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The mobilization of organized interests is affected not only by social and economic “supply” factors but also by 
government-related “demand” factors. The authors assess the impact of government activity on the mobilization of
interests by examining how federal policy activity stimulates lobbying activity in the states. Empirically, they do this
by introducing the federal hearings data used by Leech et al. into the model of state lobbying registrations used by
Gray et al. The authors find that congressional hearings in a particular issue area have significant—albeit complex—
effects on the mobilization of state interest organizations in that same area.
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As government activity expands into areas previ-
ously not the objects of public policy, interests are

created and interest organizations are mobilized (Jones
and Baumgartner 2005). Thus, many social or economic
organizations that may once have had no interest in
public policy and did not lobby become politically
active as public policy affects them. This governmental
activity may be either welcome or viewed with hostility.
In either case, organizations that were just associations
or institutions such as business firms become “interest
organizations” as their private wants have intersected
with public policy (Heinz et al. 1993, 24). Indeed, while
the “interest-group explosion” of recent decades was
surely mostly a social or private economics phenome-
non, once established these newly mobilized organiza-
tions often sought to monitor or to influence the future
growth and development of programs that affected
them. Baumgartner and Mahoney (2004) documented
such coevolutionary linkages between group and state
mobilizations in several issue areas, including the envi-
ronment, civil rights, the elderly, and human rights, in
addition to the women’s movement (also see
Baumgartner and Jones 1993, chap. 9; Campbell 2005;
Mettler 2005; Skocpol 1992; Soss 2002) .

This coevolutionary pattern may develop for 
several reasons. Most directly, Walker (1991) noted
that government can act as a patron or catalyst for the

creation of new groups. He also noted the role of
national policy networks and professional communica-
tion patterns that take place during the process of policy
diffusion, an idea that is central to our analysis (Walker
1969). But an even shorter-term element is evident in the
work of Leech et al. (2005), who observed that congres-
sional hearings were strongly related to the number of
organizations registering to lobby at the federal level,
after controlling for economic and other factors expected
to account for mobilization. During periods with more
congressional hearings, more organizations lobby.

We follow directly on Leech et al. by linking the
policy agendas data they use, which measure annual
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fluctuations in congressional policy activity across
different issue areas, to state-level interest-group
mobilization. By doing so, this project contributes to
the literature on vertical policy diffusion, as policy
attention is a necessary precursor to policy diffusion.
We are not the first to study this phenomenon. But
prior work has focused on specific policy areas with
somewhat mixed results (Mossberger 1999; Hecht
2001; Tews, Busch, and Jorgens 2003; Daley and
Garand 2005; Shipan and Volden 2006), though the
most recent study of five health and welfare innova-
tions did find vertical diffusion a stronger explanation
than horizontal diffusion (Karch 2007). A broader
view across multiple policy areas may help us to rec-
oncile some of these mixed findings. We first discuss
several ways in which policy attention at one level of
government might be linked to another and consider
several different forms it might take. We then introduce
the model of state-level lobby registrations using 1999
measures of the density of organized interests and a
measure of congressional hearings activity over sev-
eral years. Several versions of the enhanced pooled
state interest guild model are then tested to isolate the
nature of the linkage between congressional activity
and state lobbying. We conclude the analysis by con-
sidering further questions about cross-level linkages of
state and national policy systems.

National Influences on State Lobbying

Let us start with the null hypothesis that congres-
sional activity and lobbying in the states may well be
unrelated. There has been a growing nationalization of
state lobby communities in the sense that they are all
now responding similarly to a common set of predictors
(Lowery and Gray 1994b). And scholars have noted the
key role of state affiliates of national federations in link-
ing state and national interest systems (Thomas and
Hrebenar 1992; Skocpol et al. 1993). Yet state interest
communities remain extremely parochial in being dom-
inated by local rather than national or regional organi-
zations. The vast majority of lobbying organizations are
registered in only one state (Wolak et al. 2002).
Accordingly, we might well expect that they would be
much more attentive to issues in their home states and
not to those attracting congressional attention.
Furthermore, it is not clear that state and national pol-
icy agendas are so tightly linked. States’ policy agendas
vary considerably (Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, et al. 2005)
despite ever more rapid policy diffusion, something that
would not be true if all states reflected a single national
pattern of policy attention. But even if state agendas

move together, much of what attracts state legislators’
attention may well not be what concerns their national
counterparts. It would seem unlikely, for example, that
congressional attention to nuclear proliferation policy
would stimulate a great deal of lobbying on this topic in
the states. And last, given Baumgartner and Jones’s
(1993) punctuated equilibrium model, legislative agen-
das are quite sticky, changing only periodically and
with some difficulty. If so, then it is not clear that state
policy agendas would respond contemporaneously to
national-level activity. In sum, there are plenty of good
reasons to not expect to find a strong relationship
between levels of congressional policy attention and
activity and state lobbying.

On many issues, however, state and national atten-
tion is hardly segmented in a classic layer cake fash-
ion (Grodzins 1966). Many state issues—including
HMO regulation, the death penalty, abortion, and
even the fate of Terry Schiavo—have drawn congres-
sional attention. Federal actions or inactions on all of
these issues take place alongside independent state
activity. For others, such as the Defense of Marriage
Act of 1996, initial federal activity stimulates state
legislation. And still other national laws, such as the
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 or the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996,
seem to reverberate through the halls of state capitols
in the years following passage as states struggle with
their many intended and often unintended conse-
quences. All of these subsequent state actions were
associated with the mobilization of organized inter-
ests, a process kick-started by federal activity. Yet if
federal activity and state lobbying are connected, it
also seems that such linkages might come in several
different forms that go beyond the simple federal
cause and state effect noted until now.

