide informatito decision makers. Much like the
real estate market, the competition for politicdluence is about establishing a niche
location in the network. One way to understand gasitioning is to uncover patterns of
communication flows among the various actors.hla section | uncover some patterns
to the information flow in Congress as they aresoowusly understood by congressional

staffers.
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Using two similar questions, | asked respondemtsetect from a list of
sources who they either “frequently reach out tw”ififormation, or who “frequently
contacts” them. Staffers overwhelmingly indicdtattthey solicit information most from
congressional support agencies such as the CorgrasResearch Service and General
Accountability Office. These agencies, technicalbysed within the legislative branch,
have the reputation for non-partisanship in Wadoimgso the agencies’ credibility
appears to be the most salient feature. Tableth®&gh 3.7 rank order information
sources by frequency and list each source’s casreipg proportions.

[Insert Tables 3.5 through 3.7 here]
Not only is the frequency of contacting supportrages highest, there is no real
difference between staffers by party, type of @ffior chamber. With the second-ranking
solicited source being other congressional officesgressional information networks
also appear to be relatively internally denseariy situation where staffers must seek out
information from others, chances are very likelgttthey will contact a peer within the
legislature. However, in this case, the type oplaying office does matter. Members’
personal offices and offices in the House tenettp more on information from other
offices in the Capitol, whereas committee and Sea#ices tend not to solicit
information internally.

Other notable patterns include differences betweeties and office types.
Republicans report they are more likely to see&rimfation from corporations in the
private sector and the White House and executieacgs® in the public sector, while

Democrats claim to disproportionately request imfation from citizen advocacy groups.

™ This correlation is most likely due to the partytihe White House, so the same would be expected fo
congressional Democrats if the president is a Deatoc



46

Reflections of information seeking behavior seerodotrast most between staffers who
work in personal offices and those in committeéthin the government, personal
staffers tend to actively seek out information frpamty leaders in addition to other
congressional offices, whereas committee staffenerfrequently contact the executive
branch. Conversely, committee staffers demonst&rgi@tern of soliciting information
from private sector actors such as lobbyists, tes$®ciations, and labor unions. In all,
the most meaningful professional characteristit ditinguishes staffers perceptions of
their location in information networks is the typkoffice.

These patterns change remarkably when the direoficmmformation flow
is reversed and respondents are prompted withuestign about who they believe
contacts them frequently.

[Insert Tables 3.8 through 3.10 here]

Although office type remains the most consisteffed@nce in the proportional frequency
of contact, the most striking change is the inadgserception that private sector actors
offer unsolicited information. The top four mostduently selected actors are from the
private sector; by contrast, internal congressigoalces like other offices, party leaders,
and support agencies fall below the median.

This evidence implies that policy-relevant inforroattends to flow in one
direction. The sources that staffers indicate they actively solicit are not the same
ones they report contact them without solicitatidio test this hypothesis, | generated a
new variable that placed responses from both cquestcoded 0 = No and 1 = Yes, on a
single dimension. | subtracted responses fronifteguently contacts you" question

from the "frequently reaches out to" for all sow:cd he resulting variable ranges from -1
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to 1, with means above zero reflecting a tendefcyadfers to be passive recipients of
information and means below zero indicating acsiokcitation. Table 3.10 orders
information sources from unsolicited to solicitates.
[Insert Tables 3.11 and 3.12 here]

The pattern is clear. Internal congressional ssiremain the most sought after
information sources, and trade associations aruylsts readily supply information
without request. Table 3.12 confirms the earliedihg that the most common
differences in information search behavior is petof congressional office.
Additionally, I correlated job seniority with tharection of information flow. Only two
categories of information sources depend on séwetrade associations and executive
agencies. Though professional socialization agp@aconsistently affect policy
knowledge, experience, and attention, the sameatibe said for information flow.

Clearly the actual structure of congressionalrmiation networks is much
more complex than | can distill here. However, degcriptive analyses have begun to
shine some light on how legislative staffers pere¢heir roles within those networks.
Most importantly, my findings suggest that my hiealare policy simulation is an ideal
hypothetical venue to observe information searchdetision making behavior in
Congress. First, the high degree of expertisherhealth domain will allow me to better
observe behavioral differences between expertsiandxperts. Second, | can use a
measure of professional socialization to controlpfdlitically-relevant characteristics of
my subjects in addition to traditional politicalnables like partisanship and ideology.
And finally, controlling for office type will repgent a meaningful surrogate for a

subject’s location in congressional informationwaks. Thus, | can incorporate some
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real-world external controls to my otherwise sirfiptl simulation of the congressional

decision making environment to improve the validifymy findings.
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Table 3.1 Policy Domain Expertise Conversion from 8licy Agendas Project

Policy Domain Expertise

Policy Agendas Topic Codes

Fit 1 Fit 2 Fit 3
AGR Agriculture Agriculture
BUD Budget/Appropriations, Taxes & Economy Macrasmmics and Taxation
DEF Defense Devense and National Security
ENE Energy & Environment Energy Environment
EIN Financial Services, Housing & Community Banking, Finance, and Community Development and
Development Commerce Housing
GOV Government Operations & Homeland Security Gorent Operations
HEA Health Health
INT International Affairs & Trade International Affairs and I:Ore@'F—lorei
Aid gn Trade
JUD Judiciary, Crime & Civil Rights Law, Crime, aR@mily Policy
LAB Labor, Education & Social Welfare :_abo_r, Er_nployment, and Education social
mmigration Welfare
SCl  Space, Science & Communications Science, _Tec_hnology, and
Communication
TRA Transportation & Public Works Transportation




Table 3.2 Frequency of Policy Domain Expertise

Nonexpert Expert Primary Total
Expert  Experts

Budget/Appropriations, Taxes & Economy 160 68 25 93
Energy & Environment 168 57 28 85
Government Operations & Homeland Security 172 70 11 81
International Affairs & Trade 179 57 17 74
Defense 183 46 24 70
Health 192 34 27 61
Labor, Education & Social Welfare 197 40 16 56
Agriculture 199 50 4 54
Financial Services, Housing & Community Development 200 43 10 53
Judiciary, Crime & Civil Rights 208 35 10 45
Space, Science & Communications 210 34 9 43
Transportation & Public Works 216 25 12 37
Other 199 0 54 54

Note:N = 253. Cell entries are frequencies based ororegs to two questions. The first question
allowed for multiple responses; the second questias limited to one response. The mean number of
policy domains ("expert" column) per responder8.18 (SD = 2.21). Policy Domains are ordered by
total number of experts.



Graph 3.1 Ratio of Primary Experts to Experts by Pdicy Domain
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Table 3.3 Perceptions of Relative Levels of Knowleg, Experience, and Attention
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Knowledge Experience Attention
df MS F MS F MS F

Office 1 3.603 3.61* 78.421 12.59** 46.502  9.10***
Chamber 1 2.536 2.54 19.940 3.20* 1464 0.29
Job Seniority 2 11.061 11.08+** 93.996 15.09+** 29.174  5.71%**
Model 4 8.384 8.40*** 73.027 11.72%** 29.682  5.81***
Residual 0.998 6.230 5.107

Root MSE 0.999 2.496 2.260

Note: N = 252. Knowledge was measured on a 5-fzuiale, and experience and attention were measauaréd-point scales.

*** n < 0.001
**p <0.05
*p<0.10



Figure 3.2 Relative Knowledge
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Figure 3.4 Relative Issue Attention

10.00

8.00

6.00

4.00

2.00

0.00

Administrative Policy Executive

B House Persona House Committd8  Senate PerdBhal  Smmisittee

55



Table 3.4 The Appropriations Exception:
Perceptions of Knowledge, Experience and Attentioby Policy Expertise

Knowledge Experience Attention

Agriculture

Budget/Appropriations, Taxes & Economy
Defense

Energy & Environment

Financial Services, Housing & Community Development
Government Operations & Homeland Security
Health

International Affairs & Trade

Judiciary, Crime & Civil Rights

Labor, Education & Social Welfare

Space, Science & Communications
Transportation & Public Works

Other

-0.09
0*01
0.01
0.04
-0.04
0.00
-0.01
-0.04
-0.02
-0.08
0.01
-0.02
-0.15

-0.03
0.16*
0.01
0.06

-0.04

-0.02
0.06

-0.07

-0.07
0.01

-0.09
0.00

-0.07

0.06
0.13*
0.07
0.08
0.02
0.03
0.09
0.05
-0.11
-0.03
-0.03
-0.01
-0.34*

Note N = 253. Cell entries are Spearmagntoefficients.
*p<0.05
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Table 3.5 Proportional Differences in Sources "Fregently Reached Out to", by Party
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Total Democrat Republican z

Congressional Research Service, Government AccollittaDffice, etc. 214  0.856 0.826 0.641
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices 161 0.665 0.581 1.304
Corporations 159 0.551 0.779-3.558**
Labor unions 139 0.575 0.500 1.133
Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 127 0.503 0.500 0.045
White House or executive branch 58 0.174 0.337-2.932+
Citizen advocacy groups 44 0.251 0.023 4.537***
National trade associations, professional assoastior professional societies 35 0.132 0.151-0.424
Political party leaders 27 0.120 0.081 0.936
Other 12 0.042 0.058-0.575
Think tanks & academia 0 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total N 253 167 86

N =253; ** p<0.01; *p<0.05;*p<0.10
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Table 3.6 Proportional Differences in Sources "Fregently Reached Out To", by Office

Total PersonalCommittee z

Congressional Research Service, Government Acdoilityaffice, etc. 214 0.830 0.870-0.860
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices 161 0.719 0.510 3.378**
Corporations 159 0.621 0.640 0.307
Labor unions 139 0.490 0.640-2.341**
Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 127 0.438 0.600-2.521**
White House or executive branch 58 0.105 0.420 -5.835**
Citizen advocacy groups 44  0.209 0.120 1.829
National trade associations, professional assoastior professional societies 350.105 0.190-1.924**
Political party leaders 27 0.150 0.040 2.779*
Other 12 0.052 0.040 0.450
Think tanks & academia 0 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total N 253 153 100

N =253; ** p<0.01; *p<0.05;*p<0.10
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Table 3.7 Proportional Differences in Sources "Fregently Reached Out To", by Chamber

Total House Senate Z

Congressional Research Service, Government Acdoilityaffice, etc. 214 0.871 0.795 1.560
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices 161 0.676 0.554 1.898*
Corporations 159 0.618 0.651 0.509
Labor unions 139 0.524 0.602 -1.184
Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 127 0.512 0.482 0.446
White House or executive branch 58 0.218 0.253 -0.628
Citizen advocacy groups 44 0.182 0.157 0.507
National trade associations, professional assoastior professional societies 36.124 0.169 -0.977
Political party leaders 27 0.129 0.060 1.673
Other 12 0.035 0.072 -1.300
Think tanks & academia 0 0.000 0.000 0
Total N 253 170 83

N =253; ** p<0.01; *p<0.05;*p<0.10
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Table 3.8 Proportional Differences in Sources "Fregently Contacts You", by Party

Total Democrat Republican z

Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 194 0.778 0.744 0.610
Labor unions 188 0.808 0.616 3.313**
Corporations 171 0.689 0.651 0.603
National trade associations, professional assodistior professional societies 127 0.485 0.535-0.751
White House or executive branch 72 0.251 0.349-1.625*
Citizen advocacy groups 62 0.257 0.221 0.640
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices 53 0.216 0.198 0.331
Political party leaders 42 0.168 0.163 0.099
Congressional Research Service, Government AccoillibtaDffice, etc. 35 0.132 0.151-0.424
Other 2 0.006 0.012-0.480
Think tanks & academia 0 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total N 253 167 86

Note: N = 253; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; *p< 0.10
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Table 3.9 Proportional Differences in Sources "Fregently Contacts You", by Office

Total Personal Committee z

Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 194 0.791 0.730 1.119
Labor unions 188 0.771 0.700 1.268
Corporations 171  0.752 0.560 3.184**
National trade associations, professional assoaisitior professional societies 127 0.529 0.460 1.080
White House or executive branch 72 0.150 0.490 -5.854**
Citizen advocacy groups 62 0.288 0.180 1.945+
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices 53 0.209 0.210-0.016
Political party leaders 42  0.209 0.100 2.281**
Congressional Research Service, Government Acdoilitydffice, etc. 35 0.072 0.240-3.786***
Other 2 0.013 0.000 1.148
Think tanks & academia 0 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total N 253 153 100

N =253; ** p<0.01; *p<0.05;*p<0.10
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Table 3.10 Proportional Differences in Sources "Frguently Contacts You", by Chamber

Total House Senate z

Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 194 0.800 0.699 1.787*
Labor unions 188 0.806 0.614 3.272**
Corporations 171 0.676 0.675 0.028
National trade associations, professional assoadistior professional societies 12@.506 0.494 0.178
White House or executive branch 72 0.294 0.265 0.481
Citizen advocacy groups 62 0.229 0.277 -0.828
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices 53 0.224 0.181 0.786
Political party leaders 42 0.182 0.133 1.000
Congressional Research Service, Government Acdoilityaffice, etc. 35 0.153 0.108 0.963
Other 2 0.006 0.012 -0.520
Think tanks & academia 0 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total N 253 170 83

N =253; ** p<0.01; *p<0.05;*p<0.10



Table 3.11 Direction of Information Flow
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Mean SD
National trade associations, professional assoadistior professional societies 0.363 0.544
Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 0.267 0.541
Labor unions 0.191 0.706
Citizen advocacy groups 0.072 0.517
Political party leaders 0.060 0.420
White House or executive branch 0.060 0.490
Corporations 0.048 0.728
Other -0.040 0.196
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices -0.426 0.583
Congressional Research Service, Government AccdoilitidDffice, etc. -0.709  0.489

Note:N = 253. The dependent variable was generated lityasiting if a source "frequently contacts you'nfravhether the
respondent "frequently reaches out to" a sourceging from -1 to 1. Means above zero reflect a¢eicg of staffers to be
passive recipients of information, whereas meafmbeero reflect a tendency to actively solicitarrhation from a source.

The “think tanks & academia” category is omitted lboth questions because responses were null.



Table 3.12 Correlation between Professional Charaetistics and Information Flow
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Party Office Chamber Seniority
National trade associations, professional assoadisitior professional societies  -0.039 0.133¢ 0.046 0.131*
Independent lobbyists or policy consultants 0.031 0.21**  0.067 0.066
Labor unions 0.075 0.144 0.179**  -0.029
Citizen advocacy groups -0.172**  0.020 -0.067 -0.005
Political party leaders -0.037 0.003 -0.017 0.089
White House or executive branch 0.068 -0.022 0.068 0.130
Corporations 0.169*  0.135 0.019 0.006
Other 0.025 0.001 0.074 -0.092
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices -0.062 -0.180*  -0.059 -0.077
Congressional Research Service, Government AccdoilitidDffice, etc. -0.055 -0.130r -0.021 -0.037

Note:N = 253. Cell entries are Spearmagntoefficients. The “think tanks & academia” catggis omitted for both
guestions because responses were null.
** p<0.01; *p<0.05
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CHAPTER 4.INFORMATION SEARCH BEHAVIOR IN CONGRESS

What kind of information do members of Congress thadr staff find useful when
making decisions? How do they sift through theeravhelmingly saturated information
environment? As with much of the literature onestind institutional decision making,
the leading paradigm to answer questions like the€®ongress is that of the rational
actor who uses information from institutionalizedisces to make expected utility
decisions. In short, individual Senators and Regmeatives (or their collective
chambers) rely on specialized committees or centidiparty leaders to do the searching
and sifting for them, and base decisions on thericgved relationship to the median
voter. The median voter theorem holds that wheividual's single-peak preferences
are aggregated, the median ideal preference widhbsen. The informative committee
model is most surprising when it reveals the otl@rwurious logic of institutionally-
privileged legislators who possess asymmetric@lriwate information. The informed
committee median defeats uninformed chamber meabatmay otherwise prevail had it
possessed complete information.

Or, elected leaders overcome the legislative paugllective action dilemma and
monopolize the rules to minimize individual defeati Thus, individual preferences are
superseded by the structure imposed by the majoaitty, who seeks to guarantee the re-
election of its party members and ensure its dongea Whether parties or committees
are more important, or whether delegated powersare or less conditional, are simply

functions of theoretical models based on the assaompf strictly rational behavior.
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Rational legislators are aware of their preferensesk out all publicly available
information, and strategically calculate the utilitf their policy decisions to maximize
their chances for re-electioff.

However, a rich literature in social psychology bhallenged the assumptions
that humans are capable of making the kind of wasigexpected utility judgments on
which these models rely (Simon 1957; Tversky andrii€amann 1973). The behavioral
approach to decision making takes many forms, thangdels typically assume that
people tend not to exhaustively seek out all péssitformation or compute complex
expected value or utility calculations. Rathelmle avoid uncomfortable or challenging
choices, minimize cognitive effort using cognitisteortcuts (heuristics), and apply
stereotypes or schema to available informatioreasdf interpreting the cost and benefit
implications of a complex problem (Fiske & Tayl@91l). Behavioral theories of
decision making in Congress have been fairly wetliiotmented, though they by no means
dominate the literature on legislative politics (Ba Poole, and Dexter 1963; Kingdon
1989; Matthews and Stimson 1975; Sabatier and \WMaite1985). For instance,

Kingdon contends that “members of Congress aretbte avoid extended searches for
information and tend to rely on extremely simpliswf thumb as decision making
procedures,” such as cue-taking from colleaguegdistory, and their impressions
about the degree that a specific issue is contstald1989, 229-230). These two

approaches to studying congressional decision rgakimational choice and behavioral—

2 Though I will not attempt to exhaustively reviehetvast rational choice literature on congressional
parties and committees here, see Mayhew 1974; Skhapd Weingast 1981, 1995; Krehbiel 1991; Rohde
1991; Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2003; Aldrich 199awB 1998). My point is that all of these models
rest on the immutable assumption of strict ratiitypal
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are usually interpreted as either incompatible otivated to explain different
phenomena

In this chapter, | develop a theory of legislatilexision making that incorporates
assumptions from both rational choice and sociatipsiogical approaches. First, |
argue that how legislators identify useful inforrmatand how they allocate their
attention to various sources depends on intringiitigal predispositions and external
political context. Typically, rational actor appidhes model the political context and
behavioral theories account for cognitive biaddy. goal is to develop a behavioral
framework for individual lawmakers that fits intoet institutional structure of Congress.
The result is an outline of four broad decision eledhat predict very different behavior
in the search for and use of information in Congr@gtentional, adaptive, single-minded,
and intuitive’® | differentiate these models based on three factbe type of
information that legislators systematically consuthe amount of information they
actively seek out, and the level of attention thkgcate to various data sources and cues.
Next, | test several hypotheses about the charsiitsrof legislators’ information search
behavior by uncovering how 139 congressional staffiecess up to sixteen sources in
the hypothetical in-box information board explaineahapter 2. | use process-tracing
methods to determine when and why people adopinatecision strategies (Ford et al
1989; Mintz 1993; Lau 1995, 1997). Finally, | uke internal characteristics and
external context variables to predict the adoptibdecision strategies about legislative

priorities.

13 In How Voters Decide_au and Redlawsk distill the myriad decisionsistgies down to four similar
models: rational-choice, confirmatory, fast andyfill and intuitive (2006). My models are simildgugh
they account for the very different participantsl amformation environments of election campaignd an
legislative politics.
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An Integrated Theory of Decision Making in Congress
My goal is to draw insights from behavioral model®laborate some useful alternatives
to the rationalist ideal, not to compare the penance of each (Leach and Sabatier
2005). The appeal of rational choice is thatpresents the normative ideal, not
necessarily that it accurately predicts actual bigina As Deborah Stone quips, “The
perfectly rational decision maker is to politicsatltthe saint is to religion—an ideal
everyone publicly espouses, most people would it wo live by, and precious few
attain” (2002, 233). Though the assumptions obnat choice are attractive for logical
deduction, it is not very likely that individual mans are either capable or willing to
make such calculations. There is no reason tougaecwhether or not actual
policymakers deviate from the “perfectly rationakctsion maker,” but it is useful to ask
how frequently they deviate, to what degree thegystand why.

