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Abstract

How do interest groups decide which member of Congress to target when decisions are

made collectively and do lobbying strategies change as legislation advances? Answering these

questions is crucial to understanding the role of lobbying in persuasion but scholarly endeav-

ors have been challenged by a lack of systematic observation of lobbying contacts over time

and across political actors. I answer these questions using a novel dataset constructed from

lobbying reports submitted by lobbyists on behalf of foreign governments regarding their re-

spective free trade agreements with the US over a span of ten years (2003 - 2012). I show that

a diverse set of politicians are contacted but the timing and intensity of lobbying contacts vary

by politicians’ institutional positions as well their predisposed preferences for free trade. More

valuable politicians from a lobbying client’s perspective are targeted earlier and more often.

Opponents of a proposal are intensely targeted right before the content of the trade agreement

is finalized and contacts to opposing members are made through aligned lobbyists. The results

suggest that lobbying strategies in a collective decision-making context are sophisticated.
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1 Introduction

Understanding how interest groups influence the political process is important to evaluating

the quality of democratic representation. Lobbying is a key tool for organized interests to shape

political processes (Baumgartner et al. 2009). Among various strategies that interest groups em-

ploy in lobbying, examining the identity of targeted policy-makers is a key concern in theoreti-

cal and empirical studies of interest groups (Hall and Wayman 1990; Wright 1990; Hansen 1991;

Austen-Smith and Wright 1994, 1996; Baumgartner and Leech 1996; Kollman 1997; Hojnacki and

Kimball 1998, 1999; Hall and Deadorff 2006). Although existing studies have enriched our under-

standing of the nature of lobbying, the extent of the intensity, depth, and sequence of lobbying ac-

tivities remains difficult to study due to limited information about lobbying contacts (de Figueiredo

and Richter 2014).

The Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (LDA), which regulates interest groups based in the

US, only requires lobbyists to disclose the names of Houses of Congress or federal agencies and

does not require disclosure of the contacted persons’ identities. Due to this limitation, scholars

have relied on interviews with legislators and lobbyists to learn the identities of targeted policy-

makers. Furthermore, existing empirical studies are static in nature and focus on a potentially

shorter window of time than the whole period during which a policy is introduced to the policy

community, discussed, and finally enacted (or not) into law.

Another important dimension that has been omitted is that Congress is a collective decision-

making institution. Recently, scholars have illustrated how persuasion happens in a collective

decision-making setting (Caillaud and Tirole, 2007; Schnakenberg, 2017; Awad, Forthcoming) but

there is a dearth of empirical studies that document how interest groups design lobbying strategies

to persuade a group comprising multiple decision makers. Given that targeting strategies can vary

depending on legislative stages, it is important to understand the dynamic nature of lobbying.

In this paper, I advance the literature by studying a unique dataset on lobbying contacts con-

structed from lobbying reports mandated by the Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA) to pro-
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vide better answers to unresolved questions. What distinguishes the FARA from the LDA is the

scope of its disclosure requirements. The FARA requires that lobbyists representing foreign en-

tities, usually US lobbying firms, submit semi-annual reports detailing all lobbying contacts -

including information on who, when, why, and how those contacts were made - along with in-

formation on payments made by foreign entities to lobbying firms (Atieh 2010). This rich set of

information allows me to measure the intensity of lobbying to each policymaker over time.

In particular, I focus on the activities that the governments of Colombia, Panama, and South

Korea undertook to lobby the United States government regarding their respective free trade agree-

ments (FTAs); all of which were ratified by Congress in the same session in 2011. I selected this

case based on three reasons. First, unlike the majority of foreign government lobbying that does

not target a specific piece of legislation or a specific issue, lobbying activities by these three foreign

governments regarding free trade agreements with the US are clearly specified in their reports and

can be linked directly to the legislative progress of each treaty in Congress. Second, measuring

legislators’ preferences on free trade based on their previous voting behaviors allows me to ex-

plore whether interest groups lobby members who are their friends, undecided, and foes in terms

of preference alignment. Third, trade policy is one of their most studied areas for scholars who

are interested in estimating the effect of interest groups on policy outcomes (e.g., Grossman and

Helpman 1994; Bailey and Brady 1998; Kim 2017) and this allows me to study the role of foreign

governments in shaping important trade policies in the US.

I follow lobbying activities by the governments of Colombia, Panama, and South Korea on

FTAs from the 108th Congress (2003-2004) to the 112th Congress (2011-2012). Hence, I am able

to follow a policy issue and relevant lobbying activities for almost a decade - from the beginning

to the end of a policy enactment process. I collected detailed information for over 4,700 individual

contacts that lobbyists made with members of Congress and their staff. Based on this dataset, I

first conduct a dynamic analysis focusing on whom the lobbyists contacted, and - if they lobbied a

policymaker - when and how they contacted her. To do this, I divide the period of study into three

stages for each of the trade agreements: the “initial negotiation stage” that determined the content
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of the trade agreement; the “renegotiation stage” that revised the contents of the agreement from

the initial negotiation; and the “voting stage” that determined the fate of the agreement via votes.

The first two stages can be considered the “agenda setting” stage. This allows me to examine how

lobbying strategies change across the three stages.

My analysis on lobbying activities over time yields four findings. First, foreign clients hire

multiple lobbying firms at the same time and each lobbying firm has a local monopoly on access

to politicians. This explains why multiple lobbying firms are hired by the same client and how

the client can contact a diverse set of politicians through different lobbying firms. Second, a large

fraction of total lobbying activities on each trade agreement occurred during the agenda-setting

period, even though Congress was not formally involved in trade negotiations. This suggests that

interest groups believe members of Congress can influence bureaucratic decisions via informal

contacts to agencies even though Congress does not have a formal authority. Third, more useful

legislators from the lobbying client’s perspective - such as trade committee members, party leaders,

and caucus members - are more likely to be contacted earlier and more often. Fourth, weak and

staunch opponents of trade agreements are contacted extensively, and the intensity of lobbying

towards these opponents tends to increase especially in the renegotiation stage when consensus

building is critical.

To fully understand why and how weak and strong opponents are targeted, I extract informa-

tion on each lobbyist who made a contact and determine their ideology based on their CF Score

(Bonica, 2016). Then, I examine how members’ predispositions on free trade are associated with

contact patterns by different lobbyists at different stages. I find that during the renegotiation stage,

members who weakly or strongly oppose free trade are contacted by lobbyists who are more closely

aligned with them in terms of ideology. This suggests that by contacting members through aligned

lobbyists, especially at the stage when persuasion is critical, interest groups can credibly deliver

information to and extract it from members to advance the issue.

Although I employ foreign lobbying contact data to understand lobbying resource allocation

by interest groups, the results presented in this paper can be generalized to understand the broader
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lobbying process. Half of the lobbying firms hired by foreign governments in the sample also

represented domestic clients; and these 14 firms combined, held over 10% of the total shares in

the domestic lobbying industry and represented 1,515 domestic clients during the period 2008-

2010.1 Also, 72% of total contacts and 78% of total congressional contacts made on behalf of the

governments of Colombia, Panama, and South Korea were conducted through those 14 firms.

Furthermore, utilizing lobbying contacts regarding negotiations over free trade agreements can

provide insights for interest groups’ lobbying strategies on policies where the president sets the

agenda (Canes-Wrone, 2001). Fast track grants the president and the executive branch authority

to negotiate trade agreements with other countries and Congress approves or rejects the agree-

ment. There are ample situations in policymaking where the president sets the agenda, such as

the Supreme Court nomination process and interest groups lobby members of Congress to support

or oppose the president’s decision (Segal, Cameron, and Cover 1992; Caldeira and Wright 1998;

Cameron and Park 2011). This suggests that the conclusions from this study can have general

implications for the lobbying process, especially when the executive branch takes the initiative and

congressional actions follow.

2 Lobbying Strategies for Persuasion in Legislature

One of the key questions in the lobbying literature is how to identify the types of legislators

who are targeted by lobbyists. Examining the identities of policy-makers who are lobbied allows us

to study how interest groups allocate their scarce resources to influence the political process. The

extant literature on targeting reveals some strategy patterns in the lobbying process (de Figueiredo

and Richter, 2014). First, powerful legislators, such as committee chairs or members in leader-

ship positions, are more likely to be targeted (Evans 1996; Hojnacki and Kimball 2001). Second,

lobbyists tend to target sponsors or co-sponsors of bills who have greater knowledge of the leg-

1Calculations were made by the author based on the data compiled by The Center for Responsible Politics
(opensecrets.org). Top lobbying firms, measured by total revenues in the domestic lobbying market (https:
//www.opensecrets.org/lobby/top.php?indexType=l), such as Akin, Gump et al, BGR Group or Squire Pat-
ton Boggs are active intermediaries in the foreign lobbying market.
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islation (Hojnacki and Kimball 1998). Third, legislators who are allies of interest groups tend to

be heavily targeted (Kollman 1997; Caldeira and Wright 1998; Hojnacki and Kimball 1999; Hall

and Deadorff 2006; Hall and Miler 2008); and swing legislators are sometimes contacted (Kelleher

and Yackee 2009). Fourth, some argue that lobbyists target opposing legislators, and this provides

an incentive for other groups to lobby their allies to counteract the lobbying efforts by competing

groups (Austen-Smith and Wright 1994, 1996).