The first is a simple contemporaneous effect with
both levels of government and their systems of orga-
nized interests struggling simultaneously with a com-
mon policy disturbance. In this view, lobbying activity
and legislative agendas at all levels reflect less each
other than real policy issues facing society. Truman
(1951, 511), of course, identified the locus of mobi-
lization in disturbances in society. Organized interests
engage in political activity to secure redress on these
disturbances. More to the point, it is not obvious that
organized interests seek such redress at different levels
of government in a sequential fashion. Moreover, leg-
islative entrepreneurs at all levels of government have
powerful incentives to monitor their constituents’ con-
cerns (Wawro 2000; Weissert 1991; Mintrom 1997).
Political parties at all levels too win elections by find-
ing issues on which to campaign (Rabinowitz and
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Macdonald 1989). If legislators, parties, and orga-
nized interests at all governmental levels respond
swiftly to the same disturbances in society, then we
should see the volume of lobbying activity, or the den-
sity of organized interests, and the content of legisla-
tive agendas at both the national and the state levels
changing in a contemporaneous and noncausal man-
ner reflecting the public’s concerns.

A second possible form of linkage is as a substitu-
tion effect. In this case, policies are pursued in differ-
ent venues provided by our federal structure of
government in a sequential fashion. This idea was
noted by Truman (1951, 323) and further developed
by Morton Grodzins (1966), who argued that federal
systems can be viewed as structures with many
cracks through which influence may be exercised.
Patterns of influence impeded at one level may find
opportunities for influence at another. Indeed, state
officials often frame their attention to problems as a
response to federal inaction.1 Thus, in justifying his
state’s more rigorous than average environmental
laws, former California governor Gray Davis (2002,
A15) noted, “The federal government and Congress,
by failing to ratify the Kyoto treaty on global warm-
ing, have missed their opportunity to do the right
thing. So it is left to California, the nation’s most
populous state and the world’s fifth largest economy,
to take the lead.”

But an even better example concerns health care
policy. Following the 1994 failure of President
Clinton’s comprehensive health care proposal, fed-
eral attention to health care seemed at an impasse.
Congress was unable to address even less compre-
hensive health care issues, such as criticisms of
HMOs or the increasing inability of seniors to pay for
prescription drugs.2 Scholars such as West, Heith, and
Goodwin (1996) and Weissert and Weissert (2002)
and journalists such as Johnson and Broder (1996)
assigned primary blame for the Clinton fiasco and
much of the next decade’s stalemate to powerful
interests representing the health care industry. As a
result of this stalemate, however, the states paid
increasing attention to health care policy. Following
the demise of the Clinton proposal, many acted by the
late 1990s to provide their own prescription drug pro-
grams (Gray, Lowery, and Godwin 2007b), to adopt a
number of new and rigorous regulations of HMOs
(Gray, Lowery, and Godwin 2007a), and to take a
number of partial (if usually faltering) steps toward
the provision of comprehensive health care to their
citizens (Gray, Lowery, Godwin, et al. 2005).
Whether as a cause or as an effect of all of this state
attention to health care policy, organized interests

rapidly shifted their attention from Congress to state
capitols. Indeed, the health interest sector or guild in
the states grew more rapidly than any other during the
1990s (Lowery, Gray, and Fellowes 2005b). The key
point, however, is that we might well expect a lack of
congressional activity on an issue to stimulate state-
level attention to it on the part of either state officials
and/or state interest organizations. The best current
example is immigration, where in reaction to
Congress’s failure to act in 2007, over 1,100 
immigration-related bills have been introduced in the
fifty state legislatures thus far this year (National
Conference of State Legislators 2007), and 170 of
them have been enacted into law (Keiderman 2007);
both the passage and the introduction numbers are
double those of 2006.

A third and we think more typical relationship
between congressional legislative activity and the
mobilization of state lobbying is a stimulation effect
reflecting many of the examples we noted earlier. That
is, congressional activity at time 1 may lead to state
lobbying activity at a later time. Activity in
Washington will necessarily stimulate state lawmaking
in situations, such as the No Child Left Behind Act,
where federal acts have significant consequences for
state laws and regulations. In other cases, such a link-
age may better reflect a diffusion of legislative entre-
preneurship, where state legislators see that there is
electoral hay to be made in following a path already
trailblazed by a member of Congress. Indeed, state
interest organizations may mobilize for similar rea-
sons, learning from watching members of Congress.
Congressional legislative activity may also stimulate
mobilization of state interest organizations in line with
Richard Nathan’s cyclical theory of federalism,3

whereby those adversely affected by legislative pro-
posals under consideration at the federal level may
mobilize in the states to protect themselves. Similarly,
those encouraged by the emergence of an issue at the
federal level may decide that the time is ripe to push
for similar actions in their state. In sum, legislative
activity at the federal level may have a strong effect on
the mobilization of interests at the state level.

Stimulation may come in two types, direct and indi-
rect. The direct stimulation effect is that organizations
mobilize in the states to become involved in policy
domains where they see that federal activities are
increasing; they may want to influence state-level
implementation or to counter federal involvement by
enacting state policies working in the opposite direction,
or they may see federal involvement as a sign that polit-
ical winds favor a state initiative as well. In any of these
cases, whether seeking to amplify, modify, or rectify the
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federal policy activity, federal activity leads directly to
the mobilization of interest organizations. The indirect
effect is that federal policy activity may cause increased
state-level legislative activity. This lawmaking activity at
the state level naturally increases lobbying activity in
association with it. While activity in Washington may
ultimately be responsible for mobilization, the more
proximate cause is a change in the pattern of policy
attention in the states.

There are strong reasons to suspect that the third
hypothesis, the stimulation effect, is most prevalent. In
any case, we can devise simple tests to compare the
null, the spurious (contemporaneous), the substitution,
and the stimulation hypotheses, and we do so below. To
do so, we posit two additional expectations in line with
the two mechanisms discussed in the previous para-
graph. First, in line with Nathan’s expectations, we
expect the federal stimulation effects to be stronger in
those policy domains where federal involvement is
greater than in those where states traditionally act
more autonomously. As we noted above, where federal
activities focus on foreign affairs, nuclear nonprolifera-
tion, trade, or other issues treated exclusively at the
national level, this should have little impact. Similarly,
states may be involved in regulation of occupations or
professions, in regulation of critical functions such as
insurance, in running large public enterprises such as
prisons where state policy is almost completely inde-
pendent of any federal policy, as the federal govern-
ment is not a financial partner in these issue areas, nor
is it otherwise involved. Within those issue areas with
greater state–federal partnership or interference, pat-
terns of communication within professional communi-
ties may be more nationalized, and we would therefore
expect stronger stimulation effects in these areas. If for
no other reason, states are often charged with imple-
menting policy changes adopted at the federal level in
such mixed policy domains, and these implementation
efforts will attract lobbying activity.