Internal Perceptions. The frequency and degree that legislators defriabe the
rational choice model are empirical questions, by they do so is a theoretical one.
The social psychology literature abounds with maltgrnatives, each of which may be
more detailed and applicable in different cont¢lyne, Bettman, and Johnson 1993).
Political scientists have typically applied thesed®ls to attitude formation and vote
choice, though the processes that occur insides/otends are surely very different than
that which occurs in policy elites’ minds. It shenot be controversial to simply assume
that the average elected official or policy proiesal is considerably more politically
sophisticated than the typical voter. By defimtibeir chosen career is to employ their

political acumen. If anything, congressional memland staffers run the risk of having
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too much knowledge because they are inundatedandiazying amount of political and
policy information, a feature of Congress’s infotina environment that is only
exacerbated by advances in information technol8gyér, Poole, and Dexter 1993;
Whiteman 1995; Congressional Management Foundatos; Lazer et al 2005).
Despite the comparably uniform political sophidii@a of members and staff in
Congress, | assume they differ individually on thevels ofprofessional socialization
andpolicy domain-specific expertisdy professional socialization in Congress, | mea
how people internalize the norms, values, and behsawf routine tasks, interact with
others in social networks, and demonstrate traith as the ability to recognize
appropriate political strategies and tactics, @serkeen judgment in pursuit of political
and policy interests, and anticipate unintendedequences of their decisions. For
instance, a more professionally socialized memb&ongress will be able to understand
how voters assign credit or blame to their poliegidions (Arnold 1990). Thus, more
senior legislators and staffers with greater ptesal responsibilities will have
internalized different professional traits thanithenior colleagues. By policy-domain
specific expertise, | mean that lawmakers andestsfivill demonstrate more levels of
experience, technical knowledge, and specializati@ome policy domains than in
others. Policy elites will likely demonstrate vetijferent decision making behaviors for
problems that fall within their sphere of expertisan those that do not. The question,
then, becomes not whether political elites are nootless informed about political
problems or policy issues, but are they professimehand specialized to adopt one
decision strategy over another to deal with thermiation overload dilemma in

Congress?
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External Context. The task environment that policy elites expergeimca
legislature is very different than the one thakevsetexperience in an election campaign. |
assume the theoretical political context is thamindividual member of Congress who
is seeking relevant and reliable information toiaideciding his or her legislative
priorities. First, the amount of possible issues tould be considered by Congress at
any given time is theoretically limitless, wherdlas number of candidates for office in
the typically two-party, single-member district@lens in the US is very low.

Moreover, the alternatives under considerationlggsslative debate are generated by the
participants themselvé$. In Congress, policy problems, issues, and thpesob conflict

are themselves contested (Schattschneider 1966; R3#86, Stone 20025. In an

election, candidates are self-selected and sepavatdoy party gatekeepers; it is usually
very easy for voters to distinguish between thoke are legitimate candidates and those
who are not?

Additionally, policy issues are nearly always distl down to very few
politically-relevant attributes even though theyym@ highly technical and presumably
complex enough to demand highly specialized knogdedn their analysis of 98 policy
conflicts, the investigators with the Advocacy &ublic Policy Project found that more
than two-thirds of the issues in their sample halgt one or two perspectives on how
those conflicts were defined (Baumgartner et aB20Moreover, congressional
institutions and norms generally winnow complexigoproblems down to simplified

yea or nay votes that, taken over time, typicaject no more than two dimensions

14 Better yet, as Kingdon argues, policy issues abnayst, they merely need to be chosen by partitipa
to rise to the agenda (1984; see also Baumganmked@nes 1993).

15 This assumption is by no means limited to legisks. For instance, the adversarial legal systetie
US is designed to pit competing legal theoriesraiaach other.

18 Of course, the question of who was and was nandidate in Florida and Michigan primaries may in
fact determine the 2008 Democratic Party presidentminee.
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(Poole and Rosenthal 1997, 2067)it logically follows, in terms of decision straies,
that an election can be characterized eswaalternatives / many attributégformation
environment, whereas the assortment of policy s$aging a given legislator can be
thought of as anany alternatives / few attributéssk setting. Candidates have
characteristics like party affiliation, policy ptens, ideologies, and “likeability”,
whereas policy issues in Congress typically takefdoihm of the status quo and one or
two alternatives. This matters because staffeddegislators—who have relative
degrees of professional socialization and poligyestise—may disproportionately
assimilate information processing biases to matiageéistinctive information
environment in Congress.

Decision Behavior. Based on these theoretical assumptions aboutdémist
internal predispositions and the political conteik€ongress, | can formulate four
decision models that differ in the type of informatthat individuals seek out, the
amount of information sought or ignored, and th@ant of attention given to each item
selected. | specify these three factors as otientadepth of search, and attention to
empirically reveal which decision strategies cosgi@nal policymakers tend to adopt.
First, legislatorsborientationreveals whether they search across differentraitimes for
salient attributes or across different attributesefach particular alternative. If a policy
issue is an alternative, then the issue’s attributelude its definition or frame, the
coalitions and advocacy arguments in support efgainst it, and the likely real-world
outcomes of its adoption or defeat. For my prepanposes, | am most concerned the

type of information source: partisan or not, idgtal or neutral, public or private, etc.

" These votes, when aggregated and analyticallyeestiover time, reveal an undeniably low-
dimensionality that corresponds to the predictalaley-loyalty and liberal-conservative dimensiongh
the rare exception being racial issues and thenoutDemocrat voting bloc in the mid"®2CGentury.
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Ultimately, | am able to classify individual legasbrs as being primarily issue-oriented or
source-oriented.

Secondgdepth of searcis simply how much information policymakers actwe
seek out before making a decision. Those who kdardittle information are
considered shallow and those who search a lotesp.dThis is a simple yet significant
concept. Rational choice models tend to distirtgbestween actors who posses either
complete or incomplete information, but they implicassume that all actors actually
obtain all the information that is available tortheBehavioral decision theories do not
make the assumption that search depth is constaintather explicitly treats it as a
variable that explains how people sort throughrmiation. If, for instance, relatively
junior or non-expert members of Congress systewlfticonsult greater (or fewer)
policy resources than their more senior, expefeaglues, then we can infer that
professional socialization influences how recep(orereluctant) they are to new policy
information.

Finally, attentionrefers to the variance of cognitive effort expahda each item
of available information. To be clear, it is nbétaverage amount of effort dedicated to
all information—which would be redundant with depttsearch—but whether the
amount of effort dedicated to internalizing infottioa is equivalent across sourcésln
other words, do individuals give equal or unequirdion to all sources regardless of
their depth of search? If they attend equallyreequally to all information, they can be
described as exhibiting either compensatory or aoypensatory decision behavior

(Billings and Marcus 1983; Payne, Bettman, and Sohri993, Mintz 1993).

8 To be even clearer, attention refers to the withibjects variance across individual items of infation,
not the between-subjects variance for all inforprati
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Compensatory and noncompensatory strategies semphess the degree that people
selectively use information when making a decision.

Compensatory strategies assume that people usesysteenatic process that
assigns a value or weight to relevant factors acdifferent options, then make
corresponding comparisons between similar item$owAvalue for a factor on one
alternative may be offset, or compensated, by ha due on another factor. For
instance, consider the dilemma you face when diatrgyfine restaurant. In all
likelihood, any item on the menu will be fantastampared to the concoctions you might
come up with in your own kitchen, but you can ocityose one. To choose an entrée,
you might find yourself thinking about several igats of a dish—taste, presentation,
health, price, and pairing with your favorite wink.you use a compensatory strategy,
you may judge each option as a positive, zeroggative for each of your five
gastronomic dimensions. The dish that catches ggeimay not be healthy, but that can
easily be offset by taste and wine-pairing. Themkide of the compensatory strategy,
though, is that it forces tradeoffs between conmgetialues, such as taste and health.
Likewise, you may end up foregoing the best tastiish on the menu because it doesn’t
pair well with your wine selection. Most people shof the time do their best to avoid
uncomfortable value tradeoffs or cognitively ditfitprocesses like assigning and
summing some objective quantities to subjectiveutes like taste, health, and wine
pairing even when an objective information—price-asnediately available.

To avoid discomfort or difficulty when the problerse complex, people usually
adopt noncompensatory strategies because theytdiemand a complete and

methodical information search process. In a nompesTeatory strategy, assigning high
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values on some attributes will not necessarily cemspte for poor values on other
factors. Rather than studiously combing the mgou,may just ask the wait staff for a
suggestion and go with it. After all, you're oatdinner, relax and enjoy it. The problem
with noncompensatory strategies is that avoidiffigcdit decisions may lead to poor—or
suboptimal—choices. Does your server really thirtkrecommendation is the best dish
for the price that the restaurant has to offedidrthe chef instruct him to push it on
gullible guests because she over-ordered it? ©ddlwnside, then, noncompensatory
strategies introduce risks that compensatory sfiegedo not.

That elite decision makers exclusively utilize eitla compensatory or a
noncompensatory strategy should not be taken toitgd. Mintz has developed the
poliheuristic theory of choice to argue that waatggists typically mix compensatory
strategy and noncompensatory strategies (1993hidrwo-stage choice theory,
decision makers eliminate some options based @meompensatory cognitive
shortcut—typically along some political dimensioriet use a compensatory method to
choose between the remaining options. The imptinadf poliheuristic theory is that
political elites may inadvertently ignore an optduring the noncompensatory stage that
may otherwise be attractive during the compensaibagse. Presumably we could
generalize elite decision behavior in one poliaggaarnational security and the choice to
use force—to other domains such as health careustgre, energy, and international
trade. In terms of my theory of decision behaumo€ongress, legislators would
systematically ignore or disproportionately attémdome bits of information in the first
stage, then weigh each remaining option equaltiiénsecond stage. Yet, the

poliheuristic theory implicitly assumes that elitemve developed the professional
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socialization and policy-domain expertise to beeablemploy such a refined, mixed
strategy. In questions of war and peace it is @obbsafe to assume that the generals in
the room are sufficiently trained and specializéthwever, in a legislature with cradle-
to-grave jurisdiction, members of Congress and ttaif are constantly being called
upon to make policy decisions for which they arefifam expert.

Decision Models. Using these three information search behavidofae—
orientation, depth, and attention—I conceive fowamngful decision models to explain
how legislators use information to make decision€ongress. The hypothetical
expectations derived from these models are outiimgdble 4.1.

[Insert Table 4.1 here]
First, the intendedly-rational modeinrtentionalfor short—conforms most closely to the
assumptions of classic rational choice theory. MMheomes to seeking out and filtering
information in Congress, | assume that intentidegislators will consult every piece of
information available and judiciously use all obse data to optimize electoral or policy
utility. There is no reason for intentional decisimakers to distinguish between
different types of information because they wikk®ut and allocate equivalent attention
to every bit of information they can possibly obtahough they will demonstrate a
distinctively deep and compensatory search acibssaes and sources. The perfectly
rational ideal would search all issues and woulgeexi the exact same attention to each.
Yet Jones concludes “intendedly rational behavigslies the occurrence of systematic
mistakes. In a particular task environment, petghel to make the same mistakes
repetitively, and different people make similar takes” (2001, 55). The key is to

predict if deviations from pure rationality are mgrrandom errors or if they are
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systematic. Given Congress’s high degree of psadealization among members and
staff, | assume that it is very likely that polieljtes will attempt to adopt this demanding
decision rule.

Adaptivedecision makers display some behavior similah&imtentional model,
but differ in their orientation and how deeply thesarch. Adaptivdecision makers,
whose foundation in political science is the faarilMichigan retrospective voting model,
should only seek out information that corroborakesr partisanship or positions on
specific policies, though party affiliation is theore available and stable cue over time
(Campbell et al 1960, Converse 1964). The adapietsion strategy most closely fits
Kingdon’s description of members evoking vote higt®and relying on cue-taking from
colleagues (1989, see also Matthews and Stimsob) 1®ecause both members and
staff are more ideologically polarized than thei¢ggpvoter in the electorate, party
affiliation should be the most politically relevaarid immediately available attribute of
an information source.

All else equal, if a source of information signalpartisan cue, the adaptive
model suggests legislators will consult in-partyrses rather than out-party sources.
Consequently, this search process will be orietdgedformation sources, not specific
issues, because they seek partisan or policy oist eliminating cues that do not
match their party or policy preferences, they wtently and equally focus on the
remaining alternatives. Thus, the adaptive maglalitially noncompensatory because it
ignores some information, but is subsequently corsai®ry because it dedicates equal
attention to the information that is selected. sTiiodel is similar to Mintz’s poliheuristic

model of decision making, so | assume that thdivelahallowness of the adaptive
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model is on purpose, not that it is simply an oigts The equivalent attention they
dedicate to the few sources they do select wikattheir adaptive logic.

The next model—that of th&@ngle-mindedegislative decision maker—is
opposite the adaptive model on all three dimensidree single-minded legislator will
search for a single salient feature across alessin election campaigns, this strategy is
best typified by “single-issue” voters who expahéit search process across several
alternatives, but hyper-focus on relatively fewtfeas of those alternatives. In
Congress’s information environment, think of th@bthetically extreme libertarian
member. Regardless of the reelection, professionglolicy implications of a given
issue, the staunch libertarian should be concewnitidone and only one attribute: does
this issue expand or contract the power of govem®gPut aside for the sake of
argument the near-impossibility of actually operadilizing the “power” of government).
The decision in practice would be simple: if it ards government, then ignore it and do
not support; if it contracts government, then attemit and support. No other attribute of
the issue—such as potential benefits to constigguiality of the policy proposal,
coalitions supporting or opposing it—will give ampore necessary information to the
extreme libertarian. Indeed, the same behaviolddoe observed for the rare far-left
socialist elected to CongreSsThus, single-minded legislators will search dgepét
unequally, across all issues until they can verifyefute the single facet that concerns

them. Though this situation is within the realnpogsibility, humans’ limited cognitive

9 In regulatory rulemaking or judicial decision madj participants should be much more likely to hare
information environment where there are relatively alternatives (e.g., support/oppose a set afigks
to telecommunications regulatory law), but many pter and technical attributes. Some vested interes
may care intensely about only one or few of thes#éates and be indifferent to the others. Noekdks,
there would probably be much less variance in dofapecific expertise than in a legislature, so this
variable would not matter anyway.
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capabilities and the typical centrism of Americatitcians means the single-minded
decision rules should rarely be employed in Corgyres

Finally, theintuitive decision maker makes the best decision that suits
competing concerns—making a relatively quick anghitively effortless decision, and
making a decision of satisfactory quality. Thel&aff between these two competing
interests ends up in a “good enough” decision (8it@67). Intuitive decision makers
minimize the amount of information they consumavoid contemplating a values
tradeoff. Thus, they will use a source-based $eand elimination strategy because
sources provide meaningful and cognitively accéssibes. The presence of non-
conscious, implicit signals motivates people to Emmntuitive reasoning as a means to
conserve cognitive energy (Bargh et al 2001). ifhdtive model differs from the
adaptive strategy because users do not equallydatibeany remaining bits of information
after making initial eliminations based on cuestter, they continue to use a
noncompensatory strategy during what Mintz woultitbe second stage.

The intuitive decision model offers a very goodgmect for the congressional
information environment. Unlike in an election wh& candidate’s party affiliation is
the most accessible cue to identify matching istsrea partisan or explicitly ideological
cue may not be immediately available to a giverremof information. Indeed, such
cues may even be carefully hidden to attract asmattention as possible (Apollonio and
Bero 2007). But that does not mean that relewattimplicit, cues are entirely absent.
Policy elites will use the sources themselves wélicit partisan or policy cues are
absent, causing legislators will rely on heuristibsut issues to decide whether its worth

their time and effort to attend to it. Considasthery simplified illustration. If an
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information source simply signals an associatioti e policy issue “national security”,
there is no way to know without further investigatwhether it represents a hawk or
dove perspective, or for that matter a Republicgabemocrat. In other words, the
information source does not signal its ideologargbartisan valence. But what if the
source was associated with “environmental justic&tfere’s clearly a qualitative
difference between the national security and enwirental justice policy domains,
regardless of the fact that the same ideologigalilsttion should still apply to the greens
VS. pro-resource perspectives as it would to threkbars. doves.

In the congressional information environment, treemalist vs. postmaterialist
values distinction becomes very important when Korgs cues are not available.
Intuitively, policy elites are forced to rely onvudghe source is framed, in this case
according to its association with a materialispostmaterialist policy issue. There are
surely other intuitive prompts in the congressian@drmation environment, but cues
such as the value-laden frame of a policy issue@ambiguously-named interest group
coalition should be good enough substitutes foolmgical or partisan signaf§. Yet this
is not to say that the values are not relateddol@yy or partisanship. The intuitive
model assumes that implicitly value-laden issumé&s and information sources will be
just as likely as explicitly ideological frames gpoartisan sources to attract attention.

Theoretically, | assume congressional staffers lshio@l intuitively more likely to

% This is not merely an ivory tower distinction. éHonest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007
amended the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 2005 to elate “stealth coalitions,” or organizations that
register with the House or Senate as lobbying tdiander some ambiguous name to conceal the ideftit
the groups funding and participating in the loblgyaontract. The National Association of Manufaetsr
(NAM) unsuccessfully challenged this portion of ther as constitutionally vague and an infringenant

free speech. The US Supreme Court denied NAMyaistidne lower court’s ruling (Bogardus 2008; see
also Renick Mayer 2007).
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associate material interests with Republican cgliea or conservative ideas, and

postmaterial interests with Democrats and libeoalcerns.

Processing Tracing in Congress:
Operationalization and Measurement

My theory accounts for legislators’ professionatiabzation and policy domain
expertise, Congress’s unusual information enviramtmend three dimensions of decision
making behavior to sketch out four broad models; adalysis here is intended to
measure the three factors of legislative staffief®rmation processing—orientation,
depth, and attention—to determine their tenden@ntploy intentional, adaptive, single-
minded, or intuitive behavior. | first describevhboperationalize professional
socialization and expertise and how | measure timésemation processing factors.

Then | use the theoretical framework to generatersé hypotheses that can be tested
using observations collected during the informatioard simulation described in chapter
2.

I ndependent Variables. | measureolicy expertisdy asking participants to
respond if health care policy is one of thirteesaarof responsibility in their day-to-day
activities, coded 0 = Non-expert and 1 = ExBérBecause the information board
scenario deals strictly with health policy issubgs dummy variable provides a clear
distinction between those staff who should havegh tegree of technical knowledge. |
expect that:

H;: Health policy experts are more likely to adoptiatentional decision strategy than

non-experts, and less likely to adopt any of tieothree decision rules than their non-
expert counterparts.

2 Due to minimal variance, | decided not to usetttiee-point measure of expertise.



81

According to elaboration-likelihood model explainecchapter 1, experts should be
motivated to use central route processing. Bynitedn, experts have learned intricate
details about complex policy issues in their fieletr time, so they should be more likely
to adopt some form of compensatory decision styai@gorroborate their existing
knowledge. Cognitive shortcut strategies, revebled source-based orientation, a
relatively shallow search, and high variance aératbon to selected information items,
should better satisfy non-experts because thegarable to recall facts, intended
consequences, and previous positions from memory.

| measure socialization based on a subjects’ psafeal position in a member of
Congress’s personal or a committee’s office. Cesgjonal staff were initially ranked
according to their job title, coded 0 = Staff Asaid or similar administrative
responsibilities, 1 = Legislative Aide or similaslizy responsibilities, and 2 = Chief of
Staff or similar executive responsibiliti&s.As explained in chapter 3, administrative and
executive staff tend to be socialized for normatasks associated with re-election or
party politics, where as policy staff are traineabjectively monitor policy-relevant
information. To simplify interpretation, then, dltapsed the administrative and
executive categories and coded professional spatadn as 0 = political and 1 =
policy.?® | hypothesize that
H,: Staffers socialized with a policy-orientation arere likely to adopt an intentional

decision strategy than those socialized as polittaff, and less likely to adopt any of
the other three decision rules than their countetpa

22 This coding scheme was adopted from the Housé&Sandte employment studies conducted by the
Congressional Management Foundation (2001, 2003).

% Though it may seem counterintuitive to lump thiese categories together, | would argue that my
underlying construct is not seniority, but professil orientation to be either an objective, cresliblicy
analyst or an election-oriented defender of thizeffolder.