Scholars arrive at different conclusions about targeting strategies in part because they examine

different points in time in the legislative process. However, the legislative process can generate

different lobbying intensities and dynamics and it is possible that the same interest group could

change its tactics depending on the stage of the legislative process (Grossmann and Pyle 2013).

Focusing on only a specific point in time within the entire legislative process potentially yields an

incomplete understanding of resource allocation by interest groups. Following lobbying activities

for the entire duration of the legislative process - from bill introduction to the enactment of law -

is important for a full understand of the targeting strategies employed by interest groups.

As noted above, lobbyists submitting reports under the LDA are not required to disclose the

identities of targeted legislators, therefore these reports do not offer enough information to measure

the intensity of targeting efforts. Due to a lack of systematic lobbying contact information, most

of the existing literature on targeting also relies on survey data from lobbyists to measure lobbying

contacts. While the survey method has its own advantages, there are several shortcomings of such

an approach for studying lobbying such as, non-random response rates from lobbyists and small

numbers of observations (de Figueiredo and Richter 2014).2 In addition, relying on survey data

makes it challenging to measure the intensity of targeting, which is another important dimension

of lobbying strategy. More specifically, while surveys of lobbyists reveal the identities of targeted

legislators, it is difficult to identify the intensity of groups’ targeting efforts at various stages of the

legislative process.

Another important consideration that has been overlooked in the empirical literature of lobby-

2Miller (2019) makes a significant advancement in overcoming inferential challenges in the existing literature by
conducting a conjoint experiment with federal lobbyists who were registered under the LDA.
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ing is the fact that Congress is a collective decision-making body. Lobbying strategies to persuade

a group of policymakers to form a winning coalition can be fundamentally different from a strat-

egy to convince a single policymaker (Groseclose and Snyder, 1996). This is particularly salient

when interest groups lobby to pass a bill in Congress that requires majority support and/or the ab-

sence of vehement opponents who could use institutional tools, such as filibustering, to block the

legislation’s advancement. Recent theoretical work provides insights to understand persuasion in

a group setting (Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011). Caillaud and Tirole (2007) show that distribut-

ing information selectively to key group members is key to generating persuasion cascades and

targeting “mellow opponents” of a proposal can be an equilibrium strategy to achieve persuasion.

Schnakenberg (2017) presents a model on how providing information to allied politicians can help

them persuade other members in multimember legislatures. In a similar vein, Awad (Forthcoming)

studies how the provision of verifiable information to intermediate legislators can help interest

groups credibly persuade a majority. The model predicts that targeting intermediate legislators

who are allied but too extreme can be an equilibrium strategy to achieve persuasion.

Insights from the theoretical work indicate that identifying the sequence and the set of politi-

cians who are targeted is crucial to understanding interest groups’ lobbying strategies when groups

try to persuade politicians in a collective decision making environment. The types of lobbying

contact data used in the existing literature are significantly limited to advance our understanding

lobbying of lobbying in legislatures since most of them rely on a binary indicator of whether a

group contacts a member. To fully understand the dynamics of lobbying contacts with multiple

legislators, finding a dataset that includes comprehensive lobbying contacts overtime is crucial to

advance the literature. I address this challenge by using lobbying filings mandated by the Foreign

Agent Registration Act of 1938 (FARA), which identify the names and dates of lobbying contacts.
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3 Lobbying Contacts from Foreign Agents Registration Act

In 1938, the 75th Congress passed the Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA) in response

to Nazi organizations’ efforts to influence American political debate. The FARA provides a legal

channel for foreign governments and businesses to lobby the US government and to influence US

public opinion. A series of attempts by foreign entities to influence US politics and policy-making

processes caused legislators to make the FARA requirement more comprehensive (Powell 1996;

Brown 1997; Gawande, Krishna, and Robbins 2006). The FARA requires that foreign entities hire

agents based in the US if they wish to engage in lobbying activities, and those hired agents are

mandated to submit semi-annual lobbying disclosure forms detailing all lobbying contacts along

with information on payments made by foreign entities to foreign firms.

There is a concern about non-compliance - such as missing reports or false statements on

reports - under the FARA (Benner 2019). An audit report by the Office of the Inspector General

(OIG) on the enforcement of the FARA finds that 34 out of 78 (44%) foreign agents the OIG

reviewed submitted supplemental statements in a timely manner but half, 39 of 78, did not.3 The

FARA unit at the DOJ suspects that some of those are cases where the registrants terminated

their contract with foreign clients but “either neglected to formally inform the FARA unit of the

termination or were unaware of their obligation to do so.” Non-compliance is punished more

stringently by the FARA than by the LDA. While a violation of the LDA is considered a civil

offense, violations of the FARA are criminal and penalties for noncompliance are up to five years

imprisonment and a $5,000-$10,000 fine (Atieh 2010). Despite this legal statue, a lack of rigorous

enforcement by the DOJ and loopholes in the FARA have drawn criticism, especially after special

counsel Robert Mueller’s investigation into Russian interference in the 2016 presidential election.

In June 2019, Senator Chuck Glassley introduced legislation (“Foreign Agents Disclosure and

Registration Enhancement Act of 2019”) amending the FARA to improve overall compliance and

enforcement.
3https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/a1624.pdf. Five of the foreign agents reviewed had terminated

their contracts and were not required to submit supplemental statements during the audit period.
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Since May 2007, the DOJ has maintained a website that posts image files of FARA disclosure

reports.4 The earliest image files go back to 1942, and there were 46,107 semi-annual lobbying

reports submitted by the end of 2017. The FARA also requires the attorney general to submit

a semi-annual summary report to Congress regarding foreign lobbying activities. This summary

report includes names of foreign clients, registrants who represented foreign clients, lobbying fees

the foreign clients paid to the registrants, and brief summaries describing the nature of the lobbying

services.5 I extract that information from the summary reports to Congress for the period from

1946 through 2017.6

Figure 1 presents the over-time patterns of foreign lobbying. Panel (a) shows the number of

sovereign foreign countries in the world and the number of foreign countries from which foreign

lobbying clients originated.7 In 1946, there were 65 sovereign countries in the world and foreign

clients from 15 countries submitted lobbying reports under FARA. Since then, the number of

sovereign countries increased, and the number of foreign countries engaged in lobbying activities

in the US closely followed that pattern. On average, more than 70% of the sovereign countries

in a given year participated in lobbying in the US. This demonstrates that foreign lobbying is not

limited to a small set of countries.

Panel (b) presents the total number of reports by in-house agents and external agents over

time. There are two types of foreign agents who provide lobbying services to foreign governments

and businesses. In-house organizations include agents that are associated with a specific foreign

country, such as tourism organizations or trade promotion organizations. Most external lobbying

agents are mostly US lobbying firms and law firms and they represent multiple foreign clients.

Whereas the number of lobbying reports submitted by in-house agents are stable over time, there

is more variation in the number of FARA reports submitted by external agents.

Individual semi-annual lobbying reports provide more detailed information about specific lob-

4www.fara.gov
5https://www.justice.gov/nsd-fara/fara-reports-congress
6Reports for 1991 are not available, so I constructed the data by downloading all raw FARA files.
7I take the list of the soveriegn states from the Correlates of War Project for the time period since the end

of World War II. Correlates of War Project. 2017. “State System Membership List, v2016.” Online, http:
//correlatesofwar.org.
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Figure 1: Foreign Lobbying Over Time, 1946-2017

(a) Number of Countries (b) Number of FARA Reports

Notes: Panel (a) shows the number of sovereign foreign countries in the world and the number of foreign countries
from which foreign lobbying clients originated for the period 1946-2017. Panel (b) shows the total number of
lobbying reports submitted under the FARA by in-house and external agents.

bying activities. In this paper, I focus on lobbying contacts made by commercial lobbyists who

represented three foreign countries - Colombia, Panama, and South Korea - that negotiated and

reached a deal on free trade agreements with the US since 2000 until 2012.8 Unlike lobbying re-

ports submitted under the LDA, foreign lobbying reports include detailed information about who

is contacted. Therefore, utilizing foreign lobbying reports submitted by lobbyists representing

the three foreign governments allows me to overcome limitations in the extant literature outlined

above. Also, the majority of foreign government lobbying does not target specific legislation and

sometimes lobbyists focus on multiple issues. Therefore, it is difficult to connect their lobbying

activities to a specific issue and the legislative product. However, lobbying activities by the gov-

ernments of South Korea, Colombia, and Panama regarding free trade agreements with the US can

be easily identified and can be directly linked to roll-call voting on the ratification of each treaty in

the Congress.