Second, the stimulation effect should be stronger in
those states with more professional legislatures given
that professional networks of communications are
tighter in those legislatures and that politicians in these
states would welcome the appearance of issues—
whether supportive of or in opposition to federal
activity—as a means of promoting their own careers.
More professionalized legislatures have larger staffs
and more professionally oriented legislators with
greater resources to stay abreast of policy developments
nationally. Thus, compared to nonprofessional legisla-
tures, communications should be more complete, and
linkages from the federal to the state level should be

more firmly in place. Legislative entrepreneurship, we
noted already, is important in both Congress (Wawro
2000) and the states (Weissert 1991). And one impor-
tant shortcut to monitoring the policy environment for
issues to promote is to monitor what other politicians in
other legislatures are talking about (Mintrom 1997). It
is a very small step to suggest that such policy moni-
toring also occurs across levels of government. Indeed,
research on specific policy areas has found evidence of
diffusion of policy innovations running in both direc-
tions across nearly all levels of government (Mossberger
1999; Hecht 2001; Tews, Busch, and Jorgens 2003;
Daley and Garand 2005; Shipan and Volden 2006;
Karch 2007). Indeed, Shipan and Volden (2006) found
that such vertical diffusion is linked to levels of legisla-
tive professionalism. Furthermore, more professional
legislatures may have greater staff resources and be
better connected to national policy communities. So we
would expect the stimulation effects to be stronger in
states with professional legislatures.

Exploring State–Federal Linkages: 
Data and Operationalizations

Our empirical approach builds on previously con-
ducted research at both the state and federal levels.
Leech et al. (2005) examined how hearings activity in
Congress influences the lobbying activities of
Washington interest organizations. Similarly, Gray,
Lowery, Fellowes, and Anderson (2005) showed how
the size of state legislative agendas, as measured by bill
introductions, influences state lobby registrations. While
using quite different measures, both studies found that
legislative activity promotes lobbying activity. We
examine how national legislative activity influences the
demand for lobbying at the state level by introducing the
congressional hearings data from the Policy Agendas
Project (www.policyagendas.org) into the model of state
lobbying registrations used by Gray and colleagues.
More specifically, our analysis builds on Gray et al.’s
test of the energy-stability-area (ESA) model of interest
system density using a pooled model with interest guilds
and fifty states. Their dependent variable—the main
focus of our analysis—was lobbying activity as mea-
sured by state lobby registrations across fifteen interest
guilds in 1997.4 We measure interest activity with the
density of lobby registrations by interest guilds in 1999.
The lobby registration data have been more fully
described elsewhere (Lowery and Gray 2001).5 Not all
of the registration data discussed in that earlier
study could be used in the Gray et al. analysis. Of the
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twenty-six categories of interest guilds in the popula-
tion, Gray et al. excluded several smaller guilds or eco-
nomic sectors because they could not be readily linked
to a guild-specific component of gross state product
(GSP), their measure of the area or supply term of the
ESA model.6 In the end, they analyzed sixteen interest
guilds representing banking–finance, construction,
communications, hotels and restaurants, agriculture,
manufacturing, legal, transportation, insurance, health,
utilities, natural resources, education, local government,
welfare, and sports and recreation, representing 76.09
percent of registrants.7 Four additional guilds are
dropped from our analysis here (manufacturing, hotels
and restaurants, construction, and sports) because they
could not be readily matched with an exclusive set of the
congressional hearings data, which we discuss further
below. In the end, our pooled analysis examines twelve
interest guilds with a total of 22,686 lobby registrations,
or 61.38 percent of state lobbying communities in 1999.

The key independent variables beyond the hearings
measures are the area and energy terms of the ESA
model (Lowery and Gray 1995). As the potential mem-
bership of an interest guild increases, it is expected to
support a larger number of lobby registrations. But this
relationship is also expected to be curvilinear or density
dependent, with the rate of growth of lobby registrations
in response to increases in the size of the potential mem-
bership of a guild expected to slow as the size of the
potential membership becomes larger.8 Gray and
Lowery have used a variety of measures in polynomial
specifications to test the density dependent impact of
variations in the size of the potential membership of
guilds across states.9 All produce similar findings, with
the choice among them largely dependent on the avail-
ability of data at different levels of aggregation. In this
analysis, we need to assess the relationship between the
size of the potential membership of guilds and lobby
registrations across states and guilds. We opt, therefore,
for an intermediate measure of the size of the potential
membership of the interest guilds: the 1997 GSP gener-
ated by each guild in each state.10 Guild-specific GSP is
included in a polynomial specification, with its nominal
value expected to have a positive association with regis-
trations and its squared value a negative coefficient.