82

Policy staffers are expected to be able to justi§r decisions using reliable claims
based on objective criteria. Political staffehgugh, need only to substantiate their
decisions by arguing that the outcome will be abegtefit for the members’ re-election
or the party’s fortunes. Thus, policy staff shob&more apt to be issue-oriented, deep
searchers, and demonstrate compensatory decidavibe

Finally, | use subjects’ party as a politicallyeeant control variable. 1
theoretically assume professional socialization exgkrtise determine decision making
behavior, but using a measure of party representsdependent, strictly political
variable that may explain decision making in CosgreThere should be no reason to
expect that Democrats adopt different informatioocpssing behaviors than their
Republican counterparts, though the items that tleeyeek out should differ. | expect to
find that:

H3: Democrat staffers are equally likely to adoptiatentional decision strategy than
Republican staffers.

In other words, staffers should seek out in-padysgnment items and values-matching
private items to confirm existing beliefs. Thisjoyhesis is entirely dependent on
whether or not participants adopt a strategy datiem the intentional model, which
should have no variance in the types of sourceghgaut in the information
environment.

Dependent Variables. The first dependent variable, orientation, iskig a much
simpler concept to grasp than it is to measuremyrframework, legislators use either an
issue-oriented or source-oriented process. Arviddal's orientation can be determined
by the sequence in which they select items of médion. That is, the pattern of

transitions between selected items reveals whetperson is systematically searching
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for similar types of information or similar type$attributes. The process-tracing
literature more formally refers to patterns of siéions as intra-attribute/inter-alternative
(source-oriented) or intra-alternative/inter-atitid (issue-oriented) (Lau and Redlawsk
2006). In the congressional information environtnan information source can be a
legislative colleague, an interest group, partgéss, etc and an issue can be any public
problem, conflict, or debate. In my hypothetioadsario, the type of source—partisan
vS. neutral, government vs. private—representsifmmmation attribute, whereas policy
issues represent alternatives much like candidatas election or products in a market.

The standard empirical observation is the ratimtvh-attribute transitions
between items of information, operationalized a&srtmber of intra-attribute transitions
divided by the total of all transitions. As debexd in chapter 2, the number of issues
equals the number of sources in the in-box simutatiSo, unlike traditional information
board matrices that consist of alternatives inrtlves and attributes in the columns, |
could not simply sum lateral (left-right) transiti®and divide bjN — 1. However, | am
able to count transitions between individual sositaiethe saméypeto calculate a
meaningful ratio-level variable. In theory, theu# is the same; in practice, it simply
meant re-organizing each information board iterf &svas arrayed in a more uniform
fashion.

Recall that all sixteen items appeared to be dyglaandomly in the 4 x 4 “in-
box” information board, previously displayed in &ig 2.5. Table 2.2 approximates a
traditional information board by re-categorizingissue-source pairs according to the
type of source that it represented. | first caltedl intra-attribute transition ratios by

counting the number of transitiomsthin an information source-type, or column in Table
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2.2, and divided bi{ — 12* For example, if a subject looked at three offthe possible
CRS briefs in a row, then | can say she made tiva-gttribute transitions (one from the
first CRS brief to the second, and one from th@sddCRS brief to the third). The
subject’s resulting intra-attribute ratio for thevgrnment-neutral source-type is 2/(4 — 1)
= 0.66. | repeated this procedure for the remgitinmee source-types— government-
partisan, private-materialist, and private-postmalist. Finally, | summed the ratios and
divided by 3, representingd — 1 transitions between source-types (or, a measssue-
orientation). Intuitively, this ratio-level orieation variable reflects the likelihood that a
subject systematically selected information acaagydo its source-type. Orientation had
a minimum value of 0 and a maximum of 1, thougtyamle subject was perfectly
source-oriented. The mean orientation was 0.19817), and a Shapiro-Wilk test for
normality demonstrates that the variable is sigaiiily skewedW = 0.69;z= 8.03;p <
0.001). Objectively speaking, all staffer-subjegtse predominantly issue-oriented.
Though as | discuss below this measure is subgstivt is more meaningful to
categorize subjects above the median as sourcetediand below as issue-oriented.

The next dependent variable is much easier to celn@md and to calculate.
Depth of search is simply the number of items shdijects selected during the
simulation. All else equal, a comprehensive seambld consult all sixteen sources, or
at least as close to the total as possible givernlédmanding time constraints of the
simulation. Each participant was allowed onlyefgh minutes to access, read, and digest
the information supplied by all sixteen sourcesithven average of 285 words per

source, this task is possible yet extremely diffiéor the typical person. Figure 4.1

% The number of possible transitions in any infolipraenvironment is always N — 1, with N representin
the number of items in the choice set.
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shows a clearly bimodal distribution of the numbksources that participants actively
sought out®

[Insert Figure 4.1 here]
To mathematically confirm what is visually apparemthis histogram, a chi-square test
of normality was performed to test the hypothes#ét the number of sources selected is
kurtotic,x (1, N = 139) = 28.14) < 0.001. This distribution suggests that a
disproportionate number of participants employeatdould be interpreted as a shallow
search, though a sizable number appear to haeasttdttempted a deep search.

What remains to be measured is how much cogniffeetstaffers spend on the
sources that they did select. Depth of searclgisoa indicator of staffers’ willingness to
seek out potentially new policy information, buiritty not mean much if each selection
is perfunctory. Do staffers actually absorb tHermation they access, or do they simply
skim over it? Ideally, attentiveness would be emoplly measured by directly observing
cognitive energy. However, absent computerizediagmography (CAT) scanning or
functional magnetic resonance imagifidR1) of the brain, it is difficult to directly
monitor how much genuine attention a subject giees stimulus. Instead, one way to
operationalize how attentive a subject is to actetkitem is by measuring how much

time they took to look at that itefi. To control for differences in the length of edem,

% A test for reliability for the search depth vatiaproduced an inter-item correlation coefficieht o
Chronbach’sy = 0.87

% This measure is calculated by time-stamping wheritem was opened and closed in the users’ web
browser after having been selected. Becausetidation was not conducted under direct supervision
the experimenter, this measure is surely cruder@agdbe affected by uncontrollable noise like a scitx
attention being interrupted by a phone call, déferes in reading comprehension, or even the inggifaC
operating-system malfunction. Nonetheless, ihisrnally reliable. A test for reliability produceah inter-
item correlation coefficient of Chronbachis= 0.81 for all sources.
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| first created a ratio-level variable measuringvhmany seconds each source was open
on the participants’ computer screen divided byrthber of words in the tet.

This variable is a raw measure of cognitive endogyeach of the sixteen items,
but does not reflect how each subject’s attentemeg across each item. As Lau and
Redlawsk suggest, “variance measures are partiguiseful in distinguishing between
decision strategies when task constraints (e.@)tmmake it impossible for all
information to be considered” (2006, 34). To deliee whether or not a subject employs
a compensatory or noncompensatory decision strategyculated the within-subjects
variance for all items, and generated the mearat iBhl first calculated each subject’s
distance from the mean (standard deviation), sotetlethe mean seconds-per-word for
each item from each subject’s observed seconds#petfor that item. | then squared
the standard deviation and summed for all sixteens, and divided by the number of
items they actually selected. The subsequent méhim-subjects variance variable,
which | refer to agttention reflects the degree that subjects spent a relgtequal or
unequal amount of time reading each item that He¢gcted. A low attention score
conveys a compensatory procedure, and a high sefbeets a noncompensatory search.
The distribution of attention score is highly skelveerified by a Shapiro-Wilk test for
normality, W= 0.22;z=10.15;p < 0.001). Similar to depth of search, the meature
attention is subjective, so the median split wdlthe most reasonable demarcation

between compensatory and noncompensatory decisaingsts.

%" The concept being explored here—attention—shoatda confused with perception. A standard
measure of perception in experimental psychologgtis of reading, calculated as words per minute.
However, perception experiment protocols carefuisgruct subjects to read all words in a given gsgm
thus there is no variance in the numerator (nurberords). This experiment was not designed to
specifically measure perception of the contentyf @f the policy information sources, but ratheeation
to one source in comparison to another. So, meggtire duration of time per source more accurately
reflects the underlying construct of attention.
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Findings

Following my information processing framework ofjildative decision-making, | can
test these hypotheses about the likelihood thatdididual congressional decision maker
will adopt a particular decision model. It is dhéng to discriminate between strategies,
but the main purpose of the analysis is to predit will adopt which ones.
Accordingly, | develop proportional distributionsparticipant’s search behavior profiles
by splitting them according to the median on degptt attention. After empirically
categorizing each subject into one of the four liyetical decision strategies, | then test
the hypotheses that policy domain expertise, psodesl socialization, and political party
predict the adoption of decision strategy. | cadel by discussing the implications of
decision making behavior for theories of delibematand lobbying influence in Congress.

Congressional staff who participated in this stugye overwhelmingly issue-
oriented, or that their search behavior revealsttiey were more likely to make
transitions between different types of items theytwere to make them within the same
types of items. ANOVA results demonstrate thatip@ants' orientation is primarily
determined by there professional socialization @endy, Fociaiizaton(1, 138) = 5.10p =
0.026 and fany (1, 138) = 3.66p = 0.058. Though the mean change difference betwee
Democrats and Republicans is not significant a8 confidence level, socialization is
highly significant with policy staff being much neolikely than political staff to adopt a
source-oriented search strategy. This result sigdleat an issue-orientation is driven
more by subjective, normative goals than a sedrekegy that seeks to compare the

content between similar sources. Thus, the fadtdbarch behavior is much more likely
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to be issue-oriented implies that policymakers am@ress are probably seeking out
issues that they already believe to be the mosbiitapt so they can confirm their prior
beliefs.

However, we can't know for sure whether staffef®¥oa confirmatory search
process unless we look more closely at depth @edtain. The depth of a participant's
search reveals how thorough they attempted to nrefsélae health policy issues in the
simulation prior to making a decision. The bi-miodiatribution indicates that there were
at least two different search strategies being tedbopne that sought out about half of the
possible information items, and one that appeahate attempted to seek out as many
items as time allowed. ANOVA results show thatihaf three independent variables,
only professional socialization demonstrates aiggmt difference in mean change
scores, Ecializaton(1, 139) = 6.00p = 0.016. Policy staffers tend to seek out more
information items than political staff, which | erpret as consistent with the finding that
policy staff are also more likely to be source-ntesl. Their socialization to objectively
seek out potentially new information, and not aigt which confirms prior beliefs,
explains both why they appear to search for confpp@items and why they search for as
many items as possible.

Finally, I apply the same model to explain thehimitsubjects variance of
attention, the variable that I will in turn usedetermine whether subjects adopted a
compensatory or noncompensatory decision strategshis case, ANOVA results
suggest that policy expertise significantly preslisoncompensatory decision making,
though the mean change difference for political polity staff is different, though not at

a conventional level of confidencesferise(1,139) = 3.73p = 0.05 and &ciaiizaton(1,
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139) = 2.65p = 0.106. Those staffers who have experience aftth@olicy are more
likely to adopt a noncompensatory approach to thicéal information environment,
most likely because their domain-specific experdibews them to retrieve facts and
policy positions more easily from memory than thn-expert counterparts. What's
worth noting is that policy-oriented staff are modre or less likely than politically-
socialized staff to adopt a compensatory or non@nsatory strategy. So, even though
policy staff search deeper and appear to followwace-oriented sequence in their search
behavior, the variance in their attention to tleens of information they do select is no
different than the objectively-trained policy staff

These analyses of variance indicate that therpradictable patterns in the
variation of how policy makers actively seek oudl attend to different types of
information in Congress. What is less concreteygn, is what distinguishes a
compensatory search from a noncompensatory orzegenuinely deep search from a
one that's merely cursory. Following Lau and Redlds contention that there are no
single criteria to objectively identify a markertlween these groups, | simply split the
groups by the median to determine whether a sulgéssue- or source-oriented,
shallow or deep, and compensatory or noncomperysakar instance, practically
speaking, it was probably not very likely that &jset would follow a source-oriented
approach because there were only four types otesuand overall there were sixteen
issues. So, simply splitting each group at tH& B@centile should provide a more
objective differentiation between search behaviors.

In addition, to empirically uncover the four-cabegframework of decision

strategies in Congress, | only need to know depthadtention. Recall from Table 4.1
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that my a priori predictions for both orientatiamdaattention followed a similar pattern;
source-based patterns are also noncompensatoigsaredbased are also compensatory.
So, theoretically, these categories are redundeant though they refer to very different
behaviors. Empirically, | find this pattern to toee, with orientation and attention being
highly correlated, Pearsom'§139) = 0.74p < 0.001. Therefore, to determine subjects'
information search behavior profiles, | only needise one; | chose attention because in
the information environment it more accuratelyeefs behavioral differences. Figure
4.2 displays a scatterplot of subjects' depth afceand the log of attentigf.

[Insert Figure 4.2 here]
The strong correlation and tight distribution oésle two variables shows that the two
most prominent search behaviors are intentionalisadive. Visually, it is apparent
that about half the subject pool approached themnaltactor model and half appeared to
use a shortcut method.

After splitting depth of search and attention bgit median, | am able to
more clearly show how likely it is for subjectseither adopt either an intentional
strategy or an intuitive strategy. Figure 4.3 lfigp a proportional frequency distribution
of each of the four decision models.

[Insert Figure 4.3 here]
These proportions clearly show that most subjesfdement either an intentional or
intuitive strategy. Indeed, the proportions of #tlaptive and single-minded strategy are
so low it is difficult to argue that those subjeats not miscategorized simply by

measurement error. In other words, the intentiandl intuitive categories probably

%8| used the log transformation of attention becauisehighly skewed to demonstrate how closely
correlated the underlying constructs are. | attelthe curvilinear shape of the original scattarf the
artificial time limit imposed on subjects.
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better reflect the more general categories of corsgery and noncompensatory
strategies, respectively.

Tests of proportional differences reveal that gryfessional socialization
and party are predictable factors in informatioatsigy adoption. These results illustrate
that there is no difference between experts andexperts, though the differences
between political and policy staff, as well as Denats and Republicans, are apparent.

[Insert Table 4.2 and Figures 4.4 through 4.6 here]
Surprisingly, Surprisingly, staffers do not adojffestent information search procedures
for issues within their domain of expertise frorogh which they are not informed. The
finding that policy domain expertise makes no disable difference in the adoption of a
decision rule runs counter to the behavioral denisiterature. However, | would argue
that these results are an artifact of my categooiaaf “expertise” only applying to
policy issue areas in Washington. Perhaps wtledidllprofessional socialization is a
better surrogate for political expertise in thisiext. As predicted, policy staff are much
more likely to adopt an intentional strategy tham political staff, 2 (3) = 12.22, p =
0.007.

Curiously, Demaocrats are significantly more likelgopt the intentional decision
model over the intuitive strategy than Republica@93) = 12.43, p = 0.006. My theory
cannot explain the difference in partisan behavtaugh the evidence is undeniable in
both the ANOVA and proportional differences anatys&hough | have no independent
evidence to verify this, | speculate that Demostatffers are explicitly trained to

approximate the rationalist ideal and Republicarig) traditionally exhibit stronger
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party unity in Congress, are taught to follow themortal words of Speaker Sam

Rayburn, “around here, you've got to go along toajeng.

In the next chapter, | demonstrate how inhererfiédihces in the underlying factors that

determine information search behavior also detezrdecision outcomes.

2 Of course, Rayburn was a Democrat, though in w diéferent partisan era.



Table 4.1 Four Models of Decision Making in Congres
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Intentional Adaptive Single-minded Intuitive
Orientation Issue-based Source-based Issue-based Source-based
Depth of Search Deep Deep Shallow Shallow
Attention Equal (compensatory) Unequal Equal (compensatory) Unequal
(noncompensatory) (noncompensatory)
Hypothetical Likely due to Unlikely due to large Highly unlikely due to Highly likely due to
Expectation professional amount of information  nature of many- policy expertise.
socialization. and time constraint. alternative, few-attribute

information environment.
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Figure 4.2 Correlation of Search Depth and Attentio
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Figure 4.3 Proportions of Four Decision Strategies Simulated Congressional Information Environment
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Note:Data are the proportion of all subjects determitvegidopt each of the four decision strategies aoegrto median splits
for depth and attention. They are ranked fromttefight based on total subjects that adopted stakegy.
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Table 4.2 Proportional Differences in Adoption of ur Decision Strategies

Health Policy Socialization Party Total

Nonexpert Expert z Political Policy z Democrat Republican z
Intentional 46 18 -0.02 17 47 -2.14 * 49 15 223 * 64
Intuitive 41 19 -0.83 31 29 3.36 ** 37 23 -1.14 60
Adaptive 6 2 0.20 1 7 -1.42 6 2 0.50 8
Single-minded 7 0 1.70 1 6 -1.23 1 6 -3.04 * 7
Total 100 39 50 89 93 46 139

Note: Cell entries are frequencies of subjectsrdeteed to adopt each of the four decision strategaording to median splits for depth and
attention.

** p<0.01

*p<0.05
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Figure 4.4 Proportional Differences of Four Decisio Strategies by Policy Expertise

Intentional Intuitive Adaptive Single-minded

= Nonexpertl Expert

Note:Data are the proportions of all subjects determineatiopt each of the four decision strategiesraatg to median
splits for depth and attention. They are rankedhfteft to right based on total subjects that add@ach strategy.
x2 (3) =3.03p=0.387



Figure 4.5 Proportional Differences of Four Decisin Strategies by Professional Socialization

Intentional Intuitive Adaptive Single-minded

@ Poltical m Policy

Note:Data are the proportions of all subjects determineatiopt each of the four decision strategiesraacg to median
splits for depth and attention. They are rankedhfteft to right based on total subjects that add@ach strategy.
x2 (3) =12.22, p = 0.007
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Figure 4.6 Proportional Differences Four Decision Bategies by Political Party

0.67

Intentional Intuitive Adaptive Single-minded

@ Democratl Republican

Note:Data are the proportions of all subjects determineatiopt each of the four decision strategiesraatg to median
splits for depth and attention. They are rankedhfteft to right based on total subjects that add@ach strategy.
x2 (3) =12.43, p = 0.006
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CHAPTER 5.INFORMATION PROCESSING IN CONGRESS

ARGUMENT QUALITY , COALITION SCOPE, AND LOBBYING INFLUENCE
Ask just about any legislative lobbyist in Washmgto describe her job and the phrase
“educate members of Congress” will undoubtedly caime Lobbyists don't only see
themselves this way, but members of Congress adstaff will likewise say that
interest groups are an invaluable resource to lelonit the critical issues of the day.
The fact that lobbying is about the provision dbmmation comes as no surprise to the
Washington insider. Political scientists, on tlieeo hand, have only recently begun to
articulate theories of lobbying that capture thesmn that lobbying is about “educating”
Congress. Informational theories of lobbying yitifiable, testable hypotheses about
the influence of their political pedagogy. Mostataly, Hall and Deardorff make a major
contribution with their theory of lobbying as lelgive subsidy (2006). Their logic is
simple, yet counterintuitive to both the commonjeoture that lobbyists yield undue
influence in legislative decision making and to there concrete exchange and
persuasion theories of lobbying that dominate iteeature. The theory states:
lobbying is primarily a form of legislative subsigy-a matching grant of costly policy
information, political intelligence, and labor teetenterprises of strategically selected
legislators. The proximate objective of this stggtés not to change legislators’ minds
but to assist natural allies in achieving their pawincident objectives. (Hall and
Deardorff 2006, 69)
In this formulation, lobbyists are motivated to plyphigh quality information to
members of Congress to exploit in the pursuit afell legislative goals. In short, the

legislative subsidy model gives political scierdtiatfirm logical foundation to explain the

strategic motivations behind the congressional atinie folk theory.
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If lobbying is fundamentally about supplying infieation, then members of
Congress and their staff must also strategicdtigrfthe enormous amount of information
availed to them by lobbyists. | develop and experitally test an information processing
theory of lobbying influence that adopts Hall anglaidorff's assumption that lobbyists
and legislators work together towards shared p@usls. | argue that specialized
lobbyists are rationally motivated (1) to supplginiquality, unbiased information for
members of Congress to use for legislative deltimrand (2) to join alliances with
organizations that may have varying interestsgoaia broad scope of coalition
interests. In turn, lawmakers non-consciouslyioggmation quality and coalition scope
as heuristic cues, which in turn systematicallyslpalicy decisions. If legislators
disproportionately rely on cues such as advocagyrmaent quality and interest group
coalition scope, then they may consistently oveelib@ir own preferences when making
policy decisions. Taken together, lawmakers’ cogaipredispositions about advocacy
arguments and coalition scope complicate the s$timigyvard logic of the legislative
subsidy model. In other words, lobbying is notyoihformation,” but the tactics of
lobbying communicate meaningful information as well

Collaborative Lobbying and the
Multiple Qualities of Legislative Information Subsidies

One of the most important sources of policy infaiiorais the system of organized
interests who routinely “educate” members of Cosgi@nd their staff. Interest groups
provide Congress with valuable information inputsgolicy decisions like social and
economic cost/benefit projections, policy analysesl political intelligence. Highly

specialized and resource-rich private interestrimgaions meet a critical legislative
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demand for timely and accurate information. MemladrCongress and their staffers
have limited time and attention, insufficient exjsa, and self-interested reelection and
policy goals to pursue, leaving them wanting foiatgde information that can be
exploited in the day-to-day politics of legislatin@onsequently, the interaction between
legislators and interest groups is a particularnmising area to expect information
processing behavior to influence policy decisiotcomes.