Among the FARA reports submitted by the lobbying firms that represented one of the three

8There are reports made by in-house agents on behalf of the three countries. Their lobbying activities mainly
comprised monitoring the process rather than contacting members of Congress or the executive branch. Ninety-nine
percent of the contacts made to members of Congress and bureaucrats in federal agencies were made by lobbying
firms. Since my focus is identifying types of legislators contacted and estimating the effect of lobbying on members’
voting, I concentrate on lobbying reports submitted by commercial lobbying firms.
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countries, I focus on the reports that specifically mentioned “free trade agreement” in their issue

description. Table 1 presents the summary statistics of these data. There are 145 such reports

during 2003 - 2012, and the three foreign governments paid $24 million to US lobbying firms for

their services.9

Table 1: Lobbying Activities by Foreign Governments, 2003-2012

Country # Firmsa # Reportsb Amount ($)

Colombia 10 27 3,064,223
Panama 14 54 9,956,262
South Korea 17 72 11,652,543

Total 35c 145c 24,673,028

Notes: a. Total number of lobbying firms that were hired by each country. b. Total
number of FARA reports on free trade agreements. c. Because some lobbying
firms represented more than one country, this number is not equal to the sum of the
column.

I extracted contact information from these lobbying reports, which documents contacts via

meetings, phone calls, emails, and through social events. Figure 2 shows the part of the lobbying

report submitted by Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld, LLP on behalf of the Embassy of the

Republic of Korea in June, 2008.10 It shows the name of a lobbyist (Rob Leonard), an employee

of the lobbying firm. It also shows the name, title, and office of the contacted person as well as the

type of communication, lobbying issues discussed, and the specific dates of the contacts.

To capture meaningful communication between lobbyists and policy-makers, I only used con-

tacts made via meetings or phone calls. Over the time period, 5,831 such contacts were made.

Eighty percent of the contacts targeted members of Congress, but there were a substantial number

of contacts made to those in federal entities, such as the USTR or members of the State Depart-

ment. Moreover, 31% of the contacts were made in meetings, and there is significant variation

9Among 145 reports, 38 do not include any contact information because those lobbying firms on behalf of the
three countries did not engage in any political activity. Instead, those firms reported that they provided advice on
general trade matters and analyses regarding trade developments in the US, including monitoring and reporting on
developments of the FTAs.

10https://efile.fara.gov/docs/3492-Supplemental-Statement-20080730-8.pdf
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Figure 2: Contact Information in a FARA Report: Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld, LLP (2008
June)

across the three countries regarding targeted institutions and contact type.11

4 Background of Free Trade Agreements

A free trade agreement (FTA) is one way to reduce trade barriers among two or more countries

and establish a more stable and open trading and investment environment. The US entered its first

FTA with Israel in 1985; as of February, 2019, the United States has implemented 14 FTAs with

20 countries.12 After enactment of the Trade Promotion Authority (known as “fast track”) under

the Bipartisan Trade Promotion Act of 2002 that granted the president and executive branch de-

partments authority to negotiate international agreements with other countries, the George W. Bush

administration initiated discussions of potential free trade agreements with Colombia, Panama, and

South Korea in 2003.

Free trade agreements between the United States and each of those countries were signed in

11Table A3 presents the summary statistics of these data. Among congressional contacts, 67.4% targeted members
of the House of Representatives and 21.1% targeted senators. Congressional staff members in the Senate Finance
Committee or House Ways and Means Committee whose jurisdictions covered international trade were targeted as
well (6.4% and 3.8%, respectively). Among executive branch contacts, 67.7% targeted the USTR and 8.6% targeted
officials at the White House. Contacts to the Department of State and Department of Commerce followed at 5.7% for
each.

12https://ustr.gov/trade-agreements (accessed on February 20th, 2019).
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November 2006 (Panama) and June 2007 (South Korea and Colombia) by the Bush administra-

tion; but due to various domestic political challenges and concerns, their ratifications were delayed.

First, by the time President George W. Bush signed the treaties, Democrats held majorities in both

chambers of Congress and ratification was not considered likely before the 2008 presidential elec-

tion. Therefore, the South Korean and Panamanian FTAs were not even introduced for ratification

votes until 2011. Second, during the 2008 presidential campaign, then-Senator Obama expressed

reservations about all three treaties; and many of his concerns were shared by other legislators.

Many Democrats were apprehensive that the terms of the Colombian treaty were unfavorable to

local labor unions. Democrats suspected that some of the Panamanian treaty terms might make

the Latin American nation a tax haven for American businesses. The South Korean treaty was

the largest and most complicated of the three, and it was the source of significant special interest

opposition in the US and in South Korea.

These challenges were eventually faced during the Obama administration. The administration

started renegotiations with the South Korean government, and the parties reached an agreement

on December 3, 2010. This new accord received support from US automobile companies and the

United Auto Workers, both of which had opposed the previous agreement. On April 6, 2011, the

government of Panama agreed to sign a tax treaty to clear potential tax haven issues. Finally, the

administration received a letter from the Colombian president on April 19, 2011, which assured

the US government of a plan to protect labor rights. These actions paved the way for ratification.

Bills were introduced into Congress on October 3, 2011, and all three pacts were ratified ten days

later without amendment.13

5 Dynamic Patterns of Lobbying Contacts

In this section, I analyze how lobbying firms that represented foreign governments allocated

their resources over time and over different targets. The FTA negotiations took almost 8 years from

13Under the fast-track authority, the president and executive branch have complete authority to negotiate interna-
tional treaties and Congress can only accept or reject the agreement. No amendments or filibusters are allowed.
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initial negotiation to ratification in the US Congress. I divide the whole process into three periods:

(1) initial agreement period when the free trade agreements between the United States and foreign

countries were signed, (2) renegotiation period when the Obama administration adjusted the terms

with foreign governments and finalized the agreements, and (3) voting period from the finalization

of the agreement to the date when the bills passed in the US Congress. Dividing lobbying contacts

by three periods is possible because the date of each lobbying contact is included in the lobbying

report.14

Among the 839 members of Congress who served during the 108th - 112th Congresses, 538

were contacted at least once via phone or in face-to-face meetings by lobbyists who represented

one of the three foreign countries. In total, 4,681 contacts targeting members of Congress were

made. I seek to identify the types of legislators who were targeted during each stage of the legisla-

tive process. Specifically, I am interested in whether a member’s position regarding the free trade

agreement - meaning that she was either supportive, undecided, or opposed - is associated with

lobbyists’ targeting in different stages of policymaking. To analyze lobbyists’ strategies in tar-

geting legislators, I developed the following measure of how favorable or unfavorable legislators’

predispositions were regarding their opinions on trade agreements prior to being lobbied.

I collected voting records for 74 trade-related bills from the 108th through 112th Congresses.15

Drawn from voting records on these 74 measures, I constructed ideal points that capture each leg-

islator’s ideological preferences on free trade.16 There could be concern that vote choices for those

74 bills may have been affected by lobbying activities on behalf of South Korea, Colombia, and

14The initial negotiation stage is defined as beginning on the date of the earliest lobbying report for one of the three
nations studied that mentions “free trade agreement” as its lobbying issue. Given this definition, the initial negotiation
stage started on November 29, 2002, for South Korea; on August 30, 2004 for Colombia and on May 1, 2003 for
Panama. Note that the treaties were signed in June 2007 for South Korea and Panama, and in November 2006 for
Colombia. The renegotiation stage is defined as ending when the treaties and relevant agreements were finalized:
December 3, 2010, for South Korea; April 6, 2011, for Colombia; and April 19, 2011, for Panama. The voting stage
is defined as beginning immediately after the renegotiation stage ends, and ending on the date of the votes in both the
House and Senate: October 12, 2011, for all three countries.

15Appendix A provides the list of legislation. I excluded FTA legislation on Colombia, Panama, and Korea because
votes on those bills are the outcomes of interest.

16Figure A1 in Appendix B presents the distribution of these free trade ideal points (a), and the relationship between
DW-NOMINATE scores and the free trade ideal points (b). Democrats tended to be more protectionist and Republicans
were more likely to support free trade.
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Panama. Therefore, it is inappropriate to use vote choices for those bills to construct the members’

ideal points on free trade. But, none of the 74 bills are specific to one of the three countries, and

none of the lobbying reports submitted by these three foreign governments mentioned any of these

bills.17

Figure A1 (a) in the Appendix shows the distribution of trade ideal points by party affiliation

and whether a member is contacted at least once by a lobbying firm representing foreign countries

that lobbied on the FTAs with the US. Overall, Republicans show more pro-free trade stances

based on their voting records than Democrats. Among Democrats, those who are predisposed to

support free trade are contacted more often, but there is no clear difference among Republicans. In

the following sections, I highlight four key patterns observed in lobbying contacts.