Lowery and Gray (1995) use two measures of the
energy underlying the mobilization of state interest
organizations. The first is interest uncertainty. As
party competition increases, the likelihood of sudden
policy change increases. This uncertainty should
encourage both those favored by current policy as
well as those disadvantaged by the status quo to
engage in political activity. Lowery and Gray tap

interest uncertainty with a folded Ranney index of
party competition. We measure party competition
with a folded Ranney index for the 1995 to 1998
period (with the values of nonpartisan Nebraska as
the average of the values of its neighbors). Since this
measure is inversely coded, negative coefficients
indicate that party competition promotes mobiliza-
tion. Lowery and Gray’s (1995) second energy term
concerns constituent interest, the specific concerns of
a guild that are its focus for lobbying. This measure
builds on the strategy originally pioneered by
Bowling and Ferguson (2001), measuring constituent
interest by the size of the issue agenda of concern to
each guild by the number of bills considered in state
legislatures in 1999 tapping issues of concern to it.11

The bill count data were collected from the State Full
Text of Bills database on Nexis Academic Universe.12

In most cases, we used their search terms to code the
number of times that a state bill was considered with
content germane to each guild’s interests.13 In some
cases, however, additional subject search terms were
created when the provided search terms did not
include a term corresponding with our guild topics.
The finance guild, for example, includes both banks
and real estate organizations. In such cases, multiple
search terms were employed to tap this diversity.14

So far, all of the measures were employed by Gray,
Lowery, Fellowes, et al. (2005) in their analysis of the
demand for state interest organizations. The critical
innovation of this analysis is the inclusion of data on
congressional hearings as used by Leech et al. (2005).
At the federal level, lobbyists must disclose their activ-
ities in each of seventy-four different policy domains.
Leech and colleagues took the numbers of congres-
sional hearings as compiled in the Policy Agendas
Project and matched them with as many of these 
seventy-four issue areas as possible. The Policy
Agendas Project categorizes hearings into 226 distinct
subtopics, and Leech and colleagues were able to
establish fits for about two-thirds of the policy topics,
covering 85 percent of the lobbying activity. Here, we
do the same thing for the state interest guilds as previ-
ously identified by Gray et al. The Web appendix with
this article (http://prq.sagepub.com) shows the corre-
spondences between the agendas data and the interest
guilds. Twelve guilds are used in the analysis, repre-
senting 22,686 or 61.38 percent of the total number of
lobby registration by organizations in the states in
1999.

We examine two sets of measures of congressional
hearings: 1998 and 1999. Generally, we expect the
1999 hearings measure to tap a contemporaneous
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impact of policy issues on federal and state agendas
given that there would have been no time for federal
activity within 1999 to diffuse to state-level mobi-
lization of organized interests in the same year. In
contrast, we expect the 1998 hearings measure to tap
a vertical diffusion process, whether in the form of a
substitution or a stimulation effect given that time
would have allowed for a lagged response of one
level of government to the other. In practice, however,
we will see that sorting out these effects is somewhat
difficult given that 1998 and 1999 hearings are corre-
lated at the .95 level. We also examined longer lags
with hearings data from 1996 and 1997, and we also
examined combining the annual measures into bian-
nual counts over four years. These longer lags had
little impact on our findings. Thus, we do not report
these results.

Our theoretical analysis also suggested several pos-
sible interactions. We suggested that the impact of
federal hearings on the mobilization of state interest
organizations might be especially great in those policy
areas where federal involvement is higher and in
states with professional legislators. We use quite
straightforward measures of each, although we will
see that they generate very strong findings. We mea-
sure federal involvement with a simple dummy vari-
able scored one identifying five of the twelve policy
areas—health, agriculture, education, transportation,
and welfare—as more strongly influenced by federal
policy than the others listed in the Web appendix
(http://prq.sagepub.com). Our judgment is based on
the extent to which the federal hearings listed in the
Policy Agendas Project suggest that federal financial
support or regulations would greatly assist, overlap
with, or interfere with similar programs operated by
the states. In agriculture, the thirty-five hearings cov-
ered farm subsidies, agricultural trade and exports, the
plight of the family farm, and the status of the migrant
worker, all areas that affect farm programs operated
by state governments. The forty-two education hear-
ings coded by the Policy Agendas Project took up a
wide variety of topics that vitally affect state educa-
tion policy at all levels, from Head Start to bilingual
education, special education, foreign language train-
ing, science education, testing and performance stan-
dards, programs for the gifted and talented, distance
education, desegregation of schools, charter schools,
funding of libraries, arts and humanities education,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, and a
variety of programs in higher education including
loans and grants to students, the GI bill, construction
funds for college buildings, and National Defense

Education Act funding. Federal hearings in the
domain of health numbered ninety-eight, and they
considered numerous issues that affect states’ abilities
to reform their health care systems, for example, the
impact of the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act on the regulation of HMOs, the Medicaid pro-
gram, and the rising cost of prescription drug cover-
age (thirty-one states have such programs for seniors).
In the transportation area, the fifty-six federal hear-
ings focused on issues of interest to states such as the
interstate highway program, federal aid for highway
construction, mass transit grants, maintenance funds
for bridges, beautification of highways, speed laws,
and drunk driving laws. In the welfare area, Congress
completed its conversion of the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children program to the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families program, a major over-
haul of state welfare programs, changing entitlement
programs to block grants and time-limited programs
during a total of thirty-seven hearings. Also, hearings
were held on child nutrition and women’s programs of
interest to states.

In comparison, the seven remaining policy domains
that are a match between the Policy Agendas Project
and the State Lobbying Project are policy areas in
which the actions of the federal government and state
governments are not as tightly linked. These seven
domains are banking and finance, communications,
government, insurance, law, natural resources, and util-
ities and energy policy. In most of these domains, the
federal government regulates private behavior; it is nei-
ther as great a funding source nor as much a joint regu-
lator. The one exception is government operations,
which refers to federal government procurement, effi-
ciency, and the like, but again not an activity that affects
state governmental operations. One indicator of the dif-
ference between the two sets of hearings is that overall
the federal grants in aid to state and local governments
are much higher for the five policy domains selected as
tightly linked than for the seven policy domains marked
as less tightly linked. In 1998, the federal government
transferred $105.8 billion for health, $36.5 billion for
education, $26.1 billion for transportation, $58.8 billion
for welfare, and $668 million for agriculture (U.S.
Census Bureau 2000, 304). The only surprise here
might be that agriculture expenditures are so low, but
the federal government agricultural presence in states is
much more pervasive than just grant-in-aid programs,
considering the Agricultural Extension Service with
agents available to help farmers in each county, the
presence of a land-grant university in each state, federal
regulations on pesticides, hog farming, and so on. In
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contrast, the amounts of federal grants in aid to the
seven more loosely coupled policy domains are much
less: utilities and energy received $424 million, natural
resources got $1.0 billion, law got $3.7 billion, and the
remaining four domains are not large enough to be
reported in a summary table in the census (U.S. Census
Bureau 2000, 304).