Though they do not explicitly attempt to deal wethgnition per se, positive
theories of legislative institutions and excharfgeoties of lobbying would probably
predict that any differences in information proeegdehavior between individual
members would cancel out when final policy decisiare aggregated across cases.
Cognitive limitations are simply mistakes that geished out in the error term. Any
remaining variance across lawmakers can be expldipeheir genuine preferences,
which are empirically revealed by their policy d@on. Any deviations from this
expectation can be explained by rent-seeking codgtgmation asymmetries and
signaling costs, or outright irrationality (Stigl&#®71; Denzau and Munger 1986; Austen-
Smith 1993; Ainsworth 1993; Kollman 1988 Lobbyists act as agents of private
interests, bartering electoral support or signatinglic interest in exchange for
privileged access to the legislator, who in turtegdn their favor or does the heavy-
lifting of legislating in committee (Stigler 197Becker 1983, Grenske 1989, Hall and

Wayman 1990; Stratmann 1998). The relatively ghtforward logic of these models

%0 strictly speaking, signaling models are not exgeaiimeories of lobbying because no material exobang
occurs between lobbyists and legislators. Yethyidis do signal the size and political relevanica o
constituency which is demanding a public good figowernment. The presence of lobbyists reduces
legislators’ uncertainty that there exist potentigictoral consequences of a policy choice. Adogiy,

the signal implies that legislators' optimal stggte should recognize the potential material (eled} costs
and benefits of agreeing with or opposing the egegroup’s preference.
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offers a useful foundation for explaining the intves structure at the legislator-lobbyist
analytic level.

Exchange and signaling theories of lobbying assam@mpetitive or
confrontational perspective of the lobbyist-ledistaelationship. A lobbyist’s goal is to
move a legislator’s ideal point on a hypothetia&ference dimension towards their own;
legislators react by changing their ideal pointhé optimal strategy reveals that it will
help their reelection goals. They merely needntovktheir own preferences to
determine who to listen to and what line of reasgno follow. Rationally, then,
lobbying will return the greatest rewards if scaregources are spent on lawmakers who
either disagree with them or who are likely to maged. There’s no need to change the
preferences of legislative allies.

As | showed in the previous chapter, though, thetbt rationalist assumption of
these models is only half the story. Contraril/y@cent empirical evidence suggests,
policy advocates most frequently lobby their legfisie allies, generally avoid the
opposition, and only rarely hone in on fence-siti@aumgartner and Leech 1997;
Hojnacki and Kimball 1998, 1999; Leech and Baumgarti999; Baumgartner et al
2008; Mahoney 2008). Lobbying is better thougha®t collaborative enterprise
involving a relatively small ad hoc group or isswwork of legislative entrepreneurs
and opportunistic lobbyists (Bauer, Poole, and Be%963; Heclo 1978; Hojnacki 1997,
1998; Hula 1999; DeGregorio 1999; Baumgartner aathdmey 2002). It is fair to say
that there is increasing consensus among interespgcholars that lobbying
relationships are collaborative, that lobbying\attiis service-oriented and

informational, and that the “stuff” of policy advacy is cold, hard fact, not normatively
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convenient fiction (Potters and Van Winden 1992gHifig 2004; Kersh 2007). Yet this
emerging story about lobbying reveals little abebat legislators actually hear from
their collaborators or how those arguments are usbdhly polarized debates in

Congress.

An Information Processing Theory of Lobbying Influence

Just because lobbyists have an incentive to ddiastual, policy-centered
information does not necessarily mean that reeleatriented legislators have an
incentive to seek out information that is neutraliobiased. Legislators are not merely
passive targets of good information. They arevadisteners and consumers of the
countless information subsidies made availabl&é¢éotby a diverse system of organized
interests. In Milbrath’s classic description dblying, “most members of Congress hear
what they want to hear from witnesses. The magiifstant barrier to effective
communication facing the lobbyist, then, is thecpetual screen of his intended
receiver” (1963, 210). Milbrath insinuates thagi$ators’ selectivity is purely
ideological, which makes perfect sense if memb&@omgress tend to work closely with
like-minded interest groups. But, ideology is hikely the only “perceptual screen.”

Collaboration between legislators and lobbyistssdoa only derive from their
shared policy goals, but is also a consequencelmfypdomain expertise and
institutional authority. Congress’s jurisdictiarcludes every possible policy issue;
interest groups by definition specialize in theroarset of policies that impact their
constituent members, supporters, or financial bac&alker 1991). These concepts are

explicitly built in to the lobbying-as-subsidy thgolegislators are generalists
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(Assumption 3), legislators vary in their intensatfyattention across policy issues,
regardless of their preferences for or againsstaeis quo (Assumption 4), and lobbyists
are specialists relative to legislators (Assump8&dHall and Deardorff 2006). For an
information subsidy to gain any traction in Congtdbe legislator needs to make good
use of it. Legislator grantees are more likelynake good use of information subsidies
if they have the institutional position, entreprenal wherewithal, and ideological
agreement with the lobbyist grant-makers.

In the information-overloaded environment in Corsgtdobbyists’ primary role is
to separate the wheat from the chaff. Interestigggursuing legislative objectives not
only discriminate with whom to share informationey need to decide what is important
and what is not (Whiteman 1995; Kersh 2007). Adddlly, reelection-oriented
members of Congress need to know that voters @glthlly connect government
benefits back to their actions in the legislativayhew 1974; Arnold 1990). Otherwise,
what incentive do they have to dedicate their presitime and energy to the interest
group’s cause?

Once irrelevant information is filtered out, it madso be transformed from
complex arguments and multidimensional cause-afedtgbolicy narratives into
digestible bits that can be used in committee aglzddakroom rap sessions, and stump
speeches. To make good use of an information-gegislators must first be able to
makesenseof the information provided to them. But whosbk js it to distill the
information, the lobbyist’s or the lawmaker’'s? Tpgwitical-economic logic of the
subsidy model is silent on this question. Hall &srdorff implicitly assume that the

quality of all information subsidies is equivaletitpugh they do distinguish between
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three types of information: preference-centereticp@analysis and expertise, and
political intelligence. The model does not considbether these matching grants of
policy information, political intelligence, or preafence signals vary in their accuracy,
quality, or usefulness. Yet Kersh argues, “notrdbrmation is created equal. Knowing
what qualifies as valuable—to policymakers and #dsdients and fellow lobbyists—is
critical to successful lobbying, as is the abitiyobtain and communicate that useful
information” (2007, 390). Intuitively, some typekinformation are more or less
functional, comprehensible, or germane to the issuand than other types. Better
quality information subsidies should arm an entepurial legislator with more
firepower to convince colleagues that the polioypgmsal is worthy.

What makes a particular information grant bettanthnother? There is no
reason to expect that lobbyists who provide slgpicy analyses or ineffective
advocacy arguments are going to get very far irhdlks of the Capitol. And of course
judging the quality of any piece of informationaisubjective exercise. One dimension
of quality, though, is whether or not it can reastuly be described as factifal.
Lobbyists who lie risk damaging their credibility future interactions with legislators.
However, this does not mean that lobbyists do raggerate their interpretations of
underlying facts or present evidence in a way Ilest supports their claims. Knowing
this, legislators likely discount exaggerations &ldr these presentations with
skepticism as a matter of routine (Calvert 1988)fact, lobbyists tend to deploy fact-

based information and rarely manipulate how issuiesinderstood over time. The

31| do not mean to imply that information is unbidse falsifiable, only that it is presented withrifi@able
supporting evidence.
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overwhelming majority of information deployed byplwyists is factual and policy
related, not politically strategic or ideologic#&lersh 2007).

Dispassionate, policy-factual arguments should kplthetter under ideological
scrutiny, so they will be much more potent in thespit of shared legislative goals.
These findings are surprising in light of populang@cture about the role of entrenched
interests in public discourse, but Berry and cgjless conclude that “there is the
tendency to believe that the objective virtue of own policy positions is a victim of the
other side’s success at confusing the public wettegtive marketing of their positions”
(2007, 35). In lieu of this speculation, Esterlofers a particularly constructive
distinction between two different types of advocacguments—instrumental and
normative:

One the one hand, lobbyists can make research-raedmental arguments that seek to
establish the causal relationships and the likalglications of government actions.
Instrumental arguments address whether the pditigely to yield its expected outcome
and relate to the causal effectiveness of the pblased on the quality of the policy’s
internal design. Instrumental arguments focusherprogram’s internal logic using
objective and scientific ‘information describingexplaining how the policy under
consideration will operate’[...]

On the other hand, lobbyists can make normativeraemts regarding the desirability of
the policy (independent of the outcome) or of thecomes (independent of the policy).
In this sort of argument, the outcome itself or ploécy itself is deemed good or bad,
legitimate or illegitimate, desirable or undesimlEsterling 2004, 79-80; quoting
Webber 1984, 112)

Consistent with the legislative subsidy model aaxknt empirical work on the
gualitative nature of advocacy arguments, Estefiimds evidence supporting the

hypothesis that Congress is more likely to adopiadly efficient policy proposals

supported by instrumental arguments “unless thislegre is somehow overcome by the
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available normative arguments” (8%).Yet there remains a paradox. Lobbyists risk
losing credibility if they dumb down their argumend normative sound bites, but
reelection-oriented, policy-generalist members oh@ess are presumably not qualified
to determine if complex policy proposals are “gaodad, legitimate or illegitimate,
desirable or undesirable.” So, do members of Geggyactively translate instrumental
advocacy arguments into concise, usable sound bitel they simply trust that like-
minded lobbyists will do them the favor of interfing complex ideas for them?

| propose instead that the qualitative nature gliarents serve as a mental
shortcut that saves lawmakers the cognitive enanglyattention needed to interpret a
“good” claim from a “bad” one. Newell and Simomtend that decisions depend on (1)
attention to relevant symbols in the informationiesnment, (2) encoding of those
symbols in short-term memory, (3) storage of theoded mental representations in long-
term memory, and (4) retrieval of stored memoniea given (5) context. The context—
also known as the information environment or preceswork space—influences how
different rules, strategies, and procedures arptaddo produce some cognitive output,
such as solving a problem, making an inferenc&roning an opinion (Newell and
Simon 1972). All of these steps in the processioserially, so each phase is an
opportunity for both random and systematic erromhanipulate the final response (Jones

2001).

32 30cially efficient policiesre “a type of expert-informed policy where thgmgate benefits are expected
to exceed the aggregate costs”, such as “incertiased” regulation (Esterling 2004, 4). Incentibesed
regulation is different than “command-and-contmr@fulation that punishes undesirable behavior. For
example, carbon cap-and-trade proposals do nolategine amount of emissions any one manufacturer
produces, but rather create a market-incentivenfamufacturers to generate less waste by selling off
remaining emission allowances to those that gea@nate. Contrast cap-and-trade with command-and-
control environmental regulations that levies stiegs for emitting more air and water pollutiorath
allowed under law. It remains unclear how reldfivammon socially efficient policy proposals are
compared to others, or even whether Esterling@ifigs hold true across different types of policy
proposals.
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Additionally, recent research in experimental p®joby explores whether
information processing occurs in groups. The meuvities that complicate individual
decisions may also be confounded by complicati@t&den individuals in a group.
Hinsz, Tindale, and Vollrath contend that informatprocessing at the group level
“involves the degree to which information, ideas¢ognitive processes are shared, and
are being shared, among the group members andhi®sharing of information affects
both individual- and group-level outcomes” (1993).4Group-level information
processing contends that cognitive outputs by iddad decision makers are not only
limited by internal predispositions, but also deghen the group’s ability to communally
manage the information context. Bonner has fohatlihformation management
performance improves if individuals defer to expevtthin the group. However, non-
experts in the group may become overly dependetti@perceived expert (Bonner
2002; see also Littlepage and Silberger 1992).sTjust as systematic judgment errors
may creep into the information filtering processhe individual level, so too can the
over-reliance of expert opinion bias decision mgkahthe group level.

This group-level conceptualization of informatiom@essing may better explain
legislative decision making when lobbying is ensmgd as a small-group effort among
like-minded members of Congress and lobbyists. imsktutional boundary between
legislator and lobbyist is negligible comparedkteit shared goals and complementary
faculties in the legislative process. Lobbyistgénthe incentive to establish their
expertise, or risk losing the credibility to paipiate in future deliberations (Hojnacki
1998; Berry 1999). Rather than sizing up the Hades of each lobbyist for each issue

over time, | assume legislators become socialiaegdly on cues from lobbyists. Even
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though this decision strategy is useful becauseriterves cognitive energy, there is the
potential hazard that members of Congress will ggeage the credibility of expert

lobbyists.

Within-Subjects Factors:
Argument Quality and Coalition Scope

My story about lobbying and decision making in Caasg allows me to test hypotheses
about how information subsidies supplied by lobtsyieay get lost in translation as their
legislative collaborators filter and process thdrallowing these assumptions, | can
deduce several hypotheses about the relative mdief lobbyists based on the cognitive
predispositions of legislators and the politicahtext in which policy decisions are made.
The two main factors in my model of lobbying are tjuality of the advocacy argument
and the scope of the interest group coalitionssuae advocacy arguments may be either
instrumental or normative, and coalitions may repne either a narrow, homogenous set
of groups or a broad, heterogeneous coalitiontefésts.

First, not only do specialized lobbyists have areittive to supply instrumental
arguments, | assume relatively generalist legistadioe compelled to use the presence of
an instrumental argument as a mental cue. The exéstence of facts and figures makes
an instrumental argument attractive, though lawmakeay internally filter them down
to their normative analogs. Consequently, | hypothesize that:

H,: Lawmakers will favor issues advocated by instmt@learguments more than issues
advocated by normative arguments.

% The proposition deduced here should not be codfusih the idea that lobbyists aim teframeexisting
policy issues (McKissick 1995; Berry et al 200Mformation is simplified as it is internalized bye
legislator-recipient, not as it is delivered by tbbbyist-sender.
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This process occurs on a non-conscious level ascady arguments are processed in the
policymaker’'s mind. Even though down-to-earth natire arguments may be more
easily encoded, stored, and retrieved in the hasitebustle of high-stakes legislative
conflicts, the presence of an instrumental argurterds credibility to the claim.
Lawmakers can always fall back on the perceivedibildy and expertise of the lobbyist
who supplied it, so there’s no need to over-conapdi@rguments stored in memory with
cognitively difficult features like facts, internlalgic narratives, or objective evidence.
Instrumental arguments signal the requisite crétipthey do not convey propositions
that may used to make difficult choices about campgeproposals or arguments. Thus,
lawmakers are prone to make judgment errors ifdhbyist’s cue is deferred over the
substance of the underlying claim.

Second, because there are thousands of interegiggio \Washington, it is not
very likely for legislators to maintain consisteaturce credibility judgments for
individual organizations except the most highlyesatland active ones. Rather, | assume
that legislators instead keep running credibili¢s based on broad categories of
interest groups like “environmentalists,” “trialngers,” the “oil industry,” and “HMOs”
(see Grant and Rudolph 2004). Consequently, iddaliorganizations have an incentive
to join forces in coalitions that signal these geneategories. In joining ad hoc
coalitions, | assume interest groups face two cdimgéncentives: unity and breadth.
Intuitively, groups with closely aligned interestsould be motivated to work together to
demonstrate unanimity (Browne 1988, 1998; Hojn4&@7, 1998; Hula 1999).
Alternatively, following Schattschneider’'s (1960plc that groups strategically expand

the scope of any given conflict to increase iteesale, groups also have an incentive to
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join forces with seemingly disparate interestgerest group coalitions that consist of
relatively homogenous interests are attractivedslators because they are not put in a
position to decide between competing factions oatircategories of groups stored in
long-term memory. Coalitions that clearly représeset of narrow, compatible interests
will be perceived to be more unified than those tepresent various stakeholders and
constituencies. So, | hypothesize that:

H,: Lawmakers will perceive narrow interest group kti@ns to be more credible than
broad interest group coalitions.

Thus, lawmakers will use the existence or absehea@cognizable set of interests as a
cue for source credibility. In other words, narrosalitions are more likely to
correspond with legislators’ running tallies in ¢gpterm memory. Alternatively, to
achieve the enormously complex goal of convinciog@ess to change the status quo,
interest groups will always try to make the peredipublic problem to be as far-reaching
as possible by recruiting as many perspectiveossilge.

Moreover, the perceptions of a coalition’s credipishould shift if they are
unified instead by the message or argument thgtréresent. In other words, | assume
that the advocacy argument and coalition scoperfaetill interact, so that instrumental
arguments supplied by broad coalitions will be moBitiential because the message
eliminates the risk that legislators will be fordedake sides between interest group
rivals. Consequently, | hypothesize that:
Hs: Lawmakers will favor issues advocated by a brivaerest group coalition that uses
an instrumental argument more than issues advodayeainarrow coalition that uses a
normative argument. Similarly, legislators willrpeive broad coalitions using

instrumental arguments to be more credible souticas narrow coalitions using a
normative argument.
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Not only do instrumental arguments signal credipilout broad coalitions may signal a
greater scope of conflict, thus adding credibilgytheir cause (Schattschneider 1960).
Coupling a broad coalition with policy-factual imfoation will only improve the image

that the interests they advocate are trustworthy.

Between-Subjects Factors:
Expertise, Professional Socialization, and Party

As with any experiment, my primary goal is to siffypthe world down to a few factors
so that causation may be generalized to real mtsmand events. This simulation of
course does not represent the actual decision thgksnembers of Congress and their
staff face every day, but isolating advocacy argum@ality and coalition scope directly
tests the cause and effect of information subsiielegislative decision making.
However, | am also able to account for the reallgvpolitical context by using actual
legislative staffers as subjects. As before, |snegpolicy expertisdy asking
participants to respond if health care policy ie ofthirteen areas of responsibility in
their day-to-day activities, coded 0 = Non-experd & = Expert. Accordingly, |
hypothesize two- and three-way interactions betvaegument quality, coalition scope,
and policy expertise:

H,4: Health policy experts are more likely to favortlhinstrumental arguments and
broad coalitions than non-experts.

Because the simulation deals strictly with hea#ttedssues, this measure appropriately
represents the differences in domain-specific kedgé that identifies a policy network

or community (Heclo 1978).
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Likewise, the variabl@rofessionakocializationis derived from a subjects’
professional position in a member of Congress’sqmal or a committee’s office. This
ordinal variable is highly correlated with incomé&l39) = 0.43p < 0.001, and age,
r(139) = 0.18p < 0.001, though it is not significantly relatedhveducation level or
years in their current position Congress. In tkgegiment, the lowest-ranking
administrative staff and the highest-ranking pcéitistaff demonstrated remarkably
similar information processing behavior, so to difgpnterpretation | collapsed those
categories and coded professional socializatidh=apolitical and 1 = polic§* So |
hypothesize similar interaction effects for profeeal socialization:

H,: Policy-oriented staff are more likely to favorthonstrumental arguments and broad
coalitions than lower ranking staff.

Thus, this variable accurately reflects the speradlprofessional traitspelitically-
oriented ompolicy-focused.