5.1 Division of Labor Among Lobbying Firms

Figure 3 presents access granted to three lobbying firms - Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld

LLP; Fierce, Isakowitz & Blalock; and the Loeffler Group - that South Korea hired to advance its

free trade agreement with the US in 2010. Despite the fact that the three lobbying firms lobbied

on behalf of the same country on the same issue during a similar time period, the set of contacted

politicians differed, with a small overlap. Politicians granted access to only a limited set of lob-

bying firms (Hirsch et al., 2019) and there was a local monopoly of access to a specific politician.

This explains why lobbying clients sometimes hired multiple lobbying firms to lobby on the same

issue.

5.2 Intensive Legislative Lobbying During Negotiation Periods

Figure 4 presents the ways lobbying contacts change by three different periods. Each point

represents a contact record by a lobbyist representing South Korea; the party affiliation of the

17Still, it is possible that vote choices for those 74 bills were affected by other lobbying activities or campaign con-
tributions. Therefore, it is difficult to know how much vote choices on previous legislation reflect the true preference
of a legislator. However, given that my interest is to identify legislators’ predispositions on free trade, the source of
the predispositions based on past votes matters less. Also, using interest group scores (Cato Institute and the National
Foreign Trade Council) on congressional members’ free trade attitudes generate similar results.
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Figure 3: Lobbying Contacts By Firms Hired by South Korea (2010)

Notes: Contacted Politicians by Three Lobbying Firms Represented South Korea in 2010

contacted member is also shown. The X-axis indicates the contacted date and the Y-axis indicates

the free trade ideal point. At the same time, commercial lobbying firms with access to different

politicians allow lobbying clients to hire multiple firms at the same time and expand the set of

lobbying targets if necessary.

A noticeable pattern from Figure 4 is that lobbyists frequently targeted members of Congress

during the negotiation processes even though free trade negotiations were handled by federal agen-

cies such as the USTR and the Department of State. Given that fast-track authority under the Trade

Promotion Act grants all authority to negotiate international trade agreements to the president, and

the Congress can only approve or reject the agreement (no amendment or filibuster is allowed)

(Koh 1992), this intensive lobbying during the agenda-setting stage seems puzzling.

However, these lobbying patterns are consistent with theories arguing that interest groups press

legislators to influence policy decisions made in executive branch departments (Fiorina 1977; Ep-

stein and O’Halloran 1995; Hall and Miler 2008; Jordan and Meirowitz 2012; Ban and You 2019;

Ritchie and You 2019). Likewise, because trade agreements are very specific about the terms

of treaties such as tariff schedules, legislators do not have much influence on the ex post imple-
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Figure 4: Lobbying Contacts Over Time (South Korea)

Notes: Each dot indicates a lobbying contact made by lobbying firms representing
the South Korean government. The X-axis indicates the lobbying contact date and
the Y-axis indicates the trade ideal points of the politicians.

mentation of trade agreements once they have been ratified.18 Hence, interest groups have strong

incentives to contact legislators before the voting stage to design agreements that are favorable to

their concerns (You 2017).

I validate this argument by examining every congressional contact to the USTR for the same

period using records obtained through a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request. Among

5,615 contacts made to the USTR by congressional members and staff during 2003 - 2011, 24%

(1,370) contacts were related to free trade agreements, Colombia, Panama, and/or South Korea.

This illustrates that the formal delegation of policymaking power to the bureaucracy does not imply

that congressional influence is mainly limited to ex post oversights. When members of Congress

actively contact bureaucrs through back-channels (Ritchie, 2018), interest groups still have a strong

incentive to lobby Congress even if Congress has no formal negotiation authority.

18For example, the final text of the Korea-US FTA agreement is several thousand pages long and provides a very de-
tailed tariff schedule at the HTS (Harmonized Tariff Schedule) 8-digit level (https://ustr.gov/sites/default/
files/uploads/agreements/fta/korus/asset_upload_file199_12753.pdf).
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5.3 Valuable Members are Contacted Earlier and More Often

Figure A2 presents the results of the relationship between the date of the first contact and the

total number of contacts made by South Korea at the politician level. Members who are contacted

earlier are contacted more often overall. Interestingly, the first two members who were contacted

were Charles Rangel (D-NY15) and Max Baucus (D-MT). Representative Rangel was the ranking

member of the House Ways and Means Committee and later served as chair of the same committee.

Senator Baucus was the chairman of the Senate Finance Committee. Both committees have a

jurisdiction over international trade. This suggests that members who are more valuable from a

lobbying client’s perspective are not only contacted more often but also contacted earlier.

To systematically investigate the association among legislators’ characteristics, the total num-

ber of contacts, and the timing of the first contact, I conduct the following OLS analysis.

Yit = β1Memberit +β2District+β3Domestic Lobbyingit +αt + εit . (1)

, where i and t indicate member and Congress. Yit denotes the outcome measure and I use two

measures for lobbying contacts: (1) whether there is any contact (Any) and (2) the total number of

contacts made to a member’s office (Total). Memberit includes variables for legislators’ character-

istics including those that may be valuable for lobbying clients: legislator i’s ex ante position on

free trade based on previous trade-related votes; whether the legislator held a leadership position

(Leadership); whether she belonged to the House Ways and Means or Senate Finance Commit-

tee (Trade Committee); and whether she was a member of a congressional caucus regarding the

respective country or region (Caucus Membership).19

Districtit measures district-level demographic and economic variables, including % white pop-

ulation; % population with high school or less than high school education; unemployment rate; per

capita income; total volume of exports and imports with Colombia, Panama, and Korea; changes

in manufacturing employment 1990-2007; and % of manufacturing employment.

19Caucus membership data are only available for the House of Representatives. For a full set of the variables
included in the analysis, see Table A4 in the Appendix.
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Domestic Lobbyingit measures the domestic lobbying pressure on FTAs. Domestic groups,

like the United Auto Workers (UAW), initially opposed the FTAs whereas multinational corpo-

rations, like CitiBank, strongly supported the deals. Lobbying firms representing foreign clients

may take pressures from domestic interest groups into consideration when they design lobbying

strategies. An ideal measure for domestic groups’ lobbying would be detailed contact information

from each domestic group to each legislator, as contained in the foreign lobbying data. Unfor-

tunately, domestic lobbying reports submitted under the LDA only provide the names of federal

entities, such as the House of Representatives or the USTR, that each domestic group contacted.

Individual legislator-level lobbying contact data during the lobbying process by domestic groups

do not exist. Given the limitation, I measured domestic groups’ pressure on free trade agreements

in the following way.

First, I identified domestic groups who lobbied on FTAs with Korea, Columbia, and Panama

during 2001-2012 by using lobbying reports submitted under the LDA. Since the specific legisla-

tion regarding FTAs were introduced in 2011, it would be misleading to identify the groups solely

based on bill numbers that groups indicated in their lobbying reports. Given that negotiations

were started as early as 2004, it is possible that groups mentioned “free trade agreements with

Korea” in their lobbying reports but did not mention a specific bill name before the legislation was

introduced. Therefore, I searched lobbying reports that specifically mentioned the bill numbers

regarding FTAs with the three countries as well as search words, such as “Korea-US free trade

deal,” to find reports that did not mention the bill number but addressed the issues.20 In total, 325

groups submitted 1,973 lobbying reports that addressed the FTAs with South Korea, Colombia,

and Panama during the period.

Second, after identifying domestic groups that lobbied on the FTAs, I searched each group’s

preference on the FTAs using various sources such as testimony documented in the Congressional

hearing report on the pending FTAs with Colombia, Panama, and South Korea; public statements;

20There are 11 bills related to the FTAs with South Korea, Colombia, and Panama. Table A2 in the Appendix
provides a list of those specific bills.
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and letters to members of Congress by groups.21 Among the 325 groups that submitted lobbying

reports, 295 groups supported the FTAs and 30 groups opposed the FTAs. Third, I merged the

list of FTA lobbying groups with the Federal Election Commission’s campaign contribution data

for the 2004, 2006, 2008, and 2010 election cycles. I used contributor’s employer, contributor’s

name, and contributor’s occupation to identify contributor’s group affiliation.22 Then I calculated

the total contributions from pro-FTA groups and anti-FTA groups at legislator × congress level.

The results are presented in Table 2, where Panel A presents the results for the House and

Panel B presents the results for the Senate.23 By comparing the results across three stages, several

patterns emerge. First, legislators in the House who held leadership positions were contacted more

frequently by lobbyists during both the negotiations and voting stages. Second, members who

served on the relevant committees on international trade were contacted heavily, and this pattern is

more salient during the initial negotiations stage. Although the president and executive agencies,

such as the USTR, had the authority to negotiate the treaties, legislators who served on committees

that have oversight authority over relevant federal agencies on international trade can influence the

contents of agreements via communication with agency bureaucrats. Such oversight activities may

explain why relevant committee members were heavily targeted during the agenda-setting stage.