Moreover, we examined the topics of the congres-
sional hearings themselves in the seven policy
domains thought to be more separate from state gov-
ernments. In the twenty-eight hearings held on bank-
ing and finance, none appeared to focus on state
banks; all were about national problems. The fifty-
five hearings on communications covered a broad
range of issues from cell phones to long-distance car-
riers to competition among different carriers, but
none of them were specifically on state matters. The
government hearings numbered fifty-five, and they
extended over the widest range of issues, including
federal employee rights to various benefits and
reviews and audits of agencies, especially the IRS
and OMB, making nominations to various boards.
The only state-level issues mentioned were enacting
a bill to allow states to enact their own laws to regu-
late shipping alcohol across state lines. In the insur-
ance area, there were only three hearings, one of
which was relevant to the states, requiring them to
establish no-fault car insurance. In law and crime,
twenty-two hearings were conducted in 1998;
mainly, they concerned federal problems such as the
operation of the Customs Service, the FBI, and so on,
narcotics in Columbia, counterfeiting of currency,
vacant federal judgeships, and refugees. But there
were some state-related topics such as examining the
threat of drugs and gangs in specific locales (e.g.,
Illinois, New Jersey, Indiana, and Texas), fighting
drugs along the Mexican border, and the role of the
National Guard in fighting the war on drugs. The
domain of natural resources had only nine hearings,
in which the topics were almost exclusively federal in
nature: adding new national parks, reforming federal
regulations in the oil and gas industry, leasing oil and
natural gas on public lands, BLM land exchange and
acquisition, and a new royalty-in-kind program. The
only link to the state level of government was a focus
on the impact of federal land use on rural communi-
ties. And finally, utilities and energy policy was the
subject of only seven policy hearings during the year.
They were primarily concerned with deregulation of
electric utilities, industry restructuring, consumer
issues in electric power, how these issues would play
out in rural areas, the TVA, and federal and state roles

in deregulation. At the same time, they were also
interested in management of the Forest Service and
national recreation areas. Thus, within our data set,
the first set of five policies is definitely more tightly
linked to federal policy activity and receives more
federal money, while the second set of seven policies
is not as tightly linked in, as shown by the nature of
the hearing data and by the fact they receive less
money. But admittedly, this is a rough distinction
between two groups sorted on the basis of our best
judgment; we have no one measure by which to sort,
primarily because we do not have a measure of gov-
ernmental regulation in each policy area. We can only
estimate that. But we present the above two sets as
our best judgment, based on multiple criteria, as poli-
cies within our data set that are loosely coupled and
ones that are tightly coupled relative to each other.

Our theoretical framework also presumes that state
legislative professionalism is one of the mechanisms
through which vertical diffusion operates as profes-
sional state legislators want to emulate the policy agen-
das of their congressional peers. After consideration of
the extant measures of state legislative professionalism
(Berry, Berkman, and Schneiderman 2000; Kurtz
1992; King 2000; Squire 1992), and guided by
Mooney (1994), we elected to employ Squire’s mea-
sure updated as of the late 1990s (Squire and Hamm
2005). It uses the U.S. Congress as a baseline against
which to measure the salary, staff, and time in session
of all fifty state legislatures. California ranked first on
Squire’s index, and New Hampshire ranked last in pro-
fessionalism, which seems to lend face validity to the
measure. The federal involvement dummy and the
Squire index, as well as their interactions with the
1998 hearings measure, are included following presen-
tation of baseline models.

While the main part of our analysis focuses on the
direct impact of federal hearings frequency on lobbying
registrations in the states, we also conduct an additional
set of tests of the indirect effects of hearings on state
lobby registrations through their impact on the size of
state legislative agendas. That is, federal hearings activ-
ity may lead state legislators to introduce bills on the
subjects of the hearings, which would in turn be
expected to influence state lobby registrations given the
logic of the ESA model. The dependent variable in this
second set of tests is agenda size as measured by bill
counts, which we have already discussed as one of the
energy terms of the ESA model. The key independent
variables in this analysis are the congressional hearings
measure and its interaction with federal activity and
state legislative professionalism, as just discussed. To
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control for rival explanations of bill introductions, we
include a full array of state dummy variables in these
models, although these are not reported. We finally
look at the combined direct and indirect effects of
lagged hearings.

Findings

Table 1 presents the baseline and enhanced ESA lob-
bying registration models without inclusion of dummy
controls for states except for model 7. Looking initially
at these simpler models is essential, we think, to assess
the robustness of the model given potential problems of
collinearity associated with the state dummies. That is,
the party competition variable varies over only states,
not interest guilds. And the agenda size and hearings
measures vary over only guilds, not states. Using
dummy controls in these situations, thus, risks rather
severe collinearity problems. But we will see later that
introduction of the state dummy controls does not 
alter our findings. The first model in the table presents 

a baseline predictor of state lobby registrations without
inclusion of the federal policy activities measure. The
linear GSP term is, as expected, positive and significant
in the baseline ESA model as well as in all of the mod-
els including variants of the congressional hearings
measure. Also as expected, the squared GSP estimates
are uniformly negative and significant, indicating that
density dependence sets in as interest systems become
large. Similarly, the party competition estimates are
negative and significant, indicating—given inverse 
coding—that registrations increase with competition.
And the size of the state policy agenda—as measured
by bill counts—generated positive, significant esti-
mates. These results are as expected and provide strong
support for the ESA model.15 But this is not a new find-
ing, and we therefore have little further to say about the
ESA coefficients given that they are included in the
models to provide the necessary context within which
to assess the impact of the federal hearings variables.