Finally, as before, | use party membership to thike a measure of policy
attitudes. | theoretically assume that any meastipslitical context in Congress should
include party, though there is no reason to exgettDemocrats and Republicans
process information differently.

Hs: Democrats are equally likely to favor instrumedrdrguments and broad coalitions
as Republicans.

Not surprisingly, party is very strongly associatéth subjects’ self-identified ideology,
Pearson’s(139) = 0.77p < 0.001. As should be expected, ideology is votatated
with expertise and socialization. Ultimately, theéBree independent variables allow me

to control for the congressional political contextvhich decisions are made.

34 Though it may seem counterintuitive to lump thiese categories together, | would argue that my
underlying construct is not seniority, but professil orientation to be either an objective, cresliblicy
analyst or an election-oriented defender of yougstsoposition.
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Dependent Variables

Subjects reported their responses by rank-ordedirgixteen issues on from “most
important” to “least important” and all sixteenanimation sources from “most useful” to
“least useful,” That is, in the final stage of gisulation, participants rank-ordered
issues on a hypotheticsisue Agendand all sixteen sources orSaurce Credibilitylist.
The responses included all sixteen issues and eguespectively, though my analysis
here focuses only on scores associated with thnd ggatment items. | excluded the
eight government sources because they remainetaob@Eross randomly-assigned
groups. | coded the top-ranked issue and soufice the second issue and source = 14,
the third issue and source = 13, and so on uilast-ranked issue and source = 0.

There were several steps in constructing the redeaaeasures dependent
variables for issue agenda and interest grouptawaliredibility. First, for both the
factors, | summed each subject’'s agenda and chiggdzores for the issues and
coalitions that corresponded with their treatmarthe simulation. For instance,
following the design displayed in Table 2.6, isagenda scores reported by subjects
randomly assigned to Group 1 were summed and divige? to get the mean ranking for
the two issues in the following conditions:
(A) Normative Argument / Narrow Coalition (ChildrerHealth and Health IT)
(B) Normative Argument / Broad Coalition (HIV/AID&d Medical Errors)
(C) Instrumental Argument / Narrow (Medical Malptiae and Mental Health Parity)
(D) Instrumental Argument / Broad Coalition (Rx QrG@overage and Coverage for

Uninsured).
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Likewise for source credibility scores, the tweeirgst group coalitions were summed for
Group 1, then divided by 2 to get the mean ranking:

(A) Normative Argument / Narrow Coalition (Coalitidor Health Children and Health

IT Alliance)

(B) Normative Argument / Broad Coalition (Americdios HIV/AIDS Awareness and
Health Care Quality Alliance)

(C) Instrumental Argument / Narrow Coalition (MedlidMalpractice Collaborative and
Mental Health Working Group)

(D) Instrumental Argument / Broad Coalition (AmencRx Drug Coalition and Citizens’
Committee for the Uninsured).

This procedure was repeated for the remaining texperiment groups. The resulting
dependent variables include four repeated measiitbe issue agenda and four repeated
measures of source credibility representing eatcheofour experimental treatments,
respectively.

This repeated-measures design, then, nullifieviddal subjects’ a priori policy
preferences for particular issues and sources.inijpkcation is that | can compare
policy decisions based on their corresponding aepumuality formats and interest
group scope instead of the substantive issue laglagcated.

[Insert Figures 5.1 through 5.4]
Figures 5.1 through 5.4 display the frequency iflistions for the four repeated-measures
of the issue agenda, and Figures 5.5 through S@ayi histograms for the four source

credibility repeated-measures.
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Issue Agenda Effects
The experiment design calls for a multivariate gsialof variance that compares mean
change scores of all four repeated-measures forthetwithin-subjects factors of
advocacy argument and coalition scope and the leehsebjects factors of policy
expertise, professional socialization, and politgaty. Table 5.1 displays summary
statistics for all four repeated-measures of teeesagenda for each of the five factors.
[Insert Table 5.1 and 5.2 here]
Table 5.2 reports the results of four separate Al@\odels. The first model looks
only at the main effects and interactions betwéennithin-subjects factors. The mean
agenda-ranking for issues presented with a noreatigument are significantly different
than those with an instrumental argument, but thilehypothesis can not be rejected for
the coalition scope factor and for the interactidime effects of argument and scope are
more clearly displayed in Figure 5.9.
[Insert Figures 5.9 through 5.18]
The remaining ANOVA models compare the means fohed the between-subjects
factors separatel. In Model 2, the advocacy argument main effectaias significant,
and the three-way interaction between argumentitiomescope, and expertise is also
significant. Figure 5.12 shows how non-expertsegsments of issues do not change
much across all four conditions, but that expentsitto favor issues advocated with
instrumental arguments by narrow coalitions. Qye@xperts are more likely appreciate
information subsidies that cite independent souscgported by quantitative evidence if

they are supplied by coalitions that representageizable set of stakeholders in the

% A full multivariate ANOVA model that simultaneoysincludes both within-subjects factors and alethr
between-subjects factors on the right hand sidealswno significant differences in means.
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health policy field. Even though they may haveydmden exposed to a limited amount
of the experimental treatment, experts have thg-term memory capability to use
mental cues about the “who” and the “what” of thleldlying message, regardless of the
substance of the policy issue at hand.

Likewise, subjects’ professional socialization &sd/the more normatively
biased politicos or the more objectively orientetiqy wonk has some interesting effects
on how they process information subsidies. Modet8ins a difference between
advocacy argument and also reveals a similar éffieg between politicos and policy
wonks, though only at the p < 0.10, two-tailed tegel. However, the three-way
interaction, exhibited in Figure 5.15, demonstraliesmost significant difference in
means. Both politically- and policy-oriented sudtgefavor issues advocated by
instrumental arguments over normative argumengditi¢®s favor instrumental
arguments from narrow coalitions more than the sargements form broad coalitions;
policy staffers remain flat between the instrumehtearrow and instrumental / broad
conditions. One the other hand, for normative argpts, the objectively-oriented policy
professionals appraise issues advocated by braditi@as much lower than their
political counterparts, an opposite pattern fordgame arguments from narrow coalitions.

Finally, as | predicted, political party has ktgffect on how subjects
process information about policy issues. It isnegisonable to expect the Democrats to
use mental shortcuts and Republicans to expendad deal of energy to process
complex policy narratives, or vice versa. The ltssof Model 4 maintains a near
significant difference for the argument factor,e@aled by strikingly similar slopes for

both Democrats and Republicans moving from the atis@ condition to the
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instrumental in Figure 5.16. Unlike the other betw-subjects factors, though, there are
no significant interaction effects for party.

Overall, the argument factor and the three-wagratdtions between
argument, scope, and both expertise and professoailization confirm my
information processing theory of lobbying influendaformational theories of lobbying
assume that, all else equal, the substance ofitberiation being supplied by lobbyists
affects how targeted lawmakers interpret policyuéssand, therefore, make choices based
on their electoral, policy, and professional mdimas. But my findings suggest that all
else is not equal. Policymakers process informatidosidies independent from the
actual substance of the issue by relying on theradesor presence of instrumental
arguments that include the appearance of indepénfdetual, quantitative information.
Yet, instrumental arguments could include pseudtutd information that may
contaminate lawmakers’ decisions. Additionally thteraction of expertise and
professionalization with arguments and coalitioopgcreveals a bias toward information
subsidies provided by narrow interests. Thesdtgesuggest that interest groups benefit
more from hyper-specializing into ever-narrowettitaics instead of broad, inclusive

coalitions that may better represent diverse istsre

Source Credibility Effects
The primary concern of this experiment is the issgenda because this most accurately
measures the outcome of the policy decision magingess. | also included a measure

of source credibility as a separate dependentblarta gauge whether subjects
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distinguish their evaluations of information sulssdseparately from the sources that
deliver them. Table 5.3 displays F scores fromilammultivariate ANOVA models on
source credibility.
[Insert Tables 5.3 and 5.4 here]

Looking at all four models, the within-subjectsttais never reveal significant
differences for source credibility. There are éhsggnificant differences for source
credibility: the three-way interaction of argumesttppe, and socialization, the main
effects of political party, and the two-way intean for coalition scope and party.

[Insert Figures 5.19 through 5.28]
Interestingly, the three-way interaction includsagialization displayed in Figure 5.25
not only shows large changes in the mean, thetsraliices are in a similar direction for
the same three-way interaction for the issue agé&eaFigure 5.15). No other factors or
interactions have similar effects on both issuendgeand source credibility, suggesting
that there are strong behavioral differences batvpeditical and policy-oriented. It is
apparent that biases toward the argument qualityfofmation subsidies and toward
interest groups are not incidental, but are leaageduring the professionalization
process on Capitol Hill.

Surprisingly, unlike with the issue agenda, tremeesignificant differences
in how Democrats and Republicans perceive intgmestps as information sources.
Model 4 in Table 5.4 reveals that party has bathein effect and an interaction effect
with coalition scope on evaluations of source driitly. As revealed in Figure 5.28,
Democrats find narrow coalitions to be more crezldohd Republicans find broad

coalitions to be more reliable. The data cleagleal that members of both parties are
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subject to mental cues about the composition ékestalders in a debate, but they draw
opposite conclusions about the political interéging expressed. At least in the health
policy field, Republicans are more likely to coreidhe scope of conflict to be more
important than the unity of interests being repnésg. Two important implications
remain unclear, though. First, do these partisdteps remain true across policy areas,
or is there something distinctive about health gmiecy that accentuates differences
between Republicans and Democrats? Second, ae phagterns associated with
Republicans and Democrats, or with the partiesealy in and out of powet?
Regardless, these findings strongly suggest the foedurther research into the

behavioral differences for partisan lobbying.

% The experiment was conducted during the summ26e7 when Democrats held majorities in both the
House and the Senate.
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Figure 5.1 Issue Agenda Scores in the Normative Aognent / Narrow Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.2 Issue Agenda Scores in the Normative Aognent / Broad Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.3 Issue Agenda Scores in the Instrument@lrgument / Narrow Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.4 Issue Agenda Scores in the Instrument@lrgument / Broad Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.5 Source Credibility Scores in the Normatie Argument / Narrow Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.6 Source Credibility Scores in the Normatie Argument / Broad Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.7 Source Credibility Scores in the Instrunental Argument / Narrow Coalition Condition
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Figure 5.8 Source Credibility Scores in the Instrunental Argument / Broad Coalition Condition

N =139
Mean = 7.50
SD =3.13

Frequency

o
N

15

10

0 5 10 15

Instrumental Argument / Broad Coalition



Table 5.1 Repeated Measures for Issue Agenda

Advocacy Argument Normative Instrumental
Coalition Scope Narrow Broad Narrow Broad
N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Policy Expertise
Non-expert 100 7.66 2.92 7.12 3.08 7.93 3.09 7.92 3.52
Expert 39 6.92 3.42 7.42 3.31 8.44 3.22 7.19 3.18
Professional Socialization
Political 50 7.33 3.00 7.96 2.96 8.40 2.90 7.40 3.13
Policy 89 7.52 3.12 6.78 3.17 7.88 3.25 7.89 3.59
Political Party
Democratic 93 7.42 3.08 7.25 3.12 8.27 3.18 7.63 3.30
Republican 46 7.50 3.07 7.11 321 7.65 3.01 7.87 3.72
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Table 5.2 Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Regated Measures of the Issue Agenda

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(df =138,1) (df =137,1) (df =137,1) (df =13y
SS F sig. SS F  sig. SS F  sig. SS F sig.
Within-Subjects Main Effects
Advocacy Argument 177.333.30 * 155.22 2.87 * 126.47 2.35 ' 142.21 2.63 '
Coalition Scope 50.761.03 46.95 0.95 39.16 0.79 30.23 0.61
Between-Subjects Main Effects
Policy Expertise 11.340.62
Professional Socialization 33.83.87 '
Political Party 6.240.34
2-Way Interaction Effects
Argument*Scope 1.620.04 41.32 1.00 24.95 0.61 0.66 0.02
Argument*Expertise 1.26 0.02
Scope*Expertise 1.050.02
Argument*Socialization 29.97 0.56
Scope*Socialization 4.290.09
Argument*Party 3.220.06
Scope*Party 12.740.26
3-Way Interaction Effects
Argument*Scope*Expertise 145.043.51 *
Argument*Scope*Socialization 180.91 4.40 **
Argument*Scope*Party 35.30.84

Note: N = 139. The repeated-measures dependeablesirepresent the mean agenda scores for thediey issues in each of four treatment categories:
normative argument / narrow coalition, normativguainent / broad coalition, instrumental argumerdrfiow coalition, and instrumental argument / broad
coalition. F scores reflect approximations baseth\ilks' lambda.

"p < 0.10, one-tailed test; * p < 0.10, two-tailegtte* p < 0.05, two-tailed test
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Figure 5.10 Two-way Interaction Effects of AdvocacyArgument and Expertise on Issue Agenda

8.2 -

7.8 -

7.6 -

7.4~

7.2

Normative Argument Instrumental Argument

— Nonexpert Expert

134



Figure 5.11 Two-way Interaction Effects of Coalitim Scope and Expertise on Issue Agenda
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Figure 5.12 Three-way Interaction Effects of Advocay Argument, Coalition Scope, and Expertise on Is&lAgenda
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Figure 5.13 Two-way Interaction Effects of AdvocacyArgument and Professional Socialization on Issue genda
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Figure 5.14 Two-way Effects of Coalition Scope anErofessional Socialization on Issue Agenda
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Figure 5.15 Three-way Interaction Effects of Advocay Argument, Coalition Scope, and Professional
Socialization on Issue Agenda
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Figure 5.16 Two-way Interaction Effects of AdvocacyArgument and Political Party on Issue Agenda
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Figure 5.17 Two-way Interaction Effects of Coalitim Scope and Political Party on Issue Agenda
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Figure 5.18 Three-way Interaction Effects of Advocay Argument, Coalition Scope, and Political Party a Issue
Agenda
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Table 5.3 Means of Repeated Measures for Source Clibility

Advocacy Argument Normative Instrumental
Coalition Scope Narrow Broad Narrow Broad
N Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Policy Expertise
Non-expert 100 8.14 341 7.38 3.33 7.73 3.12 7.61 3.06
Expert 39 7.64 3.02 7.41 2.99 8.06 3.73 8.03 3.26
Professional Socialization
Political 50 7.35 3.52 7.81 3.43 8.44 3.44 6.99 3.50
Policy 89 8.36 3.13 7.15 3.10 7.47 3.17 8.13 2.81
Political Party
Democratic 93 8.22 3.10 7.02 3.12 7.72 3.30 7.46 3.02
Republican 46 7.54 3.66 8.14 3.34 8.03 3.29 8.25 3.24
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Table 5.4 Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Regated Measures of Interest Group Credibility

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(df =138,1) (df =137,1) (df =137,1) (df = 13y
SS F SS F SS F SS F

Within-Subjects Main Effects

Advocacy Argument 3.480.07 20.44 0.41 4.28 0.08 8.93 0.18

Coalition Scope 69.091.50 36.73 0.79 75.43 1.62 12.68 0.28
Between-Subjects Main Effects

Policy Expertise 2.460.12

Professional Socialization 8.9R.45

Political Party 74.273.80 **
2-Way Interaction Effects

Argument*Scope 36.270.71 19.20 0.37 0.05 0.00 10.04 0.20

Argument*Expertise 42.000.84

Scope*Expertise 10.300.22

Argument*Socialization 0.97 0.02

Scope*Socialization 6.340.14

Argument*Party 13.280.26

Scope*Party 158.98.51 *
3-Way Interaction Effects

Argument*Scope*Expertise 5.50.11

Argument*Scope*Socialization 457.62 9.53 ***

Argument*Scope*Party 54.61 1.07

Note: N = 139. The repeated-measures dependeablesirepresent the mean credibility scores fotwloeinterest group sources representing
each of four treatment categories: normative argurhearrow coalition, normative argument / broadlition, instrumental argument / narrow
coalition, and instrumental argument / broad cimalit F scores reflect approximations based on $Vikmbda.

* p < 0.10, two-tailed test; *p < 0.05, two-tailed test; **p < 0.01, two-tailed test
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Figure 5.20 Two-way Interaction Effects of AdvocacyArgument and Expertise on Source Credibility
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Figure 5.21 Two-way Interaction Effects of Coalitim Scope and Expertise on Source Credibility
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Figure 5.22 Three-way Interaction Effects of Advocay Argument, Coalition Scope, and Expertise on Soae
Credibility
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Figure 5.23 Two-way Interaction Effects of AdvocacyArgument and Professional Socialization on Sourc€redibility
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Figure 5.24 Two-way Effects of Coalition Scope anHrofessional Socialization on Source Credibility
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Figure 5.25 Three-way Interaction Effects of Advocay Argument, Coalition Scope, and Professional
Socialization on Source Credibility
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Figure 5.26 Two-way Interaction Effects of AdvocacyArgument and Political Party on Source Credibility
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Figure 5.27 Two-way Interaction Effects of Coalitim Scope and Political Party on Source Credibility
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Figure 5.28 Three-way Interaction Effects of Advocay Argument, Coalition Scope, and Political Party
on Source Credibility
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CHAPTER 6. REFLECTIONS, | MPLICATIONS , AND EXTENSIONS

At its best, it is inexperience sitting in judgmemt experience, ignorance on knowledge:
ignorance which never suspecting the existencehat vt does not know, is equally
careless and supercilious, making light of, if restenting, all pretensions to have a
judgment better worth attending to then its owmug'it is when no interested motives
intervene: but when they do, the result is jobbreoye unblushing and audacious than the
worst corruption which can well take place in alpubffice under a government of
publicity.
John Stuart Mill
“Of the Proper Functions of Representative Bodies”
Considerations on Representative Government

The positive evils and dangers of the represermrta#ig of every other form of
government, may be reduced to two heads: firsteigdmgnorance and incapacity, or, to
speak more moderately, insufficient mental quadiiiens, in the controlling body;
secondly, the danger of its being under the infbeenf interests not identical with the
general welfare of the community.
John Stuart Mill
“Of the Infirmities and Dangers to which Represém&gaGovernment is Liable”
Considerations on Representative Government

Though I do not share Mill's penchant for abrasadehominenremarks equating
ignorance and interested motives with outrightwotion, | do share the concern that
representatives necessarily lack the capacity folbeinformed about public policy
problems that we entrust them to resolve. Likewis®uld not equate the use of
cognitive heuristics with “insufficient mental qifadations.” Though | would argue that
humans’ inherent information processing limitatiamsease the possibility of the
governors may—intentionally or not—fall victim tofiuences that contradict the welfare
of the governed. That democratic representativesat fully informed is not due to the
lack of information; if anything, it's in spite dfie enormous amount of information
available to them.

The often implicit assumption in theories of pall representation is that

information is objectively used as it is intende¢kt, in the real world, political
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information can be distorted, misrepresented, ahus®d exploited. As Madison

reminds us irFederalist 1Qthe best way to defend against these distoraodsabuses is
cultivate factions—for my present purposes, asasiof information—because, “as

long as the reason of man continues fallible, andfat liberty to exercise it, different
opinions will be formed.” The quality of judgmeinta representative assembly improves
with the diversity of those participating in itslitberations but alsoby its ability to
efficiently and accurately sift through the compgtclaims that comprise those
deliberations.

Lawmakers’ use of mental shortcuts is an efficigay to cope with the enormous
amount of information available to them. Yet afiicy may come at the expense of
accuracy. Though my findings are preliminary, htamd that decision methods that rely
on instantaneous judgments about interest groupliliey and argument quality are
common in Congress. If heuristic processing ismoom outside the lab, then debates in
Washington that are typically confined to a smetlaf players may indeed enlighten
constitutionally equivalent actors who have neitihertime nor the energy to become
informed about all policy issues. Yet, if theyyrébo heavily on snap judgments of cues
such as information quality and the scope of confbr any other mental shortcut), then
they expose themselves to the risk of making pborces on behalf of their constituents
and shirking their responsibility of being a dutiftustee.

Therefore, the process of legislative decision mgkioses a democratic paradox.
To meet the deliberative ideal of a healthy legigéaassembly, representatives must use
mental cues in lieu of actual energy-consumingtand-demanding judgments. But, by

doing so, they may forego the ethic of “sufficiamtntal qualification” inherent in
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democratic deliberation, leaving open the poss$ybihat groups could take advantage of
their inexperience or ignorance.