Third, members who were associated with congressional caucuses on Colombia, Panama, or South

Korea were heavily targeted over the course of the legislative process. Considering that contacts

were much less frequent during the initial negotiation stage, the effect of committee assignment,

leadership position, and caucus membership are much more salient during the initial negotiation

stage.24

21For example, the hearing transcript before the Committee on Ways and Means regarding the pending free
trade agreements with Colombia, Panama, and South Korea shows the preference of individuals on behalf
of organizations who testified in the hearing (https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67469/pdf/
CHRG-112hhrg67469.pdf). Public letters to members of Congress (https://www.wewear.org/assets/1/7/
041708CoalitionLetter.pdf) were also used to identify the preferences of domestic groups concerning the FTAs.

22For contributions from Political Action Committees (PACs), contributor’s group affiliation is easily identified. It
is difficult to identify the group affiliation for contributions from individual donors who do not supply their specific
occupational information. But, most of those cases comprise donations from retired individuals, doctors, or attor-
neys. Given that groups that lobbied on the FTAs were either large corporations or labor unions, it is unlikely that
observations with no information about affiliation affect the contribution calculation for this study.

23For the full regression results, see Tables A5 and A6 in Appendix C.
24Members’ district- or state-level demographics and economic conditions were not associated with the frequency

19

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67469/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67469.pdf)
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg67469/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg67469.pdf)
https://www.wewear.org/assets/1/7/041708CoalitionLetter.pdf
https://www.wewear.org/assets/1/7/041708CoalitionLetter.pdf


Table 2: Member Characteristics and Lobbying Contacts

Initial Negotiation Re-negotiation Voting

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Outcome = Contact Any Total Any Total Any Total

Panel A. House

Trade Committee 0.141∗∗ 0.416∗ 0.158∗ 3.145∗∗ 0.110 2.129∗

(0.0513) (0.198) (0.0699) (0.960) (0.0727) (0.963)
Leadership 0.291∗∗ 0.170 0.386∗∗ 10.40∗∗ 0.294∗∗ 24.50

(0.0925) (0.172) (0.0951) (2.607) (0.108) (13.30)
Caucus Member 0.762∗∗ 1.940∗ 0.429∗∗ 6.681∗∗ 0.333∗∗ 3.209∗∗

(0.0461) (0.771) (0.0516) (2.016) (0.0445) (1.075)
Mean Outcome 0.14 0.29 0.50 2.28 0.60 2.69
Controls 3 3 3 3 3 3
Congress FE 3 3 3 3
N 869 869 878 878 438 438
adj. R2 0.180 0.155 0.097 0.221 0.082 0.179

Panel B. Senate

Trade Committee 0.204∗∗ 1.701∗ 0.232∗ 2.056 -0.0283 3.706
(0.0739) (0.675) (0.0982) (1.485) (0.125) (4.957)

Leadership 0.239 -0.394 0.550∗∗ 17.78∗∗ 0.348∗∗ 12.47
(0.200) (0.510) (0.121) (1.194) (0.123) (12.13)

Mean Outcome 0.17 0.63 0.45 2.26 0.70 6.46
Controls 3 3 3 3 3 3
Congress FE 3 3 3 3
N 200 200 203 203 100 100
adj. R2 0.185 0.072 0.069 0.151 -0.059 0.001

Notes: Unit of observation is member × congress. Standard errors clustered at the member
level are reported in parentheses. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01. Initial negotiation period covers
the 108th and 109th Congresses; Re-negotiation period covers the 110th and 111th Con-
gresses; Voting stage covers the 112th Congress. Trade Committee indicates membership
in the Ways and Means Committee in the House or the Finance Committee in the Sen-
ate. Caucus Membership indicate whether the member was affiliated with a congressional
caucus related to one of the three countries or the region to which any of the countries
belonged. The Caucus Membership variable is only available for the House of Represen-
tatives. Congress fixed effect is not included in the voting stage because it only covers a
single congress (112th).

20



Given the relatively infrequent contacts during the initial negotiation stage based on the average

outcome values, the effect of valuable positions from foreign clients’ perspectives on lobbying

contacts is more salient during the agenda-setting stages (initial negotiation and re-negotiation)

than the voting stage. The contact patterns suggest that when interest groups need to build a

winning coalition, groups prioritize targeting members with institutional power who can convince

other members (Caillaud and Tirole, 2007) and their “allies” who are willing to invest time and

energy to move the agenda forward (Hall and Wayman, 1990; Hall and Deadorff, 2006). As the

process evolves, the number and type of politicians contacted increases.

5.4 Members Opposing Free Trade are Contacted Frequently

Table 2 shows that although members who are predisposed to support free trade are more likely

to be contacted in the initial negotiation stage both in the House and the Senate, a more diverse set

of members are contacted during later stages. In this section, I present a systematic pattern of how

a member’s position on free trade is associated with the contact patterns.

I place the legislators into quartiles based on their free trade ideal point estimates. Legislators

were classified as (1) strong protectionist if the ideal point is below the first quartile, (2) weak

protectionist if the ideal point is between the first quartile and the median, (3) weak free trader if the

ideal point is between the median and the third quartile, and (4) strong free trader if the ideal point

is above the third quartile.25 Figure 5 presents the total number of unique politicians contacted

by lobbyists on behalf of South Korea and each bar is divided into the four types depending on

politicians’ predisposed positions on free trade.26 All types of politicians are contacted but it is

noticeable that a significant number of contacts targeted strong and weak opponents of free trade,

especially during the renegotiation stage.

Table 3 presents the regression results for the types of politicians contacted by each stage.

of lobbying contacts.
25Each group supported the free trade bills they voted on in the following percentages: strong protectionist (30.5%),

weak protectionist (41.9%), weak free trader (53.3%), and strong free trader (65.5%).
26Figure A4 in the Appendix presents the monthly total contacts by types. The patterns are similar.
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Figure 5: Type of Politicians Contacted by Month (South Korea)

Notes: Each bar indicates the total number of unique politicians contacted at
the monthly × year level.

Lobbying contacts at the member-level are measured in three ways: (1) any contact (Any), (2)

total number of contacts (Total), and (3) total number of contacts made with a member rather

than staff (Member). The omitted category is Strong Protectionist in the Initial Negotation stage.

After controlling for member-level characteristics, such as committee assignment, leadership, cau-

cus membership, and party, there is no significant difference across the types based on members’

predispositions on free trade in the initial negotiation stage (Panel A. By Position). Strong protec-

tionists are contacted more often during the negotiation and voting stages (Panel B. By Period). In

the House, members who weakly opposed free trade are heavily contacted during the renegotiation

stage (Weak Protectionist × Renegotiation). Members who weakly supported free trade are less

likely to be contacted during the voting stage (Weak Free Trader × Voting). We do not see a similar

pattern in the Senate. This may be driven by the fact that there is more variation in the trade ideal

point in the House and the Ways and Means Committee in the House is responsible for bills in the

areas of reciprocal trade agreements and tariffs.

Conventional wisdom holds that interest groups lobby allied legislators (Kollman, 1997; Ho-
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Table 3: Contact Patterns by Position on Free Trade and Period

House Senate

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Outcome = Contact Any Total Any Total
Panel A. By Position

Weak Protectionist 0.0337 -0.269 0.156 1.755
(0.0381) (0.244) (0.0998) (1.310)

Weak Free Trader 0.0899 0.163 -0.0879 0.955
(0.0513) (0.272) (0.102) (1.303)

Strong Free Trader 0.0410 -0.248 0.0343 1.405
(0.0542) (0.348) (0.123) (1.708)

Panel B. By Period
Renegotiation 0.476∗∗ 1.207∗∗ 0.359∗∗ 1.855

(0.0582) (0.396) (0.135) (1.347)
Voting 0.547∗∗ 1.893∗∗ 0.752∗∗ 3.535∗

(0.0510) (0.330) (0.134) (1.361)

Panel C. By Position × Period
Weak Protectionist × Renegotiation 0.111∗ 1.746∗∗ 0.0425 1.570

(0.0538) (0.542) (0.160) (1.969)
Weak Protectionist × Voting 0.0613 0.538 -0.120 7.369

(0.0687) (0.461) (0.163) (7.837)
Weak Free Trader × Renegotiation -0.0652 1.182 0.0252 -1.023

(0.0948) (0.729) (0.186) (1.462)
Weak Free Trader × Voting -0.148 -0.677 -0.210 -0.807

(0.0763) (0.382) (0.199) (1.779)
Strong Free Trader × Renegotiation 0.00996 1.094 0.0385 -0.783

(0.103) (0.760) (0.220) (1.548)
Strong Free Trader × Voting -0.0192 1.701 -0.233 2.726

(0.0704) (1.063) (0.219) (3.624)

Controls 3 3 3 3
Congress FE 3 3 3 3
N 2194 2187 506 506
adj. R2 0.249 0.191 0.222 0.067

Notes: Unit of observation is member × congress. Standard errors clustered at the
member level are reported in the parentheses. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01. The omitted
category is the strong protectionist in the initial negotiation stage.