Models 2 and 3 in Table 1 show, respectively, the
impact of contemporaneous congressional hearings

Table 1
Pooled Guild State Interest System Density Models with Federal Hearings Variables

Dependent Variable: No. of Organizational Lobby Registrations 1999

Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Sector gross state product 1999 0.72††† 0.67††† 0.65††† 0.65††† 0.65††† 0.72††† 0.38††† 0.81†††

6.62 6.36 6.20 6.17 9.36 10.25 5.23 11.82
Sector gross state product sq. 1999 –0.38††† –0.35††† –0.33††† –0.33††† –0.31††† –0.35††† –0.11†† –0.61†††

–3.02 –2.85 –2.67 –2.65 –5.41 –6.10 –2.06 –10.26
Party competition –0.08††† –0.09††† –0.09††† –0.09††† –0.10††† –0.09††† –0.01 –0.09†††

–2.74 –2.96 –3.15 –3.19 –3.33 –3.08 –0.11 –3.02
Size of 1999 agenda 0.30††† 0.30††† 0.29††† 0.29††† 0.19††† 0.21††† 0.25††† 0.28†††

4.75 5.10 4.88 4.59 5.31 5.62 7.53 8.21
1999 fed. hearings — 0.15*** — –0.01 — 0.47*** 0.35*** 0.49***

4.40 –0.12 4.44 3.95 8.37
1998 fed. hearings — 0.16*** 0.17 –0.15** –0.68*** –0.53*** –0.49***

4.38 1.61 –2.51 –0.51 –4.74 –6.50
Federal involvement –0.32*** –0.45*** –0.47*** –0.18***

–4.84 –6.33 –7.89 –3.09
Involvement × 1998 hearings 0.58*** 0.80*** 0.75*** 0.33***

7.29 8.63 9.83 5.58
Legislative professionalism — — — — –0.02 –0.03 0.00 0.05

–0.39 –0.59 0.05 1.16
Professionalism × 1998 hearings — — — — 0.11† 0.08† 0.14††† 0.02

1.58 1.35 2.61 0.28
Constant 41.21 33.84 36.41 36.65 49.94 46.43 11.54 32.34
R2 .47 .49 .49 .49 .54 .55 .72 .58

Note: N = 600. Standardized coefficients are presented with t-values reported below. Model 7 includes dummy variables for 49 states. In
model 8, annual values of the dated dependent and independent variables are lagged 2 years. Thus, the dependent variable is for 1997 and
the 1999 and 1998 dated independent variables are for 1997 and 1996, respectively.
*p < .10, two-tailed. **p < .05, two-tailed. ***p < .01, two-tailed. †p < .10, one-tailed. ††p < .05, one-tailed. †††p < .01, one-tailed.
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in 1999 and lagged hearings in 1998 on state lobby
registrations in 1999, controlling for the ESA model
variables just explained. Federal hearings add only
modestly to the overall predictive power of the two
models, but both the 1999 (model 2) and the 1998
(model 3) variables are highly significant and posi-
tive, indicating that congressional hearings promote
state lobby registrations. To distinguish between the
contemporaneous effect of the 1999 hearings mea-
sure and the stimulation effect of the lagged 1998
measure, both are included in model 4 of the table.
The estimate for the contemporaneous 1999 measure
switches sign to negative. But the more important
consequence of including both the 1998 and 1999
measures is that neither is now discernibly different
from zero, precluding our ability to reject the null
hypotheses that congressional hearings have no
impact on state lobbying registrations. We have
already noted, however, that the two measures are
very strongly correlated (r = .95). Thus, it is likely
that collinearity is preventing us from distinguishing
their effects. But given the strong positive estimates
for both in models 2 and 3 and the fact that the posi-
tive estimate for the lagged 1998 variable in model 3
approaches standard significance criteria (t = 1.61),
we continue to include it in the model. However, we
reconsider this decision below in our discussion of
model 6. At this point, then, model 3 seems to pro-
vide the best specification and indicates that federal
hearings do indeed stimulate state lobby registrations
in a direct manner when controlling for the standard
ESA variables. Our comparison of models 2 and 3
suggests that the stimulation effect (model 3) is more
powerful than the potentially spurious explanation
associated with the contemporaneous effect (model
2). The substitution effect—a negative relationship
between federal activities and state mobilization—
receives no support.

In model 5, we include measures and interaction
terms designed to distinguish policy areas with greater
federal policy involvement and states with greater leg-
islative professionalism. Inclusion of both variables and
their interaction terms requires that we interpret our
results carefully. Hearings in 1998 now show a slight
negative relationship with lobby registrations (b =
–0.15) as compared to a slightly stronger positive rela-
tionship in the basic model 3 (b = 0.16). However, the
interaction with areas of federal influence has a positive
coefficient of 0.58, suggesting that the overall effect is
highly positive for those issue areas with strong federal
involvement, negative for those with little federal

involvement. Similarly, the interaction between hear-
ings and legislative professionalism is positive (0.11) as
well, albeit weakly so at only the .10 level. Still, this
suggests that those states with more professional legis-
latures respond significantly more strongly to federal
government activities. These complicated interactions
create some issues of collinearity in our models (e.g., as
the states with highly professional legislatures also tend
to be those with the greatest GSP values, an essential
control in the ESA model). But the overall picture laid
out in Table 1 is clear. Model 3 suggests that there is a
stimulation effect. Model 5 makes clear that the pat-
terns of interaction differ significantly, and indeed are
opposite in impact, in professional as opposed to non-
professional legislatures and in those issue areas with
greater federal involvement versus those where the
states are relatively autonomous. These findings sug-
gest, reasonably enough, that state-level lobby registra-
tions by organized interests can be affected by federal
policy activity but that the effect is much stronger in
certain states and in certain issue areas than in others.16