Of course, in the long run, interest groups havaeentive to maintain their
credibility, and opposing political perspectivey@an incentive to uncover outright
falsehoods or implausible policy motivations. Yata national legislature where
members rarely read the text of legislation thetean or barely have the time to attend
hearings where expert testimony is offered, theneains the distinct hazard that
heuristic decision making can inadvertently leaddomatively poor choices. Or worse,
groups may strategically exploit the inherent flaaftawmakers’ decision behavior to
unscrupulously interject “interests not identicalhathe general welfare of the
community.” Regardless of the motives of outsitfuences, the result would bias
decisions in favor of a selected minority at thpense of the common good.

Ultimately, | remain optimistic that representativage fully capable of balancing
their need for information processing efficiencylartcuracy. This assessment begs the
guestion: What is the normatively appropriate elguidm between efficiency and
accuracy? Any answer to that question is surdbyestive. The evidence presented here
merely show that there is considerable variancengmudividual policymakers’ decision
motivations; they cannot prescribe the correct webihf deciding.

My project is less about the ends of the decisimegss, it's about the means by
which elected representatives decide. The ingtitat machinery of Congress and the
electoral motivations of its members are certaimgortant factors to observe when
judging whether deliberation is sufficiently dematoc. But so are the methods they

employ to reach authoritative decisions on our behavould argue that my findings
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make a compelling case that political scientistsrasted in questions about the quality
of legislative deliberation and interest represeéoashould take a closer look inside
representatives’ minds to see if the multiple psses of making choices are as

democratically responsible as the decision outcaimEsselves.

Implications for the Theories of Interest Represerdtion
Congress as an institution has evolved over tinteeta highly efficient information
processor. And, individual lawmakers and staféeeskeen political and policy
strategists. The convention in political sciers®itreat these two perspectives—the
institutional and the individual—as unrelated phmeaa or, at best, as logically
incompatible levels of analysis. However, memlzéiSongress are only human, so the
political institutions they collectively create atiee policy decisions they individually
make can hardly be expected to be infallible. fdseilts of my process-tracing analysis
call into question the logic that individual legisl’e decisions are best explained by the
institutions that the members create.

If institutional theories of legislative decisiamaking are to be taken
seriously, then they must account for predictalffer¢nces in information processing
behavior at the level of the individual legislatdr's clear that institutional models of
Congress that assume that all available informatifirbe used in the decision process
are not wrong. In fact, the intentional decisiater—the one that most closely
approximated the assumptions of rational actor nsede/as the most commonly
adopted strategy in my simulation. However, jst@ansumers and voters minimize

their cognitive effort to learn about products @addidates, so too do elected officials
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and their highly professionalized staff. A neagtyual proportion of subjects adopted an
intuitive shortcut strategy—the process that méstaty resembles Herbert Simon’s
boundedly rational satisficing model—to processiinfation.

In the end, the evidence from my process-tracingikition suggests that the
means by which policymakers search for and usenrdton is not universal, so models
of legislative action that rest on strict decisb@havior assumptions are not so much
wrong as they are incomplete. On the one handytiliy maximization assumption of
rational choice models needs to be more flexibitisf to be realistic. It is not sufficient
to simply claim that the rational actor model is titormative ideal if evidence from the
real world implies that the assumption is neverersally true. On the other hand,
theories of legislative decision making that asslamanakers naively rely on rules of
thumb likewise fail to explain the intendedly-rat&d motivations of those who actually
exhibit objective policy information search behavi®ather, legislative decisions ought
to be theorized as adaptive, where both the intéunations of the decision maker and
the external task environment determine the metised.

With this caveat in mind, | developed a theoryaifllying influence that adapts
for both the substance and source of lobbying ngessdut also for the relative
expertise, professional socialization, and partgheflegislative decision maker. All else
equal, lobbying subsidies logically avail lawmakeith the substance they need to
pursue their policy objectives. Yet | found thhiformation subsidies aneot treated
equally when they are supplied by different sourcHse hypothetical legislative
priorities reported by participants in my lobbyisighulation supports my claim that

preferences are influenced by the quality of theoadcy argument as well as the scope
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of the interest group coalition delivering thosguanents. | conclude that lobbyists
supply legislative enterprises with informatiomecessary to explain how interest
groups influence the policy process. But the lagige subsidy model should be
elaborated to account for how information subsidiesdispensed.

In Washington, there is no shortage in the supplggislative subsidies, but
there is a great deal of selectivity on the densde. The mere existence of a policy-
factual, instrumental advocacy argument from adbiogerest group coalition increases
the likelihood that a member of Congress will a¢@m use a subsidy in the pursuit of
coincident policy goals. Yet, that likelihood deogignificantly if the same message is
conveyed by a narrow set of interests. Additigndhere is no requirement that the
independent studies and complex arguments thablesth the causal relationships and
the likely implications of government actions” ndede falsifiable or true. Though not
likely, they may even be complete fabrications tygttskimmed over when policymakers
employ cognitive shortcuts (Lopipero, Appollonicer® 2007). Yet those arguments
influence legislative behavior simply because poélites take their mere existence as a
cue that they are reliable. Likewise, forming daais of interest organizations is not
merely a tactic to overcome a collective actiorbfem; it sends a politically relevant
cue—true or not—about the validity of a legislatiséormation grant-maker.

Are opportunistic legislators selectively usingoirmhation to hamper open debate
and subvert democratic institutions, or are theyetyebeing human? It's probably more
likely that their information selection bias is @g@uct of legislators’ unconscious choice
of “which pressure to recognize.” In the real wloof congressional politics, legislators

may inadvertently overestimate lobbyists’ expertisenderestimate the quality of their
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arguments, or both. As with all cognitive heudstithe argument quality and interest
group credibility cues invite systematic miscaltigias even by the most highly
informed, politically aware policy elites in Congee Thus, the behavior of collaborative
networks of legislators and lobbyists is not a panagorial obstruction to democratic
deliberation. It's logical.

In the information processing formulation of thgiative subsidy model, the
guestion becomdsow legislative information is translated, not whotdizutes it and
why. Yet there remains an important caveat tdoteavioral approach to decision
making. The strategy of mitigating cognitive efforay not necessarily convert into the
best policy decisions if messages are muddledraedeist groups are automatically
accredited with credibility and expertise withlétor no scrutiny. The decision output of
the non-conscious information filtering procesaas a fait accompli. It is an error-prone
product of disproportionate human problem-solviogpetencies.

Free, open, and inclusive deliberation ought toegate the most informed
decisions in Congress. Indeed, the normativeficstion for the existence of interest
groups rests on the assumption that the best wlidlasome out of unfettered
collaboration, even among explicitly self-interesgetors:

Interaction with other elite members of the isseework can change these members’
preferences for themselves as well as their corarepof what is best for the public. As
these elites interact, they come to speak amonmgdélees a language of the public
interest. They often believe, or can come to beli¢hat they are acting in the public
interest, even when an outside observer mighttesgelieliefs as rationalizations for their
own self-interest or the self-interest of the gmtipey represent. (Mansbridge 1992, 40)
Is it reasonable to expect elites to deliberatailanguage of the public interest” if the

substance of the debate is ignored in lieu of theenexistence of instrumental

arguments? Can we be sure that the process isnggndemocratic if lobbyists claim de
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facto credibility when none may actually exist? fhdings do not suggest that
lobbyist’s tactics are necessarily nefarious—mik@y they are well-intentioned, albeit
normatively biased—but they do raise serious qaestabout the democratic validity of
collaborative lobbying. If legislators do not abbg scrutinize lobbyists’ genuine
credibility, then interest group involvement inussnetworks can hardly be described as
public-interested even if it is in a spirit of cbloration. Or, if policymakers are more
frequently drawn to advocacy arguments that magadentally be supported by an
intellectually hollow “independent study”, dubiopslicy factoids, or a disingenuously
manufactured Astroturf letter-writing campaign,riiibis behavior raises serious

guestions about the deliberative justificationlédybying as legislative subsidy.

Implications for Theories of Expert Policy Networks

Perhaps the most surprising empirical result wasttiere was little difference in how
policy domain experts and non-experts processedntion during the in-box
simulation. Based on the social psychology litemat| fully expected policy expertise to
be a significant determinant in decision makingehedr, with experts more likely than
non-experts to critically analyze the substancadviocacy arguments and the
composition of the coalitions. Instead, the onlgamingful difference other than political
party was the legislators’ professional social@ats objectively policy-orientated or as
subjectively election-oriented.

I do not interpret this to mean that the cumulatiterature on the decision
behavior of domain specific experts is wrong, dhigt as | had conceptualized expertise

was wrong. Following a substantial line of resharn policy networks in the interest
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group literature, | understood expertise in thelavof Washington politics to be specific
to a particular issue area. Rather, the demarcagtween experts and novices is the
difference between policy and politics, a distiantthat is often thought to be irrelevant
because policy decisions are exactly the type efMedlian choices about “who gets
what, when, and how.”

The lesson that | take away from this finding i$ that socialization matters and
technical expertise does not, but that we shoulchbeful how we define “expertise”
within highly professionalized issue networks. Timglication for behavioral decision
theory in politics is that the concept of domaiedfic expertise is itseliomain specific
The point is that the conceptualization of an ekpery depend on the task environment
or political context. Not only does a decision mik task environment affect their
behavior, but it also affects their relative exjzert The difference may seem minor, but
it has the potential to raise several interestimgtetical questions about the policy
process. Does this change our concept of theypoébnork—which is implicitly
defined as a collaborative group of experts? Cawrategorize policy networks by their
relative proportions of policy wonks and politico§%o0, are the decisions in policy-
dominated networks more or less democraticallyasgmtative than those in political-

dominated ones?

Prospects for Future Research
| originally envisioned this dissertation as a ppooject for a much larger research
project, hopefully one that will be carried outiiople in addition to me, preferably

those who are much smarter than | am. One of misgeas simply to demonstrate that
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it could be done. | believe I've convincingly shothat getting inside the black box of
the legislative mind is not impossible. In doirg kthink I've also succeeded in making
the argument that theories about representatiorsiaoald not shy away from explaining
how individual political elites think through prashs. Of course, this project hardly
scratches the surface of explaining and observing diites process information. | have
come up with some practical suggestions and theatefuestions for similar studies in
the future.

In carrying out this project, | learned many pieadtlessons from my
mistakes along the way that are worth noting fourkl projects. First, my subject pool
was a particularly difficult group of people to ass with an experimental simulation
embedded within a web-based survey. Most congneaksimply refused to participate
because of their office’s standard operating pracesl And, even those person not
bound by official restrictions, the simulation waerticularly demanding of their time
and energy during their working hours. In hindsigls | had originally planned but later
abandoned due to my own limited time and resoutcgsuld suggest recruiting subjects
to participate in a simulation during a face-toefaweeting or laboratory with a physical
and convenient location. Unlike college sophomdeagislative staffers are not likely to
travel to a college campus to participate in ayfod academic credit or the slim chance
to win an iPod.

Second, with sufficient recruitment, | would ceeatseries of independent
experiments to test the different elements of n@ptis. From a practical perspective, |
purposely erred on the side of making my informatioard simulation overly complex

because | was concerned about subjects’ perce@lmmg external validity. | found that
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as long as subjects chose to participate at aly, were well aware that it was simply a
hypothetical simulation. Also, because | usedpgated-measures design, there was no
need to include the items that remained constamtdam experimental groups, though |
thought these were important to establish a sehsatism. From an analytic
perspective, it may have been more useful to halgests participate in multiple
experiments rather than complicating the experin@mimuch. | suspect, though | have
no way of knowing for sure, that my data would hana@uded much less noise had the
information board not been so busy to the user.

Third, given sufficient funding, | would not unéstimate the importance
of outstanding computer programming assistanaeasl fortunate enough to hire an
excellent programmer at a bargain price, but aterllearned some of the dynamic
features of the website that | dropped becauspribgramming was so complex would
have been ideal. For instance, | was able to tifaelsequence of items accessed during
the simulation by time-stamping, but the databbhaérecorded the raw time-stamp data
only stored the first time an item was opened dased in the users web browser. Even
though | thoroughly beta-tested the website beflammally conducting the experimental
trials, 1 did not foresee this being a problembdtame apparent when | began analyzing
the data. Though my results are not wrong, theylianted because they don't let me
know if a user consulted an item more than once.

In all, the method was incredibly useful and é#fit. Though | can’t make
the argument that the hypotheses | chose to teékisrstudy were necessarily the
theoretically most pressing (though 1 still thifey are). Similar simulations can, and

should, test theories of lobbying that accountigoraliminal priming, framing effects,
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valence effects, and perceptions of salience arceersy, among others. Additionally,
information board experiments are an ideal waystal#dish the causal direction of
political context variables. Political contextestremely prone to problems of
endogeneity, so experiments that simulate factugicaunterfactual situations in which
policy elites must make decisions are a particyliditful area of research. The

possibilities are effectively limitless.
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APPENDIX A. PRE-SIMULATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Professional Background

What is your job title?
Chief of Staff or Administrative Assistant
Legislative Director, Counsel, or Assistant
Communication Director or Press Secretary
Other (specify)

How many years overall have you worked in a Corsjoesl office(s)?
One (1) year or less
2
3
4
Five (5) or more years

What is the highest academic degree that you havpleted?
High school
Associate
Bachelor
Master
Law (JD)
Other Post-graduate
Other (specify)

Policy Specialization

Which of the following public policy issues are ymsponsible for in your office?
Please click on ALL policy topics for which you teakesponsibility, regardless of
whether you share portions of the general topib wihers on staff.
____Agriculture
____Budget/Appropriations, Taxes & Economy
____ Defense
____Energy & Environment
____Financial Services, Housing & Community Devebent
____Government Operations & Homeland Security
____Health
____International Affairs & Trade
____Judiciary, Crime & Civil Rights
____Labor, Education & Social Welfare
_____Space, Science & Communications
____Transportation & Public Works
____ Other (specify)
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Which ONE of the 21 policy topics that you seleatedbove question (#4) do you
think you spend MOST of your time and energy?

Agriculture

Budget/Appropriations, Taxes & Economy
Defense

Energy & Environment

Financial Services, Housing & Community Development
Government Operations & Homeland Security
Health

International Affairs, Foreign Aid & Trade
Judiciary, Crime & Civil Rights

Labor, Education & Social Welfare

Space, Science & Communications
Transportation & Public Works

Other

Would you say that you are more informed than thea$or or Representative for
[INSERT RESPONSE TO QUESTION #5]? Which of thddwling statements best
describes your familiarity with that topic?

I am ALWAYS LESS informed than the Senator or Repreative.

| am USUALLY LESS informed than the Senator or Reentative.

| am informed ABOUT THE SAME as the Senator or Rspntative.
| am USUALLY MORE informed than the Senator or Regantative.
| am ALWAYS MORE informed than the Senator or Resgraative.

What best describes your policy experience comp@argdur colleagues in other
congressional offices who work on [INSERT RESPONSEQUESTION #5], ranging
from NOT VERY EXPERIENCED to VERY EXPERIENCED.

[INSERT 11-POINT SCALE RANGING FROM “Not Very Expienced” to “Very
Experienced’]

____Don’t Know

How much attention do you feel the Senator or Reptative pays to [INSERT
RESPONSE TO QUESTION #5] compared to all othergyabsues, ranging from NO
ATTENTION AT ALL to A LOT OF ATTENTION.

[INSERT 11-POINT SCALE RANGING FROM “No attention all” to “A lot of
attention”]

Don’t Know
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9. Thinking generally about all of your policy respimiities, who would you say that
you FREQUENTLY REACH OUT TO for reliable informati® Please select all that
apply.

Political party leaders

Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices

Congressional Research Service, Government AccoilitiaDffice, etc.

White House or executive branch

National trade associations, professional assoadigtior professional societies

Corporations

Citizen advocacy groups

Labor unions

Think tanks & academia

Other (specify)

T Se@meao0 oy

10.  Who would you say FREQUENTLY CONTACTS YOU withouligitation to
educate you about current or upcoming issues?s®klect all that apply.
Political party leaders
Other Congressional Committee and Personal Offices
Congressional Research Service, Government AccdoilitiaDffice, etc.
White House or executive branch
National trade associations, professional assoadisitior professional societies
Corporations
Citizen advocacy groups
Labor unions
Think tanks & academia
Other (specify)

T S@meoo0 oy

Demographics
The remaining questions about you are for staé$fozirposes only.

11.  On the scale below, indicate how strongly would gharacterize YOUR OWN
political ideology, ranging from very liberal tonyeconservative

[INSERT 11-POINT SCALE RANGING FROM “Very liberakb “Very
conservative”]

____Don’t Know
12. What is your gender?

a. Female
b. Male
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What is your ethnic background?

White/Caucasian
Hispanic/Latino
African-American/Black
Asian-American/Asian
Native American

Other (specify)

How old are you?

25 years old or younger
26-35 years old

36-45 years old

46-55 years old

55 years old or older

What is your income from the federal government?
Less than $25,000
$25,000-34,999
$35,000-44,999
$45,000-64,999
$65,000-74,999
$75,000-84,999
$85,000-94,999
$95,000 or more
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APPENDIX B. TEXT AND M ANIPULATION OF INFORMATION BOARD |ITEMS
Government | tems (Constant)

CRS Issue Brief: Health Care Costs

Health insurance coverage provides a valuable &epin access to preventive and
primary health care services, and peace of mindiaadcial security for those facing
serious health care problems. Yet, a growing nurob&mericans-46 million in 2005

and increasing each year-lack health insurancelthem address their health care
needs. Our growing uninsured population gets edeg,lif at all, and ends up sicker than
those with coverage. The Institute of Medicine répthat lack of health insurance
causes 18,000 unnecessary deaths each year. Ld&vinidjion Americans without

health coverage not only compromises their healtralso puts a growing burden on our
health care system and adds additional straint@canomy. And, even for those with
health coverage, rising premium costs, the incnggsut-of-pocket costs from more
limited coverage, and decreasing availability opéyer-based coverage make obtaining
and paying for health care an increasing finarmimtlen. For many, health insurance
coverage through the workplace now has higher déses and more cost-sharing as
well as higher premiums. Access to health insuramcemedical care that is affordable is
becoming out of reach for more and more middlesclamilies and contributing to our
growing uninsured population.

While the elderly rely on Medicare for their healtlsurance coverage, most non-elderly
Americans receive their health insurance protedtioough the workplace. Of the 257
million non-elderly Americans, 156 million (61% thfe non-elderly population), are
covered by employer-sponsored health insurancei(§ity). Public coverage through
Medicaid and SCHIP provide an important adjunctrigployer-based coverage for low-
income families, especially children, covering Eqent of the non-elderly population.
The availability and affordability of employer baseoverage varies widely by income,
with higher-income families more likely to be cogdrby employer-based coverage than
moderate or low-income families. Nearly 3 out 74%) of the 74 million middle-class
non-elderly individuals-who | will define today aaving incomes between 200 and 400
percent of the federal poverty level (about $41,@0$82,000 for a family of 4 in 2007)-
have employer sponsored coverage. Lower-incomdiémiivith incomes 100-199% of
poverty, some of whom might actually consider thelwes part of the middle class) have
much lower levels of private coverage-only 39 petd¢eve employer-based coverage-
resulting in higher levels of uninsurance (30%) grehter reliance on public coverage
(26%). Lack of employer-based coverage and limétezkss to public coverage leaves
nearly 11 million (14%) middle-income Americansnsured. They account for nearly a
3quarter (23%) of the nation's 46 million uninsuadttiough the majority of the
uninsured have even lower incomes (Figure 2). thtauh, like most of the nation's
uninsured, the middle-class uninsured come fronkingrfamilies. In fact, 9 in 10

(91%) come from families with at least one full-&rworker, but many of these workers
are in jobs that do not offer health insurance cage or where such coverage is
unaffordable.
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CRS Issue Brief: Long-term Care

Medicaid is the nation's major source of finandimiglong-term care services, covering
services for both elderly and non-elderly persongstitutional and community-based
settings. Medicare or private insurance do noecovany of these critical services.
However, Medicaid's long term-care protectionslianged to those with low-incomes or
who incur catastrophic expenditures.

Who Needs Long-Term Care Services?