23



jnacki and Kimball, 1998). However, a significant number of contacts targeted weak and strong

opponents. First, why are weak opponents targeted? This may be related to persuasion in group de-

cision making. If an interest group wants to build a winning coalition among members of Congress,

it needs to design a targeting strategy in the context of group persuasion since the approval of a

proposal requires majority support. Caillaud and Tirole (2007) show that targeting an “information

pivot” who has enough credibility within the group to sway other people’s opinions is an equilib-

rium strategy in persuading a group, and the information pivots are often “mellow opponents”.

When I examine the characteristics of weak opponents of free trade, intensely targeted weak op-

ponents of free traders are highly effective in advancing legislation, have extensive networks of

co-sponsors, and they are more active in congressional caucus memberships. These characteris-

tics support the notion that weak opponents act informational pivots who can bring persuasion

cascades.

Second, why are staunch opponents of free trade targeted? There are two potential explana-

tions. First, the biggest obstacle to making progress on FTAs in the US was the opposition from

unions. To counter lobbying from domestic groups that contacted strong protectionists to prevent

advancement of the agenda, foreign governments may need to contact those members (Austen-

Smith and Wright, 1994). Another possibility is that lobbyists on behalf of interest groups collect

information from members who they oppose the deals or seek to learn whether they would em-

ploy institutional tools to block the agenda’s advancement. Lobbyists can deliver this information

to legislators in leadership or to committee chairs who can pass it on to the USTR or the presi-

dent; or, lobbyists can directly transmit this information to the negotiators in the executive branch.

This pattern suggests that lobbyists (or interest groups) facilitate information aggregation among

members. Given members’ time constraints and the diverse issue portfolios on which they work

(Cotton, 2012; Curry, 2015), lobbyists who are specialized in an issue could help communications

among members and make group persuasion feasible. In addition, even if there is little uncertainty

about the passage of a bill, members still might have incentives to allow contacts by lobbyists to
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learn more about the economic consequences of the legislation on their districts.27

6 How to Build a Winning Coalition: Lobbyist-Level Analysis

To better understand how interest groups build a winning coalition in a collective decision-

making environment with multiple members to target, I examine the sequence of lobbying con-

tacts at the lobbyist level. This is particularly useful when a lobbying client hired multiple lobby-

ing firms so the aggregate-level analysis by the month or by the Congress may mask interesting

dynamics regarding how interest groups design their targeting strategies.

For this analysis, I focus on contacts made by lobbyists on behalf of South Korea regarding

the FTA. Among 4,164 contacts made to members of Congress and their staffers, 3,956 contacts

contain the name of a lobbyist who made a contact. I also focus on members in the House of

Representatives since some key variables, such as caucus membership, are only available for the

House members, and the pattern of contacts by period is more distictive, as Table 3 shows.

For each congressional contact, I identified the name of a lobbyist and find each lobbyist’s

ideology based on the CF scores developed by Bonica (Bonica, 2016). I investigate whether a

member’s position on free trade is correlated with contacts by aligned lobbyists and whether this

pattern varies by each period. Conditional on being contacted, I calculate two measures: (1) the

CF Score difference between a member and a lobbyist for the member’s first contact and (2) the

maximum value for the CF Score differences for all the contacts between a member and lobbyists.

A larger difference means that a member is contacted by a lobbyist whose ideology is farther from

the member’s ideology.

Figure 6 presents the relationship between a member’s predisposition for free trade and the

27An alternative explanation behind the frequent contacts made to members who strongly opposed free trade is that
lobbying firms might exploit their clients increasing their number of contacts thereby increasing the amounts they
charge on their bills. In that regard, this behavior could be the result of an agency problem. Although I cannot rule out
this possibility, the contract structure in the lobbying industry might make this scenario less likely. In general, contracts
in the lobbying industry in general differ from contracting practices in law firms and consulting firms. Lobbying firms
do not charge their clients based on the number of hours they work. A lobbying firm and a client often have 1 ∼ 2
year contracts with fixed monthly fees. In the FARA reports, most fees charged from a lobbying firm to a client are
documented as monthly retainers (fixed amounts).
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CF Score difference between a member and the maxmimum CF Score difference among lobby-

ists who made at least one contact to a given member. Members who had a record of supporting

free trade are more likely to be contacted by a lobbyist whose ideology is farther from their ideol-

ogy. Reversely, members who had a record of opposing free trade are contacted by more aligned

lobbyists.

Figure 6: Predisposition for Free Trade and CF Score Difference

Notes: Each dot indicates a politician and maximum CF Difference is cal-
cualted at the politician level.

For each period, I calculate the first contact CF Score difference and the maximum CF Score

difference among all the contacts. Then, I create interactions terms between trade ideal points

and periods and see whether the CF Score difference between a member and a lobbyist changes

depending on the phase of the negotiation. Table 4 presents the results. The relationship between

a member’s predisposition for free trade and contacts by aligned lobbyists appears most salient

during the renegotiation period. The result implies that there is a larger difference in the ideology

between a member and a lobbyist who made a contact if a member is more predisposed to support

free trade. In other words, members who weakly or strongly opposed free trade are contacted by

lobbyists who are more closely aligned with them in terms of ideology during the renegotiation
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stage. Also, House members who represent electorally competitive districts are more likely to be

contacted by ideologically aligned lobbyists.

Table 4: Position on Free Trade and CF Score Difference by Periods: House

First Contact CF Score Difference Maximum CF Score Difference

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Trade Ideal Point 0.122∗∗ -0.0367 -0.0426 0.152∗∗ 0.000432 -0.0127
(0.0396) (0.0478) (0.0503) (0.0394) (0.0481) (0.0506)

Trade Ideal Point × Renegotiation 0.162∗∗ 0.153∗∗ 0.147∗∗ 0.163∗∗ 0.174∗∗ 0.168∗∗

(0.0424) (0.0431) (0.0441) (0.0364) (0.0370) (0.0371)

Trade Ideal Point × Voting 0.0289 0.0353 0.0296 0.0269 0.0223 0.0196
(0.0454) (0.0462) (0.0473) (0.0402) (0.0394) (0.0398)

Competitive Districta -0.131∗∗ -0.130∗ -0.122∗ -0.112∗

(0.0502) (0.0548) (0.0530) (0.0561)

Member-level Controls 3 3 3 3
District Controls 3 3
N 695 695 660 706 706 671
adj. R2 0.161 0.237 0.260 0.186 0.258 0.278
Notes: Unit of observation is member × period. Standard errors clustered at member level are presented in
parentheses. ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01. a. Competitive district equals 1 if a district’s average democratic vote
share in 2000s were between 0.4 and 0.6.

As mentioned, domestic interest groups, such as the UAW, initially opposed the Korea-US

FTA. However, the renegotiation stage was a critical time in which to gain their support. In general,

members who are categorized as strong protectionist or weak protectionist receive a higher amount

of campaign contributions from domestic groups that opposed the FTAs, such as labor unions.

By making contacts to these members via aligned lobbyists, especially during the renegotiation

stage, foreign clients could transfer more information about the merits of the agreements in a more

credible manner.

7 Conclusion

Most decisions in government are made by multiple members. Therefore, the success of an

interest group’s lobbying strategy hinges on how they persuade a group of policymakers. This is
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particularly true when each member has equal power in deciding the final outcome, as in Congress

where each member has the same amount of voting power. Therefore, interest groups should

design their lobbying strategies to build winning coalitions among multiple members. Despite this

institutional feature, research on how interest groups decide which congressmembers to target has

been limited to group-member dyad without fully appreciating the fact that Congress is a collective

decision-making body. In addition, interest groups change their strategies througout the legislative

process but studying the dynamic aspects of lobbying strategies has faced considerable constraints,

mainly due to a lack of detailed lobbying contact information.

In this paper, I address that challenge by constructing a novel dataset on the activities of lobby-

ists hired by the governments of South Korea, Colombia, and Panama to lobby the United States

government regarding their respective free trade agreements with the US. The data allow me to

follow lobbying activities for ten years - from the beginning to the end of a policy enactment pro-

cess. Using the rich set of information from the data, I measure the intensity of lobbying towards

each legislator over time on the same issue at the daily level.

I find that targeting strategies by lobbyists vary depending on the stage of the legislative pro-

cess. During the agenda-setting stage, lobbyists tend to target legislators who have leadership

positions, those who serve on committees with jurisdiction over international trade, and those who

are highly effective in the legislative process. As the legislation advances to the floor voting stage,

those who are in leadership and legislators who faced tight races in recent elections tend to have

more contacts with lobbyists. I find that all types of legislators, defeind by their ex ante positions

on free trade, are targeted both in the agenda-setting and voting stages. During the agenda-setting

process, strong opponents to free trade are often targeted, but that strategy shifts to undecided

members and strong allies during the voting stage.