The results in model 5 include only the lagged
1998 hearings given the lack of discernible estimates
in model 4 when both 1998 and 1999 hearings vari-
ables were included in the model. Model 6 is similar
to model 5 but now reinserts the 1999 hearing vari-
able to check whether the exclusion in model 5 based
on considerations of collinearity was premature. It
seems that it was. While all of the other estimates
remain essentially the same, both the 1998 hearings
estimate and the 1999 hearings estimate are signifi-
cant in model 6. And their respective signs—positive
for the 1999 estimate and, consistent with model 5,
negative for the 1998 estimate—suggest that federal
policy activity has a very complex influence on lobby
registrations. The most plausible interpretation of the
positive 1999 estimate is that both federal and state
policy systems are responding contemporaneously to
policy events in the real world. This effect now seems
to be independent of the mix of stimulus and substi-
tution effects associated with lagged 1998 hearings
and its associated interactions with state legislative
professionalism and the level of federal policy
involvement.17

The last two models in Table 1 probe the robust-
ness of the model in two ways. Model 7 is similar to
model 6 but includes forty-nine state dummy vari-
ables to probe the robustness of the model in the face
of naïve controls for other state-level influences on
state lobby registrations. The results are very similar
to those presented in model 6, with perhaps only two

 at RUTGERS UNIV on January 24, 2010 http://prq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



Baumgartner et al. / Federal Policy Activity and State Lobbying 561

points worth noting. First, the estimate for the party
competition variable is no longer significant. This is
almost certainly because of the inclusion of the state
dummies since the party competition variable—along
with several others—varies only by state. And sec-
ond, the interaction of professionalism and 1998
hearings, which was positive but only weakly signif-
icant in models 5 and 6, now generates a positive esti-
mate (0.14) that is significant at the .01 level. The last
model in Table 1 differs from the others in terms of the
period examined. That is, the dependent variable in this
model is a count of lobby registrations by organizations
for 1997 rather than 1999. Furthermore, the dated
annual measures of the independent variables (GSP and
GSP squared, size of agenda, and federal hearings) are
for 1996 and 1997, respectively, rather than for 1998
and 1999. Thus, model 8 tests the same specification as
used for model 6 but for two years prior to the earlier
results.18 The results for model 8 are strikingly similar
to those reported for model 6. In all but one case, the
estimates are signed and significant in the same man-
ner. The one exception is the interaction of profession-
alism and hearings, which, while only marginally
significant in model 6 (t = 1.35), is not discernibly dif-
ferent from zero in model 8 (t = 0.28). Again, however,
at least some of this weakness may be because of
collinearity. When either the legislative professionalism
variable or its interaction with hearings is removed
from model 8, the remaining estimate is positive with a
notably higher t-value (t = 1.95 for professionalism and

t = 1.59 for the professionalism and hearings interac-
tion). Thus, the results reported earlier seem to be
robust in the face of naïve controls for specification
error and time period.

We return to considering the net effect of lagged
hearings in a moment. But first, we have also noted
that congressional hearings may also have an indirect
impact on state lobby registrations by stimulating bill
introductions in state legislatures, which in turn stim-
ulates registrations in the manner specified by the
baseline ESA model. We test this expectation in
Table 2, which reports the results from regressing
1998 and 1999 federal hearings and their interactions
with state legislative professionalism and federal
responsibility on our measure of the size of state 
policy agendas (bill counts) in 1999. Obviously, this
is far from a complete specification. Still, while their
estimates are not reported, our specification also
included a full set of state dummy variables to 
control—if in a naïve manner—for other state-level
determinants of legislative activity (Gray and Lowery
1995b).

The results of the first model with only the 1999
hearings variable provides little evidence of a contem-
poraneous impact of federal hearings on the size of
state agendas. The estimate of the 1999 congressional
hearings in model 1 is positive but generates an esti-
mate that is smaller than its standard error. In contrast,
inclusion of the lagged 1998 hearings variable in model
2 generates a significant positive estimate, indicating

Table 2
Pooled Guild Agenda Size Models with Federal Hearings Variables and State Dummies

Dependent Variable: Size of State or Guild Policy Agenda, 1999

Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

1999 fed. hearings 0.04 — –0.93*** –0.55***
0.76 –10.01 –4.95

1998 fed. hearings — 0.14*** 1.03*** 0.37***
3.01 9.97 2.62

Federal involvement — — — –0.50***
–6.65

Involvement × 1998 hearings — — — 0.60***
6.15

Legislative professionalism — — — –0.36
–1.59

Professionalism × 1998 hearings — — — 0.18**
2.54

Constant 11.16 –15.85 18.16 157.32
R2 .35 .37 .46 .51

Note: N = 600. Standardized coefficients are presented with t-values reported below. Coefficients of state dummies are not shown.
*p < .10, two-tailed. **p < .05, two-tailed. ***p < .01, two-tailed.
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that congressional hearings in one year have a positive
or stimulative influence on state bill introductions in the
following year, which then promote lobby registrations.
Still, as seen in model 3, both a lagged stimulative and
a contemporaneous substitution effect are evident when
agenda size is regressed on both 1998 and 1999 hear-
ings. The former is positive, suggesting that more con-
gressional hearings in one year is associated with a
larger state policy agenda in the following year. But the
latter is positive, suggesting that within any one year,
more federal attention to an issue via hearings sup-
presses the size of the state policy agenda in that policy
domain in that same year. This is the opposite of the
results in model 1, suggesting that activity of organized
interests and bill introductions may not be fully in sync
over time (but see Lowery, Gray, and Fellowes 2005a).

Both the positive 1998 and negative 1999 hearings
estimates are also evident in model 4, which includes
the federal influence and state legislative profession-
alism measures and their interactions with 1998 hear-
ings. Both coefficients for federal influence and the
two legislative professionalism estimates are signifi-
cant and signed in a manner that is consistent with
results reported in model 7 of Table 1. In general,
greater federal involvement in a policy area sup-
presses the size of the state agenda in that domain as

measured by bill counts. However, when Congress
holds more hearings, this is reversed so that states in
the following year face a more crowded policy
agenda. Furthermore, lagged federal hearings in gen-
eral have an indirect stimulative impact on state
lobby registrations through their impact on the size of
state policy agendas (b = –0.37). In sum, federal hear-
ings activity has an indirect impact on the size of the
lobby community via a similarly complex set of rela-
tionships as observed for the direct impacts.