Nearly 10 million Americans need long-term carevges and supports to assist them in
life's daily activities. The majority of beneficias who receive long-term care services
are age 65 and above while 37 percent are undek@g-term care services include a
range of services and supports that assist indasgduith performing activities of daily
living and instrumental activities of daily livingThese range from providing assistance
with eating, dressing, and toileting, to assistintn managing a home, preparing food,
and medication management.

Who Pays for Long-Term Care Services?

Although many people who need long-term care ralparily on unpaid help from
family and friends, nearly $175 billion was spentlong-term services in 2006, with
Medicaid accounting for 42% of spending. Direct-otipocket of pocket care spending
comprises the next largest payer category, acaogifr slightly less than one-quarter in
spending. Medicare provides limited post-acute ¢larough its skilled nursing facility
benefit and its home health care benefit, accogritn 20% of spending.

Who Qualifies for Medicaid Long-Term Care Services?

Medicaid is intended to assist low-income individuand is not available to everyone
who needs long-term services. Those who needtermgyservices must meet both
financial and functional eligibility criteria to qlify for Medicaid. For elderly and
disabled people with long-term care needs, thesisliare often tied to the Supplemental
Security Income program - capped at $603 per mion2006 - but states can, and often
do, set higher limits.

CRS Issue Brief: Medicare

OVERVIEW OF MEDICARE

Medicare is the federal health insurance prograeated in 1965 for all people age 65
and older regardless of their income or medicabhys The program was expanded in
1972 to include people under age 65 with permadisabilities. Medicare now covers
nearly 43 million Americans. Most people age 68 alder are entitled to Medicare Part
A if they or their spouse are eligible for Sociaic8rity payments and have made payroll
tax contributions for 10 or more years. Peopleanratje 65 who receive Social Security
Disability Insurance (SSDI) generally become elgitor Medicare after a two-year
waiting period. Medicare plays a vital role in ensg the health of beneficiaries by
covering many important health care services, oiolgia new prescription drug benefit.
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However, there are also gaps in coverage, notadiyat] vision, and long-term care.
Medicare benefits are expected to total $374 bililn2006, accounting for 14% of the
federal budget (CBO, 2006).

MEDICARE'S STRUCTURE

Part A pays for inpatient hospital, skilled nursfagility, home health, and hospice care.
Accounting for 41% of benefit spending in 2006,tPars funded mainly by a dedicated
tax of 2.9% of earnings paid by employers and warke.45% each).

Part B pays for physician, outpatient, and homédtihesits and preventive services.
Part B is funded by taxpayers through general neggmnd beneficiary premiums and
accounts for 35% of benefit spending in 2006. Madideneficiaries pay a monthly
premium of $88.50 in 2006 (estimated to increask9® 40 in 2007). As of 2007, those
with annual income over $80,000 ($160,000 per aguplll pay a higher, income-
related monthly Part B premium.

Part C refers to the Medicare Advantage programyutyh which beneficiaries can enroll
in a private managed care plan, such as an HMO, BP@ivate fee-for-service (PFFS)
plan. These plans offer combined coverage of PaRa#t B, and in most cases, Part D

(prescription drug) benefits. Part C accounts #¥olof benefit spending in 2006.

Part D is the new outpatient prescription drug fiergelivered through private plans that
contract with Medicare. The benefit includes adaisil assistance with plan premiums
and cost-sharing amounts for low-income benefiegarPart D, which is funded by
general revenues, beneficiary premiums, and stateents, accounts for 8% of benefit
spending in 2006. Enrollees in Medicare drug plaesa monthly premium that averages
$25 across plans in 2006.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PEOPLE ON MEDICARE

Medicare covers a diverse population: 35% haveetbreanore chronic conditions, 17%
are African American or Hispanic, 14% have limats in three to six activities of daily
living, and 12% are age 85 and older. Many peopl&ledicare have modest incomes
and resources: 39% have incomes below 150% of po{%&t9,600/single and
$26,400/couple in 2006). Fifteen

percent - nearly 7 million in 2006 - were under &§eand permanently disabled.

CRS Issue Brief: Public Health Threats

Congress will continue developing efforts to inceae industry development of

products to be used in a biological emergencythén108th Congress, BioShield I
legislation (S. 666) was proposed by Senators leiebe (D-CT) and Hatch (R-UT) that
called for additional incentives for manufacturefdiological countermeasures such as
liability reform, extended market exclusivity foew countermeasures, and tax incentives
for those investing in companies that perform redeato new countermeasures. More
controversial was the broad definition of treatrsesdvered under S.666 and the "wild
card" patent extension that would allow developeradd years to the life to any other
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patent in their portfolio. Some industry groupsr support the wild card patent
provision, believing it creates tremendous uncetydior introduction of new generic
products, effectively repealing previous effortptace non-branded medications on the
market faster.

On January 24, 2005, Senator Judd Gregg (R-NH)ir@ha of the Senate Budget
Committee and a BioShield | sponsor, introducedBio®reparedness Act of 2005 (S.3-
a Homeland Security bill), which borrows severalysions from S.666, including
liability reform, patent extension and tax inceey One key difference between S. 3
and S. 666 is that S. 3 includes provisions thaberage the development of products to
more broadly combat infectious diseases. Amongrgitevisions, S. 3:

* Expands the definition of "qualified countermeges’ to include detection technologies
and research tools;

* Encourages vaccine and countermeasure produloyi@msuring full patent restoration
for the developed product;

* Provides grants to study animal responses teehbiotism and infectious agents;

* Ensures fast-track reviews for second-generatamtines and countermeasures;

* Encourages the construction and renovation oEwvee and countermeasure-
manufacturing facilities by offering new tax-basedentives and grants; and

* Establishes the Pandemic Influenza Preparedmek&asponse Plan, which includes
developing research to improve influenza vaccieabBancing public awareness, and
improving international and state surveillance capes.

Neither bill advanced beyond committee considenatioring the 109th Congress.

Office of Representative Smith
Republican, UT

Dear Colleague:

In 2006, the National Institutes of Health (NIHpogted that it spent under $950 million
on health services research--or 3.2 percent eitise budget--making it the largest
funder of health services research in the federatgiment. While these are significant
amounts, and | appreciate all that the varioustiries do to support the health services
research field, | encourage NIH to increase theesbhits budget devoted to moving
discoveries from clinical trials into mainstreanaltl services. Additionally, | also
encourage NIH to foster greater coordination ohéalth services research investment.

| plan to introduce the "Health Services Researdd@dnization Act of 2007" in the
coming weeks to require that NIH spend at least d0%s anticipated $30 Billion
budget on health services research. The accompists of health services research
would not be possible without the leadership ampstt of the Congress. Scientifically
based evidence provides crucial guidance to thihhservices industry as we make
difficult decisions that will affect the health ahdalth care services of all Americans.
While our funding requests are modest -totalindp#Bn - the return on investment will
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be much higher. This investment will generate impobinformation for consumers and
providers, leading to improved quality, accessypiland affordability.

| encourage you to co-sponsor Health Services Res®éodernization Act and to make
imroving the NIH budget a top priority for the 1hGCongress.

Sincerely,

Rep Smith, MC

Senate Committee on Finance
Minority Office

Dear Colleague:

Fundamental reform is needed in order to ensuretigeterm fiscal sustainability of the
Medicaid program. More than simply sustaining thegpam, the Minority Members of
the Committee believe that Medicaid can and musticoe to provide quality care to
promote the best possible health for all benefiesatVe recommend promoting
Medicaid's long-term fiscal sustainability, whils@emphasizing quality of care. Key
principles that must be part of this transformaiimeiude recognizing the long-term
value of investments in quality, supporting stéibility, and changing how
beneficiaries partner with the Medicaid progranmebgouraging personal responsibility
for health care decisions and promoting and rewgrtealthy behaviors.

The Minority Members of the Committee also beliéivat the health of beneficiaries will
be improved through a more efficient Medicaid systhat emphasizes prevention,
provides long-term care services in the leastiotste appropriate environment, adopts
interoperable forms of health information technglogpordinates care across providers
and health care settings, and focuses on ensuni@gyghealth care outcomes. Finally,
although the Minority Members of the Committee amege individual planning for
long-term care, and we call upon our colleaguesfedelral agencies to develop a fiscally
sustainable plan for our nation's future long-teare needs.

The 110th Congress must make this issue its tapityii Medicaid must be completely
reformed and modernized, or we risk putting offidifit decisions for our children and
grandchildren.

Office of Senator Jones
Democrat, WI

Dear Colleague:
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| plan to introduce the "Minority Health Care Disiya Commission Act of 2007" in the
near future. | strongly urge my colleagues to porsor this important legislation. The
Act will create a bi-partisan Commission to studgy to improve health care delivery
for minorities.

The United States is racially and ethnically diegi@nd the nation's diversity is growing
over time. As of 2006, nearly one-third of the Lp8pulation identified themselves as a
member of a racial or ethnic minority group. BybR0this share is expected to increase
to nearly half. The racial and ethnic compositdthe population varies by state, with
states in the West and South having the higheséslod minority residents. People of
color are more likely than non-Hispanic Whites &vé low-incomes, which has
implications for both their health and insurancess.

Health status is a function of several factorsluiding access to care and insurance
coverage, socioeconomic conditions (education, meion, income, and place of
residence), genetics, and personal behavior. Rac@hnic minority population groups
(other than Asians) rate their overall health wdhsen non-Hispanic Whites. While poor
or low-income people of all races report worse thestiatus than higher income people,
differences in overall health status by race/eibnpmersist even within income groups.
The poorer health status of racial and ethnic nitipémericans is also reflected in
higher death rates for many common causes.

Given these facts, it is important that Congreke teriously the fact that poor quality
health care for minorities today will mean poor lgyaare for all Americans. Please
join me in sponsoring the "Minority Health Care pasity Commission Act of 2007".

Sincerely,
Ms. Jones
United States Senator

House Commerce Cmte Majority (Demaocrats)

Dear Colleagues:

The Chairman and Majority Members of the House Cdtemon Commerce are
planning a series of hearings on Women's Healtle,Gard we encourage your
participation in this important issue.

Over the past few decades, considerable progressdem made in improving women's
health and in understanding women's unique rolésarnealth care system. The
importance of health care cuts across all aspéet®men's lives. Without good access
to health care, women's ability to be productiveners of their communities, to care
for themselves and their families, and to conteltotthe work force is jeopardized. As
health care has moved to the forefront of the pytdlicy arena, women are increasingly
recognizing that they have much at stake in natibealth policy debates.
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Even with increased attention to diseases likedbreancer, there remains a gap in the
health status between men and women. Nearly foll@ iwomen have a chronic
condition that requires ongoing medical attentmympared to only 30% of men. Not
surprisingly, incidence of chronic conditions irases with age. Nearly six in 10 women
in their senior years are dealing with hypertensind arthritis, and almost half with high
cholesterol. Women's health needs are also reflenttheir provider choices. Virtually
all elderly women have a regular provider, compdoeithree-quarters of women ages 18
to 44 and 90% of women 45 to 64. As they age, woareralso less likely to visit an Ob-
Gyn regularly. Only one-quarter of senior womerorép gynecological visit in the past
year and only 12% count an Ob-Gyn among their srquioviders, compared to 47% of
women in their reproductive years.

This vitally important issue addresses many problenthe American health care
system. We hope you will join us in making Womethésalth a priority during the 110th
Congress.

Private |tems (Experimental)
Coalition for Healthy Children
Dear Member of Congress:

The Coalition for Healthy Children is an ad hocliaan consisting of 20 organizations
that collectively represent over millions of workeconsumers, and voters from all
regions in the United States. We hope to bettecat® members of Congress on the
need to reauthorize the State Children's Healtlrémee Program (SCHIP) a top priority
in the coming weeks and months of the 110th Cosgres

According to a report issued by the Kaiser Comrmaissin Medicaid and the Uninsured,
SCHIP has successfully worked together with Medit¢aiprovide health coverage to
millions of low-income children. First, SCHIP cogasver 6 million children today,
building on Medicaid's coverage of 28 million cnéd. Over the past decade, SCHIP and
Medicaid together have reduced the uninsured rateng low-income children by one-
third. Without SCHIP, millions more children in lemvcome working families would be
uninsured. Second, effective outreach, expandgibiity, and streamlined enrollment
and renewal are key elements of SCHIP's succdssesSoutreach about the health
coverage availability creates enthusiasm and sguaiment. Third, SCHIP and
Medicaid increase the likelihood that children viéive a medical home and lead to
improvements in children's health, yielding berseifit school as well. Finally, SCHIP
and Medicaid have helped to narrow racial and ettisiparities in access to health care.

For the sake of our children, we strongly encourameto make SCHIP reauthorization
the most important health care issue this Congress.

Coalition for Healthy Children
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Dear Member of Congress:

The Coalition for Healthy Children is an ad hoclitaa consisting of 20 organizations
that collectively represent over millions of workeconsumers, and voters from all
regions in the United States. We hope to betteca® members of Congress on the
need to reauthorize the State Children's Healtlrémee Program (SCHIP) a top priority
in the coming weeks and months of the 110th Cosgres

The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services abters SCHIP, which has provided
over $24 billion in federal matching funds since@er 1, 1997 to help states expand
health care coverage to over 5 million of the ndsaninsured children. SCHIP is
jointly financed by the Federal and State governsiand is administered by the States.
Within broad Federal guidelines, each State detexsihe design of its program,
eligibility groups, benefit packages, payment levier coverage, and administrative and
operating procedures. SCHIP provides a capped @inoddunds to States on a matching
basis through the current fiscal year. If Congasss not act quickly, states will be left
to fund a program that millions of families havereto depend on.

For the sake of our children, we strongly encourameto make SCHIP reauthorization
the most important health care issue this Congress.

Broad

AARP

American Bankers Assn
American Civil Liberties Union
Anheuser-Busch

Assn of American Railroads

Narrow
Advocates for Youth
American Academy of Peditric
Arnold Palmer Hospr fChildren & Women
California Children's Hospital Assn
Campaign For Tobacce Kies

Blue Cross/Blue Shield
Bristol-Myers Squibb
ChevronTexaco

Exelon Corp

Microsoft Corp

National Assn of Broadcasters
National Assn of Manufacturers
National Cable Television Assn
National Mining Assn
Newspaper Assn of America
Nissan North America

Principal Financial Group
Recording Industry Assn of America
Sprint Corp

TXU Business Services

Center for Science in Pulblierest
Children & Adults with ADD
Children's Cause
Children's Defense Fund
Children's Health Fund
Children's Hospiterirational
Danny Foundation
Food Allergy & Angpdxis Network
Juvenile Diabetes Foundatiath |
March of Dimes Birth Ré&fd~oundation
National Assn of Children'ssHitals
National Children's CanSeciety
Nemours Ctr@ildren's Health Media
People for the American Way
Society of Teachers of FaMiylicine
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Future of Health IT Alliance

The Future of Health IT Alliance is an impromptwatitbon that has come together to
bring attention to the significant efficiency beitefind cost savings that a
comprehensive, national HIT and HIE policy promis&ge Alliance urges Congress to
follow the innovative policy leadership at the $thdvel by concentrating on health
information technology (HIT) and health informatiexchange (HIE) to improve our
nation's health and healthcare.

The comprehensive management of medical informatiwhits secure exchange between
health care consumers and providers will improwathecare quality, prevent medical
errors, reduce health care costs, increase adnaist efficiencies, decrease paperwork,
and expand access to affordable care. InteropeHidl will improve individual patient
care, but it will also bring many public health béts, such as early detection of
infectious disease outbreaks around the countgyrawed tracking of chronic disease
management, and evaluation of health care basedloa enabled by the collection of
de-identified price and quality information thandae compared. Health information
technologies help gather all of their health infation in one place so they can
thoroughly understand it and share it securely tigir health care providers to get the
care that best fits their personal needs. HealttalThelp to improve public health one
individual at a time by building partnerships begéwédealth care consumers and
providers across the country.

For these reasons, the Alliance strongly encour@gegress to make improving health
information technology and exchange a major pyantthe 110th Congress.

Future of Health IT Alliance

The Future of Health IT Alliance is an impromptwatibon that has come together to
bring attention to the significant efficiency beitefind cost savings that a
comprehensive, national HIT and HIE policy promis&ge Alliance urges Congress to
follow the innovative policy leadership at the Sthvel by concentrating on health
information technology (HIT) and health informatiexchange (HIE) to improve our
nation's health and healthcare.

The comprehensive management of medical informatiwhits secure exchange between
health care consumers and providers will improwathecare quality, prevent medical
errors, reduce health care costs, increase adnaist efficiencies, decrease paperwork,
and expand access to affordable care. In anapigblished recently in the New

England Journal of Medicine, a survey found moenth75 state and local HIT and HIE
initiatives in all 50 states, the District of Colbia, and Puerto Rico. The Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS) is guiding the Wgreent of standards for HIT
systems, yet the report concludes that there restistile uniformity across jurisdictions.
Policy development, planning, and HIE implementatativities are taking place at
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various levels of the system, but survey resuligcate that two-thirds of community- or
locally-focused programs are focusing on HIE neiworplementation, while only 29
percent of state-level initiatives are focusingrmoplementation. These findings suggest
that Congress must dedicate significant resoucésster a comprehensive, national HIE
network to better coordinate these efforts.

For these reasons, the Alliance strongly encour@gegress to make improving health
information technology and exchange a major pyanitthe 110th Congress.

Broad Narrow

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers American Adsen Medical Transcription
American Academy of Pediatrics American Collegéleflthcare Executives
American Assn of Health Plans ﬁgnse;]rican Health Information Management
American Forest & Paper Assn ,:\As;n for Healthcare Resource & Materials
American Medical Assn BearingPoint Inc

America's Health Insurance Plans Business Softalisnce

Assn of Trial Lawyers of America Cisco Systems

Aventis Pharmaceuticals Express Scripts

Brown & Williamson Tobacco Global Healthcare Excpai.LC

Christian Coalition Healthcare Leadership Council

Ernst & Young Healthlink, an IBM Company

Grocery Manufacturers of America Informed Decisiath€

Hartford Financial Services InterComponentWare Inc

Natl Assn of Convenience Store Operatdghnson & Johnson Healthcare Systems

Northwest Airlines Joint Cmsn on Accreditation of Healthcare

Orgs
Natl Alliance for Health Information
Qualcomm Inc
Technology
Shell Ol PatientMD
Time Warner Perot Systems
Toyot_a Motor Manufacturing North Quest Diagnostics
America
US Steel WebMD

Americans for HIV/AIDS Awareness

Americans for HIV/AIDS Awareness is an informal itban business leaders, health
care providers, and community and advocacy orgaaimformed to keep Congress
focused on HIV/AIDS in America. Although much pregs has been made since
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Americans became aware of the disease in the 1888, remains a great deal more
Congress can do to ensure HIV/AIDS patients haceszcto the care they deserve.

The Ryan White CARE Act is the single largest fatlerogram designed specifically for
people with HIV/AIDS. Enacted in 1990, the CARE Axtbvides care and support
services to individuals and families affected byHIDS, functioning as the "payer of

last resort"; that is, it fills the gaps in care fllose who have no other source of coverage
or face coverage limits. Federal CARE Act fundisgiovided to cities, states, and
directly to providers and other organizations. OfRE Act was reauthorized in 1996

and 2000, and was just reauthorized for the tlving in December 2006.

Unfortunately, the recent reauthorization of theREAAct made significant changes to
the program, including setting minimum funding reegments for core medical services,
creating new structures for funding, and changimegformula used to distribute funds.
Leading researchers at the Johns Hopkins BloontBeingol of Public Health predict that
more than 75% of the AIDS Drug Assistance Progrema® states and territories will be
forced to institute waiting lists, limit formulasgand cap client enroliment due to
resource constraints. Additionally, because Rydmt&\is a discretionary federal grant
program, its funding depends on annual appropnatiy Congress, and funding levels
do not necessarily correspond to the number oflpampo need services or the actual
costs of services. As a result, some states andhooities have been unable to meet the
needs of all people living with HIV/AIDS.

Americans for HIV/AIDS Awareness

Americans for HIV/AIDS Awareness is an informal tban business leaders, health
care providers, and community and advocacy orgaarmaformed to keep Congress
focused on HIV/AIDS in America. Although much pregs has been made since
Americans became aware of the disease in the 188fs, remains a great deal more
Congress can do to ensure HIV/AIDS patients haceszcto the care they deserve.