This article makes several contributions to the literature of interest group politics. First, by con-

structing a novel dataset on detailed lobbying contacts from the beginning to the end of a policy

enactment process, I can follow lobbying activities for different time periods in the policymaking

process. My analysis reveals that the sets of politicians targeted between the agenda-setting and
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voting stages are different, and often, lobbyists contact strong and weak opponents of the legisla-

tion, especially during the renegotiation stage. This implies that a new framework on lobbying that

incorporates persuasion among members and the role of lobbyists as information intermediaries

among members should be considered, given that passing a bill is a collective process (Caillaud

and Tirole 2007; Schnakenberg 2017).

Second, this article sheds light on the role of foreign governments in constructing US trade pol-

icy. Previous research has documented that lobbying spending by foreign entities is associated with

lower trade barriers with, and increased visits by US tourists to, those foreign countries (Gawande,

Krishna, and Robbins 2006; Gawande, Maloney, and Montes-Rojas 2009). By analyzing detailed

lobbying contacts made to members of Congress, in addition to the total spending by foreign gov-

ernments, this article improves our understanding of the interaction between US policymakers and

foreign governments.
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Appendix: Supporting Information for
Dynamic Lobbying: How to Persuade Congress

A Figures

Figure A1 (a) presents the distribution of trade ideal points by party and whether a member
is contacted at least once by three foreign countries during the period. Figure A1 (b) presents the
correlation between DW-NOMINATE scores and trade ideal points.

Figure A2 presents the relationship between the the timing of the first contact and the average
free trade ideal points for contacts made on behalf of South Korean government.

Figure A3 presents the composition of contacted politicians by each period.
Figure A4 presents the composition of unique number of contacted politicians by each month.

Figure A1: Trade Ideal Points

(a) By Contact and Party (b) Correlation with DW-NOMINATE by Party

Notes: Panel (a) shows the distributions of trade ideal points by the contact and party. Panel (b) shows the
correlation between the trade ideal points and the DW-NOMINATE score by party.
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Figure A2: Relationship between First Contact Date and Total Contacts on FTA (South Korea)

Notes: For each member, I calculate the first date of lobbying contacts (x-axis) and the total number of
lobbying contacts over the entire period (y-axis).

Figure A3: Composition of Contacted Politicians by Prior Positions on Free Trade (South Korea)

Notes: This figure presents the comopsition of politicians who were contacted by lobbyists
who represented South Korea based on their trade ideal points by three stages of policy-
making.
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Figure A4: Monthly Total Contacts by Types of Politicians (South Korea)

Notes:The bars indicate the unique number of politicians contacted in each month by type.
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A Tables

Table A1 presents the list of trade bills utilized in constructing the trade ideal points.
Table A2 presents the list of bills related to Colombian, Panamanian, and Korean FTAs intro-

duced in the US Congress.
Table A3 presents the summary statistics on the total number of contacts, types of contacted

agency, and contact methods by each foregin country.
Table A4 presents the summary statistics of the variables included in the regression analysis.
Table A5 presents the full regression results for the lobbying contacts in the House of Repre-

sentatives.
Table A6 presents the full regression results for the lobbying contacts in the Senate.

Table A1: List of Trade-related Bills, 2003-2012

Congress Year Description Congress Year Description

108 2003 Burma Import Sanctions 109 2006 Miscellaneous Tariff Cuts
108 2003 Singapore FTA 109 2006 Approve Dubai Ports World Deal
108 2003 Chile FTA 109 2006 Reject Raising Airline Investment Cap
108 2003 Cuba Travel Ban 109 2006 Internet Gambling Payments
108 2003 Country of Origin Labeling 109 2006 Vietnam PNTR
108 2003 Computer Export Controls 109 2006 AGO, ATPA Extension
108 2003 Oppose EU GMO Ban 110 2007 Eliminate Worker Visas
108 2004 Restrict Federal Outsourcing 110 2007 Ban Mexican Trucks
108 2004 Australia FTA 110 2007 Peru FTA
108 2004 Morocco FTA 110 2007 Farm Bill
108 2004 Miscellaneous Tariff Cuts 110 2007 Defund Visa Waiver Program
108 2004 Increase Foreign Doctors 110 2007 Andean Trade Preference Act
108 2004 Cut Market Access Program 110 2007 Expand Fam Exports to Cuba
109 2005 China Currency Sanctions 110 2007 Reduce Sugar Protection
109 2005 Cuba Travel Ban 110 2008 Suspend TPA
109 2005 DR-CAFTA 110 2008 Reduce Cotton Subsidies
109 2005 Protect US Trade Laws 111 2009 Ending Offshoring Act
109 2005 Withdrawn US from WTO 111 2010 Currency Reform for Fair Trade
109 2005 Restrict Contract w/ Offshoring Firms 111 2010 US Manufacturing Act
109 2005 Defund Approval of CNOOC 112 2011 Currency Exchange Rate Reform
109 2005 Bahrain FTA 112 2012 Export-Import Bank Reauthorization
109 2005 Maintain “Byrd Law” 112 2012 Eliminated Sugar Program
109 2006 Study of Foreign Debt 112 2012 Russia and Moldova PNTR
109 2006 100% Container Scanning 112 2012 Farm Bill
109 2006 Orman FTA 112 2012 Applying Countervailing Duly Law
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Table A2: List of Colombian, Panamanian, and Korean FTA-related Bills

Congress Bill Number Title

111th H.Res.987 Recognizing the importance of trade to the United States economy
and the importance of passing free trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea, and Panama

112th H.Res.86 Recognizing the importance of trade to the United States economy
and the importance of passing free trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea, and Panama

112th H.R.2832 To Extend the Generalized System of Preferences, and for other purposes
112th H.R.3080 United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act
112th S.1642 United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement Implementation Act
112th H.R.3079 United States-Panama Trade Promotion Agreement Implementation Act
112th S.1643 United States-Panama Trade Promotion Agreement Implementation Act
112th H.R.3078 United States-Colombia Trade Promotion Agreement Implementation Act
112th S. 1641 United States-Colombia Trade Promotion Agreement Implementation Act
112th H.Res.418 Providing for consideration of the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 2832)

to extend the Generalized System of Preferences, and for other purposes
112th H.Res.425 Providing for consideration of the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 2832) to extend

the Generalized System of Preferences, and for other purposes; providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3078) to implement the United States-Colombia Trade Promotion Agreement;
providing for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3079) to implement
the United States-Panama Trade Promotion Agreement; and providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3080) to implement the United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement

Table A3: Summary Statistics on Contacts made by Colombia, Panama, and South Korea, 2003-
2012

Contact Agency Contact Method

Country Total Congress (%) Executive Media Other Meeting (%) Phone

Colombia 791 85.9 10.8 2.5 0.8 42.1 57.9
Panama 876 70.6 24.2 3.8 1.5 70.2 29.8
South Korea 4,164 82.1 11.4 2.7 3.8 21.0 79.0

Total 5,831 80.8 13.2 2.9 3.1 31.2 68.8
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Table A4: Summary Statistics of the Variables

Variable N Mean S.D. Min. Max

Panel A. House
Democrat 438 0.45 0.50 0.00 1.00
Trade Ideal Point 438 -0.01 0.96 -2.52 2.42
Leadership 438 0.08 0.27 0.00 1.00
Committee 438 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00
Tight Race 438 0.16 0.36 0.00 1.00
(ln) Pro FTA Group Contribution ($) 438 11.80 1.66 0.00 14.35
(ln) Anti FTA Group Contribution ($) 438 7.98 5.21 0.00 14.54
(ln) Population 438 13.46 0.10 13.08 13.85
White Ratio 438 0.74 0.18 0.16 0.97
Lower Education 438 0.44 0.10 0.17 0.73
Unemployment 438 0.09 0.02 0.03 0.23
Income pc 438 10.22 0.25 9.47 11.23
Gini 438 0.45 0.03 0.38 0.60
(ln) Trade with Colombia ($K) 438 11.50 0.78 8.51 14.27
(ln) Trade with Panama ($K) 438 10.21 0.53 7.43 11.50
(ln) Trade with Korea ($K) 438 12.78 0.54 9.79 14.10
% Change in Manufacturing Employment 90-07 435 -4.02 2.01 -16.70 2.28
Change in Chinese Import per Worker, 90-07 435 3.43 1.86 0.65 13.51

Panel B. Senate
Democrat 101 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00
Trade Ideal Point 101 0.02 0.77 -1.59 1.98
Leadership 101 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00
Committee 101 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00
Tight Race 101 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00
(ln) Pro FTA Group Contribution ($) 101 12.96 1.59 0.00 15.90
(ln) Anti FTA Group Contribution ($) 101 9.61 4.09 0.00 16.73
(ln) Population 101 15.14 1.01 13.23 17.43
White Ratio 101 0.78 0.13 0.25 0.95
Lower Education 101 0.43 0.05 0.33 0.58
Unemployment 101 0.08 0.02 0.03 0.12
Income pc 101 10.23 0.14 9.95 10.56
Gini 101 0.45 0.02 0.41 0.50
(ln) Trade with Colombia ($K) 101 13.42 1.03 11.24 16.34
(ln) Trade with Panama ($K) 101 12.06 0.94 10.04 14.23
(ln) Trade with Korea ($K) 101 14.58 1.02 11.83 17.02
% Change in Manufacturing Employment 90-07 97 -3.19 2.57 -9.76 2.41
Change in Chinese Import per Worker, 90-07 97 3.46 2.03 0.68 8.62

A6



Table A5: Member Characteristics and Lobbying Contacts:House

Initial Negotiation Re-negotiation Voting

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Outcome = Contact Any Total Any Total Any Total

Trade Committee 0.141∗∗ 0.416∗ 0.158∗ 3.145∗∗ 0.110 2.129∗

(0.0513) (0.198) (0.0699) (0.960) (0.0727) (0.963)
Leadership 0.291∗∗ 0.170 0.386∗∗ 10.40∗∗ 0.294∗∗ 24.50

(0.0925) (0.172) (0.0951) (2.607) (0.108) (13.30)
Caucus 0.762∗∗ 1.940∗ 0.429∗∗ 6.681∗∗ 0.333∗∗ 3.209∗∗

(0.0461) (0.771) (0.0516) (2.016) (0.0445) (1.075)
Trade Ideal Point 0.0395 0.0980 0.0551 0.678∗∗ -0.00830 0.873∗

(0.0206) (0.0571) (0.0357) (0.253) (0.0417) (0.441)
Seniority 0.00588 0.0323 -0.00220 0.0375 -0.000310 -0.0126

(0.00342) (0.0178) (0.00507) (0.0628) (0.00577) (0.0530)
Foreign Committee 0.0196 0.283 0.113 -0.398 0.181 0.0201

(0.0657) (0.330) (0.0881) (0.877) (0.103) (0.640)
Democrat 0.114∗ 0.157 0.104 1.714∗∗ 0.224∗ 0.748

(0.0472) (0.116) (0.0735) (0.654) (0.0922) (0.747)
Tight Race 0.00758 0.0569 0.00565 -0.537 -0.0570 -0.165

(0.0413) (0.0919) (0.0532) (0.358) (0.0629) (0.522)
Freshman 0.00500 0.0739 0.0379 0.426 0.137 0.338

(0.0367) (0.109) (0.0630) (0.469) (0.0776) (0.642)
(ln) Export 0.00883 -0.124 -0.0875 -0.460 -0.143 0.435

(0.0401) (0.195) (0.0667) (0.977) (0.0760) (0.799)
(ln) Import -0.0161 -0.0825 0.132∗ -0.557 0.100 -0.0777

(0.0341) (0.0865) (0.0553) (0.535) (0.0647) (0.617)
White Ratio -0.0787 -0.341 -0.197 0.718 0.0188 0.0107

(0.102) (0.254) (0.156) (1.249) (0.197) (1.373)
Lower Education Ratio -0.00406 0.0539 -0.159 0.467 0.667 8.892∗

(0.200) (0.512) (0.314) (2.444) (0.364) (4.071)
Unemployment -0.798 -1.835 -0.0477 -4.462 0.107 30.11

(0.605) (1.617) (1.091) (8.163) (1.388) (22.90)
Income pc -0.0424 -0.194 0.124 0.727 0.444∗∗ 4.745

(0.0860) (0.251) (0.125) (1.211) (0.149) (2.671)
(ln) Pro-FTA Contributions 0.00318 0.0140 0.00521 0.0515 0.0441∗∗ 0.234

(0.00375) (0.0129) (0.00581) (0.0495) (0.0159) (0.120)
(ln) Anti-FTA Contributions -0.00451 -0.0142 -0.00444 -0.0362 -0.00529 0.0391

(0.00379) (0.0108) (0.00632) (0.0469) (0.00905) (0.116)
(ln) Union Contributions 0.00283 0.00857 0.0133 0.0347 -0.00487 0.0164

(0.00496) (0.0151) (0.00692) (0.0640) (0.00872) (0.0839)

Mean Outcome 0.14 0.29 0.50 2.28 0.60 2.69
Controls 3 3 3 3 3 3
Congress FE 3 3 3 3
N 869 869 878 878 438 438
adj. R2 0.180 0.155 0.097 0.221 0.082 0.179

Notes: Unit of observation is member × congress. Standard errors clustered at the member level are reported in the parentheses.
∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01. Initial negotiation period covers the 108th and 109th Congresses; Re-negotiation period covers the 110th
and 111th Congresses; Voting stage covers the 112th Congress. Trade Committee indicates membership in the Ways and Means in
the House and Finance in the Senate. Caucus Memership indicate whether the member was affiliated with a congressional caucus
related to one of the three countries or the region to which any of the countries belonged. Caucus Membership variable is only
avaiable for the House of Representatives. Congress fixed effect is not included in the voting stage because it only covers a single
congress (112th).
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Table A6: Member Characteristics and Lobbying Contacts: Senate

Initial Negotiation Re-negotiation Voting

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Outcome = Contact Any Total Any Total Any Total

Trade Committee 0.204∗∗ 1.701∗ 0.232∗ 2.056 -0.0283 3.706
(0.0739) (0.675) (0.0982) (1.485) (0.125) (4.957)

Leadership 0.239 -0.394 0.550∗∗ 17.78∗∗ 0.348∗∗ 12.47
(0.200) (0.510) (0.121) (1.194) (0.123) (12.13)

Trade Ideal Point 0.180∗∗ 0.832 0.168 1.673 -0.0832 4.675
(0.0672) (0.425) (0.0849) (1.307) (0.128) (5.544)

Seniority 0.0153∗ 0.0929 0.00422 0.290 0.00277 1.356
(0.00771) (0.0612) (0.00822) (0.189) (0.0110) (0.988)

Foreign Committee 0.00238 0.0180 0.182 2.281∗ 0.132 -0.383
(0.0814) (0.406) (0.127) (0.952) (0.238) (5.320)

Democrat 0.382∗∗ 2.003∗ 0.149 3.111 0.0322 8.458
(0.108) (0.977) (0.141) (2.593) (0.208) (11.56)

Tight Race 0.0320 0.0854 -0.130 -0.236 0.0884 4.132
(0.0655) (0.292) (0.0875) (0.540) (0.111) (2.958)

Freshman -0.0671 0.0482 -0.0969 0.726 0.0593 15.10
(0.0735) (0.330) (0.124) (1.183) (0.175) (10.35)

(ln) Export 0.0613 0.0819 0.0343 -0.831 -0.184 -1.822
(0.0958) (0.418) (0.126) (1.052) (0.152) (4.975)

(ln) Import -0.0357 0.0145 -0.0202 0.863 0.123 0.804
(0.0740) (0.358) (0.113) (0.857) (0.139) (3.986)

Lower Education Ratio -0.344 -0.239 -0.806∗∗ -2.039 -0.261 -9.064
(0.274) (1.085) (0.301) (2.684) (0.394) (17.18)

High School Ratio 0.473 -5.538 1.444 -24.73 2.045 -90.30
(0.636) (7.311) (1.177) (21.38) (1.379) (104.0)

Unemployment 0.274 -4.040 -0.574 6.934 -4.796 -121.3
(1.745) (9.742) (2.841) (25.36) (3.698) (127.5)

Income pc -0.104 -2.338 0.198 -11.90 0.491 -50.76
(0.257) (2.875) (0.421) (10.22) (0.481) (48.24)

(ln) Pro-FTA Contribution 0.00859 0.0395 -0.0109 0.0648 0.0120 1.438
(0.00635) (0.0237) (0.00841) (0.0794) (0.0300) (1.292)

(ln) Anti-FTA Contribution -0.0193∗ -0.0414 0.0111 0.201 -0.00648 0.827
(0.00795) (0.0425) (0.0123) (0.144) (0.0156) (0.603)

(ln) Union Contribution 0.00133 0.0660 0.00821 -0.106 -0.00399 -0.873
(0.00528) (0.0612) (0.00716) (0.114) (0.0132) (0.705)

Mean Outcome 0.17 0.63 0.45 2.26 0.70 6.46
Controls 3 3 3 3 3 3
Controls 3 3 3 3 3 3
Congress FE 3 3 3 3
N 200 200 203 203 100 100
adj. R2 0.185 0.072 0.069 0.151 -0.059 0.001
Notes: Unit of observation is member × congress. Standard errors clustered at the member level are reported in the paren-
theses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Initial negotiation period covers the 108th and 109th Congresses; Re-negotiation period
covers the 110th and 111th Congresses; Voting stage covers the 112th Congress. Trade Committee indicates membership
in the Ways and Means in the House and Finance in the Senate. Caucus Memership indicate whether the member was affil-
iated with a congressional caucus related to one of the three countries or the region to which any of the countries belonged.
Caucus Membership variable is only avaiable for the House of Representatives. Congress fixed effect is not included in the
voting stage because it only covers a single congress (112th).
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