The Ryan White CARE Act is the single largest fatlerogram designed specifically for
people with HIV/AIDS. Enacted in 1990, the CARE Axtbvides care and support
services to individuals and families affected byHIDS, functioning as the "payer of

last resort"; that is, it fills the gaps in care fllose who have no other source of coverage
or face coverage limits. Federal CARE Act fundisgiovided to cities, states, and
directly to providers and other organizations. OfRE Act was reauthorized in 1996

and 2000, and was just reauthorized for the tlving in December 2006.

Unfortunately, the recent reauthorization of theREAAct made significant changes to
the program, including setting minimum funding reegments for core medical services,
creating new structures for funding, and changimegformula used to distribute funds.
Leading researchers at the Johns Hopkins BloontBeingol of Public Health predict that
more than 75% of the AIDS Drug Assistance Progrema® states and territories will be
forced to institute waiting lists, limit formulasgand cap client enroliment due to
resource constraints. Additionally, because Rydnit&\is a discretionary federal grant
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program, its funding depends on annual appropnatiy Congress, and funding levels
do not necessarily correspond to the number oflpaspo need services or the actual
costs of services. As a result, some states andhooiities have been unable to meet the
needs of all people living with HIV/AIDS.

Broad Narrow

American Council of Life Insurers AIDS Action Couhc

America's Community Bankers AIDS Healthcare Fouiodat

Asbestos Study Group AIDS.org, a Project of ComnyuRartners
AT&T Inc American Foundation for AIDS Research
Citigroup Inc Americans for Democratic Action

Delta Airlines AVANT Immunotherapeutics

DuPont Co Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation

Exxon Mobil Cities Advocating Emergency AIDS Relief
Freddie Mac Immune Deficiency Foundation
General Dynamics ImmuneRegen Biosciences Inc
General Motors International AIDS Society
Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Internation&@AAVaccine Initiative
Oracle Corp Latino Commission on AIDS
Pharmaceutical Rsrch & Mfrs of America Medimmune In

Progress Energy Merck & Co

Securities Industry Assn National AIDS Housing Qo

Siemens Corp National Assn of People with AIDS
Southern Co People for the American Way

Union Pacific Corp San Francisco AIDS Foundation

United Parcel Service Whitman-Walker Clinic

Health Care Quality Alliance

The Health Care Quality Alliance strongly urges @@ss to comprehensively address
the issue of medical errors to reduce risks taepédi minimize medical malpractice
lawsuits, and slow the growth of health care costs.

Based on discussions with executives, employeesimambers among participating
members of the Health Care Quality Alliance, therample evidence that despite the
attention Congress has given to the issue of meglica's in recent years, people are
more likely to say that they are dissatisfied witl quality of health care in this country
now than they were a few years ago. In fact, yaumstituents are probably twice as
likely to say health care has gotten worse in @ five years rather than better. Almost
half would say they are at least somewhat worrtezliathe safety of the medical care
they and their family receive. In addition, mokttee public would say they are currently
dissatisfied with the quality of health care irstobountry, compared to only a fraction
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that would have said the same in 2000. Converpebpably one in five would say they
are satisfied with the quality of healthcare irstbountry, while most people were
satisfied as recent as 2005. Finally, only a hamaffour members would say the quality
of health care has gotten better.

For these reasons, we hope you and your colleggayeserious attention to the issue of
medical errors in the 110th Congress.

Health Care Quality Alliance

The Health Care Quality Alliance strongly urges @@ss to comprehensively address
the issue of medical errors to reduce risks teep&ti minimize medical malpractice
lawsuits, and slow the growth of health care costs.

The Harvard School of Public Health has conductsedraey of over 3500 adults, and
despite the attention Congress has given to tle iskmedical errors in recent years, the
public is more likely to say that they are disdaswith the quality of health care in this
country now than they were in 2005. In fact, thesy@aver twice as likely to say health
care has gotten worse in the past five years rétlaer better. Almost half say they are at
least somewhat worried about the safety of the cadédare they and their family receive.
In addition, 55% of the public says they are cutyedissatisfied with the quality of

health care in this country, compared to 44% wipored the same in 2000. Conversely,
about four in ten (41%) reported they are satisiwttl the quality of healthcare in this
country, compared to 54% in 2005. Finally, 40%espondents say the quality of health
care has "gotten worse" in the past five years,paoed to 17% who say it has "gotten
better" and 38% who say it has stayed about thesam

For these reasons, we hope you and your colleggeserious attention to the issue of
medical errors in the 110th Congress.

Broad Narrow

3M Co AdvaMed

Abbott Laboratories Alliance for Quality Nursing ke Care

Aircraft Owners & Pilots Assn Ame.ri.can Academy of Emergency
Medicine

American Electronics Assn American College of Eneagy Physicians

Amgen Inc American College of Physicians

BAE Systems North America American Conservativeddni

Business Roundtable American Health Quality Assn

DaimlerChrysler American Medical Assn

Edison Electric Institute American Physical Ther@sgn

MasterCard International Christian Legal Society

Monsanto Co Citizens for a Sound Economy

Mortgage Insurance Companies of AmeriCéub for Growth
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Philip Morris Competitive Enterprise Institute
Property Casualty Insurers Assn/America  Cooperativimerican Physicians
Raytheon Co European-American Business Council
Science Applications International Corp Family Rersh Council

Seniors Coalition Healthcare Quality Strategies

United Airlines Manhattan Institute

United Services Automobile Assn Group  National AksrHealthcare Quality
WorldCom Inc US Chamber Institute for Legal Reform

Medical Malpractice Collaborative

The Medical Malpractice Collaborative, a coalit@inorganizations focused on
reforming medical liability at the federal levelges you and your colleagues to drive
down the rising cost of health care by addressiegnedical malpractice crisis.

Medical-liability reform remains a top legislatipeiority for the Medical Malpractice
Collaborative. The large majority of Americans beé the availability and quality of
health care is threatened because rising medatalily costs. Additionally, the lack of
medical liability insurance coverage in some stagdarcing doctors and health care
providers to abandon the practice of medicine.alye most Americans familiar with the
problem support passage of a law that guarantdigsafgment for lost wages and
expenses, but reasonably limits awards for non@oandamages. The deepening
medical liability crisis has brought the need fonenonsense federal reforms to the
center of the national stage. Your constituentehiapeatedly called on Congress to
enact legislation to solve the crisis by supportogprehensive medical liability reform.

Members of the 110th Congress must heed the paibadl' for commonsense medical
liability reforms and act now to end lawsuit abuse.

Medical Malpractice Collaborative

The Medical Malpractice Collaborative, a coalit@inorganizations focused on
reforming medical liability at the federal levelges you and your colleagues to drive
down the rising cost of health care by addresdiegiiedical malpractice crisis.

Medical-liability reform remains a top legislatipeiority for the Medical Malpractice
Collaborative. According to a non-partisan, natlgral commissioned by the
Collaborative in January 2007, 74 percent of Anaarecsurveyed believe the availability
and quality of health care is threatened becassggrmedical liability costs. Four of five
respondents believe the lack of medical liabilitgurance coverage in some states is
forcing doctors and health care providers to abanbe practice of medicine. By an
overwhelming majority, 76 percent of Americans suppassage of a law that
guarantees full payment for lost wages and expebséseasonably limits awards for
non-economic damages. The deepening medicalitiabilsis has brought the need for
commonsense federal reforms to the center of thenah stage. Americans expect their
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elected officials to enact legislation to solve thisis. Over three-quarters of the
Americans surveyed said they wanted their reprasigas in Washington to support
comprehensive medical liability reform.

Members of the 110th Congress must heed the paibadl' for commonsense medical
liability reforms and act now to end lawsuit abuse.

Broad Narrow

60 Plus Assn American Academy of Family Physicians

American Society of Anesthesiologists American Aaragt of Ophthalmology

Distilled Spirits Council American Academy of Orthopaedic
Surgeons

Dow Chemical American College of Emergency Physgia

EDS Corp American College of Physicians

Federal Express Corp American Enterprise Institute

Federation of American Hospitals American FamilysBiess Institute

FMC Corp American Medical Assn

Health Insurance Assn of America American Socidétimesthesiologists

Hoffmann-La Roche America's Health Insurance Plans

Honeywell International Cato Institute

Intel Corp Center for Study of American Business

MBNA Corp Civil Justice Reform Group

National Cable & Telecommunications ASSollege of American Pathologists
National Rural Electric Cooperative Assn  FederatbAmerican Hospitals

Novartis Corp Healthcare Leadership Council
PriceWaterhouseCoopers Hoover Institution

US Chamber Institute for Legal Reform National Feflindependent Business
Visa USA US Chamber Institute for Legal Reform
Zurich American Insurance US Oncology

Mental Health Working Group

The coalition of organizations that comprise thentdeéHealth Working Group (MHWG)
strongly urge Congress to expand the Mental Hddtiity Act of 1996 to insist on full
parity in both private (individual and employer-bdyand public (Medicare, Medicaid,
and other government-sponsored) insurance covéoageental illnesses and to increase
research funding at the National Institute of Mértealth (NIMH).

The discrimination in access to care is evidengelihtited coverage, punitive co-pays,
and restricted access to hospitalization duringeaepisodes and what one would
logically conclude would occur for other untreatedinder-treated serious illnesses. That
is to say the outcomes for people with untreatedhaler-treated illnesses are disastrous
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and too frequently results in death or permanesaliiity. To that effect MHWG has
been actively pursuing non-discrimination clauselsath federal and state insurance
laws. Therefore, Congress should require paritgéinsurance, co-payments,
deductibles, day and visit limits, and maximum ofipocket caps.

The state of knowledge and number of federally-spoed clinical trials dedicated to
testing treatment for mental illnesses lags fairzehll other diseases. One key to
unlocking the prisons of these illnesses is resgantd funding drives research. The cost
of treating these diseases in both the public aivate sectors can be dramatically
reduced in the long-run if pharmaceutical and llot®logical research funding is
increased in the short-run. However, CongresképsNIMH funding flat at roughly

$1.4 billion for several fiscal years. Rather, sedl on Congress to double NIMH
research funding.

Mental Health Working Group

The coalition of organizations that comprise thentdéHealth Working Group (MHWG)
strongly urge Congress to expand the Mental Hddtiity Act of 1996 to insist on full
parity in both private (individual and employer-bdyand public (Medicare, Medicaid,
and other government-sponsored) insurance covéoageental illnesses and to increase
research funding at the National Institute of Mértealth (NIMH).

First, Mount Sinai School of Medicine reported B0B that discrimination in access to
care by limited coverage, punitive co-pays, antticted access to hospitalization during
acute episodes cost Medicaid five times as mudate for patients with untreated or
under-treated illnesses that resulted in permagtisability. To that effect MHWG is
pursuing non-discrimination clauses in both fedaral state insurance laws. Therefore,
Congress should require parity for coinsurancepayments, deductibles, day and visit
limits, and maximum out-of-pocket caps.

Second, an article published in the Journal of Risgic Medicine found the state of
knowledge and number of federally sponsored cliriicas dedicated to testing

treatment for mental ilinesses lags far behindlabses of diseases. One key to
unlocking the prisons of these illnesses is re$gantd funding drives research. The cost
of treating these diseases in both the public aivdte sectors can be reduced by more
than 450% in ten years if pharmaceutical and blotelogical research funding is
increased by 150% in the next three years. How&m@mgress has kept NIMH funding
flat at roughly $1.4 billion for several fiscal ysa Rather, we call on Congress to double
NIMH research funding.

Broad Narrow

AdvaMed American Acad of Child/Adolescent Psych
AFL-CIO American Civil Liberties Union

American Airlines American Mental Health Counsel8ssn

American Express American Psychiatric Assn
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American Fedn of St/Cnty/Munic American Psychiatric Nurses Assn

Employees

American Institute of CPAs American PsychologicakA

American International Group Aventis Pharmaceusical

American Petroleum Institute Center for Justice énfidcracy

Cellular Telecom & Internet Assn Center for NatibRalicy

Disney Worldwide Services Human Rights First

DTE Energy Institute for Socioeconomic Studies
Duke Energy National Alliance for the Mentally IlI
Financial Services Roundtable National Assn of 8tRsychologists
FirstEnergy Corp National Mental Health Assn

Florida Power & Light Natl Assn of Psychiatric HeaBystems
Ford Motor Co Natl Cncil for Cmnty Behavioral Hltdre
General Electric People for The American Way Actiamd
Lockheed Martin Pharmaceutical Rsrch & Mfrs of Amar
Natl Cmte to Preserve Social Security Progressolieylnstitute

United Technologies Wellstone Action

American Rx Drugs Coalition

The American Rx Drugs Coalition urges congres®$ist efforts to amend the Medicare
Modernization Act (MMA) and lift the prohibition ogovernment involvement in price
negotiations between drug-makers and MedicareDPplans.

The MMA created incentives for free market comjpatimong the private insurance
companies administering the program which has sstaky reduced the market price of
prescription drugs in the few short years of its&nce. These market forces only
promise to do the same in the future. If the goreant had the authority to directly
negotiate prices before drugs come to market, tiseample evidence that the
government could decrease prices even more.

US prescription drug spending is projected to iaseeonly marginally over the next 13
years. In fact, the annual increases in drug spgnatie anticipated to fall steadily
through 2020. Additionally, drug spending as apet of overall health spending is not
expected to increase significantly over that tiregqu. Over the next decade, increases
due to greater prescription use by Medicare belagies under the new Medicare Part D
coverage will be offset by increased availabilitylaise of lower-cost generic drugs,
more people covered under tiered co-payment drargspfewer blockbuster drugs, and
more drugs shifting to over-the-counter status.

American Rx Drugs Coalition
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The American Rx Drugs Coalition urges congres®sist efforts to amend the Medicare
Modernization Act (MMA) and lift the prohibition ogovernment involvement in price
negotiations between drug-makers and MedicareDPplans.

According to an economic analysis by the Hoovetitinson, the MMA created
incentives for free market competition among thegte insurance companies
administering the program. These economic inceathave successfully reduced the
growth in the market price of prescription drugs3oy% in the few short years of its
existence. These market forces only promise tthhd@same in the future. Several
analyses by the Congressional Budget Office haneddhat if the Department of Health
& Human Services (HHS) had the authority to dineogtgotiate prices before drugs
come to market, the government would do no betteeduce prices.

US prescription drug spending is projected to iaseefrom $188.5 billion in 2007 to
$446.2 billion in 2015, a 138% increase in 13 yedrse annual increases in drug
spending are projected to fall from 8.2% in 2007 & in 2009, and then increase to
8.4% each year from 2013-2015. Drug spending as@ept of overall health spending is
projected to increase from 10% in 2004 to 11% ib5200ver the next decade, HHS
projects that drug spending increases due to grpegscription use by Medicare
beneficiaries under the new Medicare Part D coweveal be offset by increased
availability and use of lower-cost generic drugsyenpeople covered under tiered co-
payment drug plans, fewer blockbuster drugs, ancemugs shifting to over-the-

counter status.

Broad

AFL-CIO

Alcoa

American Farm Bureau Federation
American Gaming Assn

Bell Atlantic

Bond Market Assn

Cox Enterprises

Entergy Services

Honda North America

IBM Corp

Investment Co Institute
MasterCard International
Motion Picture Assn of America

Natl Assn Real Estate Investment Trusts

Norfolk Southern
Owens Corning
Reed Elsevier Inc

Narrow
60 Plus Assn
Abbott Laboratories
Amgen Inc
AstraZeneca Pharmaceuticals
Aventis Pharmaceuticals
Barr Laboratories
Biotechnology Industry Organization
Bristol-Myers Squibb
Eli Lilly & Co
Genentech Inc
GlaxoSmithKline
Hoffmann-La Roche
Merck & Co
NovartigpCo
Pfizer Inc
Pharmaceutical Rsrch & Mfrs of Americ
Pharmacia Corp
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RJ Reynolds Tobacco Schering-Plough Corp
US Telecom Assn Seniors Coalition
Xcel Energy Wyeth

Citizen's Committee for the Uninsured

The Citizen's Committee for the Uninsured is aoimfal group of organizations that
strongly recommend Congress resolve the healthrageecrisis and give health access to
Americans with little or no health insurance.

The Citizen's Committee believes that people wiecuainsured or under insured receive
less care and have worse outcomes following amextor the onset of a new chronic
condition than those with insurance. Followingaagidental injury, the uninsured are
less likely than the insured to receive any mediead. Similarly, the uninsured with a
new chronic condition are also much less likelygiceive care. In addition, the
uninsured with an injury beleived to be twice &elly as those with insurance to have
received none of the recommended follow-up caré,aasimilar pattern must be true for
those with a new chronic condition. Ultimatelye thninsured are less likely to not fully
recover nor seek treatment following an accidenes# months after the initial health
shock. The uninsured with new chronic conditie®orted worse health status than the
insured with similar conditions. Clearly the gixabf care depends on access to reliable
health insurance.

The Citizen's Committee for the Uninsured encousagel to make this issue a top
priority for the 110th Congress.

Citizen's Committee for the Uninsured

The Citizen's Committee for the Uninsured is aoiimfal group of organizations that
strongly recommend Congress resolve the healthrageecrisis and give health access to
Americans with little or no health insurance.

A new study commissioned by The Urban Institute f@adiured in a March 2007 Journal
of the American Medical Association theme issuédooess to Care documents that
people who are uninsured or underinsured recegsgedare and have worse outcomes
following an accident or the onset of a new chraandition than those with insurance.
The study -- based on analysis of eight years taf dad over 30,000 observations --
finds that following an accidental injury, the usimed were less likely than the insured
to receive any medical care (78.8% vs. 88.7%).il8ily, the uninsured with a new
chronic condition were also less likely to recedaee (81.7% vs. 91.5%). In addition, the
uninsured with an injury were also twice as likag/those with insurance to have
received none of the recommended follow-up care3¢h9ss 9.2%), and a similar pattern
held for those with a new chronic condition (9.4%04v4%). Ultimately, the study
indicates that the uninsured were more likely fwrénot fully recovering and to no
longer being treated following an accident rougtdyen months after the initial health
shock, and the uninsured with new chronic cond#tiggported worse health status than
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the insured with similar conditions. Thus, thedevice clearly suggests that quality of
care depends on access to reliable health insurance

The Citizen's Committee for the Uninsured encowsagel to make this issue a top

priority for the 110th Congress.

Broad
AT&T

American Chemistry Council
American Insurance Assn
Assn of American Publishers
Bank of America

BellSouth Corp

Cingular Wireless

Comcast Corp

Fannie Mae

Marriott International

Merrill Lynch

Motion Picture Assn of America
New York Life Insurance
Northrop Grumman
Northwestern Mutual Life
Procter & Gamble

SBC Communications
Textron Inc

USEC Inc

Narrow
AARP
American Assn of Nurse Anesthetists

AFL-CIO
American Hospital Assicin
America's Health Insurdtiaas
Center for AmericangRees
Center for Women Policy Studies
Center on Budget & Policy Priorities
Children's Defense Fund
Families USA
Healthcare Leadership Council
Juvenile Diabetes Foundafiath
Kaiser Family Foundation
Natl Cmte to PregeBocial Security
People for the American Way
Progressive Policy Institute
Robert Wood Johnson Fotioda
Third Way: Strategy Ctr for Pregiges
United Way of America
Urban Institute
US Chamber of Commerce
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APPENDIX C. POST-SIMULATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Now that you have learned all you can about thesees, it's time to make your
recommendation to your boss. Please respond tadgsu can the following questions.
You will have the opportunity to review your resges before you are done.

1. Rank order YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS to your boss floe Health Care Agenda
Task Force from MOST IMPORTANT to LEAST IMPORTANTIlick and drag the
issue from the Alphabetical List on the left to Mg Recommendation List on the right.
Note there may be more issues on this list thangauned about in the simulation.

[USE SORTABLE LISTS WIDGET]

2. Rank order the sources of information from tineutation you found most useful from
MOST USEFUL to LEAST USEFUL. Click and drag theus from the alphabetical list
on the left to your list on the right. Note thenay be more issues on this list than you
learned about in the simulation.

[USE SORTABLE LISTS WIDGET]
3. What made your most useful source so useful® t&aauthor of the information

more important than the content of the informatmmgid you not pay attention to who
wrote the text?
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