So how do these direct and indirect federal influ-
ences combine to influence lobby registrations?
Answers are provided in Figure 1, which reports the
predicted number of lobby registrations for an inter-
est guild under varying conditions of number of
lagged (1998) congressional hearings, levels of state
legislative professionalism, and level of federal pol-
icy involvement. These estimates were generated
using the estimates reported in model 6 in Table 1 and
setting most of the ESA variables (GSP, GSP
squared, and party competition) at their means. We
then varied number of congressional hearings, levels
of legislative professionalism, and level of federal
policy involvement across their means, plus one stan-
dard deviation, and minus one standard deviation,
respectively. These changes tap the direct impacts of
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federal hearings activity on state lobbying activity.
We also, using the results in the last column of Table 2,
varied the values of state policy agenda variable in
the core ESA model for the several conditions of
these three independent variables. This taps the indi-
rect impacts of congressional hearing activity on
lobby registration as expressed through the size of
state policy agendas. Thus, the first set of three bars
in the figure shows the expected number of lobby
registrations for an interest guild holding all variables
at their means (including professionalism and federal
involvement) but using the mean, plus one standard
deviation, and minus one standard deviation esti-
mates of number of federal hearings, respectively,
and the associated values for size of state policy
agenda. The next set of three bars indicates the same
results but under conditions of minus one standard
deviation and plus one standard deviation in levels of
professionalism and minus one standard deviation
and plus one standard deviation in levels of federal
involvement, respectively.

Three results of this figure are noteworthy. First,
for states with average levels of legislative profes-
sionalism and interest guilds with average levels of
federal involvement, higher than average numbers of
hearings do not greatly increase lobbying registra-
tions (31.53) over baseline (31.34). Yet lower than
average levels of hearings lead to very low levels of
lobby registration (14.53). This suggests that lagged
hearings have a modest stimulative effect. But there
are powerful interactions in the analysis.

Thus, second, the highest bar in the figure (61.14) is
under the condition of higher than average hearings in
states with professional legislatures. This really stands
out in comparison to the other values in the second and
third sets of comparisons. And it stands in sharp con-
trast to the weak substitution effect of federal hearings
in the low professionalism condition, where higher than
average numbers of lagged hearing produced an esti-
mate of only 26.96 registrations while fewer than aver-
age hearings generated an estimate of 33.07 registrants.
Simply put, more hearings in one year stimulate lobby
registrations in states with professional legislatures in
the following year. In sum, greater than average
numbers of hearings add to the usual or baseline
numbers of interest organizations registered to lobby in
states with professionalized legislatures. The opposite,
if a somewhat weaker, effect occurs in states with low
levels of professionalism.

The third key result to note concerns the powerful
interaction between numbers of congressional hear-
ings and levels of federal policy involvement. In areas

of low federal involvement, fewer federal hearings are
associated with higher number of lobby registration:
46.92 in the low hearings condition and only 17.10 in
the high hearings condition. The opposite occurs in the
high federal involvement condition; higher than aver-
age numbers of congressional hearings produce an
estimated 46.27 lobby registrations while lower than
average hearings produced only 15.40. In the former
case, low federal involvement in general and few hear-
ings in specific indicate a policy area that is likely to be
fundamentally a state concern and one which the
national government has chosen to avoid. As a result,
we might well expect more lobbying activity at the
state level. Still, the very low number of registrations
(17.10) under the condition of low federal involvement
and high numbers of congressional hearings is a bit
surprising. One possibility is that this reflects some-
thing of a substitution effect with the causality operat-
ing in a consistent if mirror image of the health care
example of a substitution effect discussed earlier. That
is, we might see congressional hearings in some trou-
bled policy areas in which the national government is
not normally involved but in which there is also little
policy activity—and thus relatively few organized
interests—at the state level. Congressional hearings on
race relations in the 1950s might provide an example
where the Congress is acting in substitute for state pol-
icy makers. But under the high federal involvement
condition, the impact of hearings is obvious and oper-
ates in the expected manner. When the Congress holds
hearing on issues in which it exercises considerable
influence, state lobbying activity increases markedly in
the following year.

Conclusion

Scholars have recently turned their attention to
how political activity on the part of organized inter-
ests is stimulated by legislative agendas (Leech et al.
2005; Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, and Anderson 2005).
We extended these analyses by examining several
ways in which policy agendas at the national and
state levels might be linked so as to influence the
state interest group mobilization. By doing so, we
have added evidence to support the claim that inter-
est-group mobilization is affected not only by social
and economic trends but also by the stimulative or
suppressive effects of government activity itself.
More to the point, the conclusion applies across the
levels of the federal policy system. Our results sup-
port several conclusions, all of which point to various
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ways in which the growth and development of policy
activities at the federal level do indeed affect state-
level interest group mobilizations. The precise mech-
anisms and timing associated with these factors
should be the object of further research, but the gen-
eral effects are clear: strong linkages exist between
federal policy activities and the subsequent activities
of groups in the states.

First, given the positive sign and significance of the
1999 hearings variable in models 6 and 7 from Table 1,
we have evidence of a contemporaneous direct
response to ongoing events in the political world at both
levels of government. We have not highlighted this
impact in our discussion of Figure 1, which emphasizes
the direct and indirect impacts of lagged hearings, but it
is one of the most important aspects of our results.
Lobbyists at the state level and members of Congress
through hearings are both reacting to the same things;
given their powerful incentives to do so, there is no rea-
son to expect them to fail to react to common problems
and opportunities.

Second, the results in the same models also provide
evidence of a direct lagged substitution effect. That is,
the negative and significant estimate of the 1998 hear-
ings suggests that congressional hearings in one year
dampen state lobby registrations in the following year,
at least in certain states (those with the least profes-
sionalized legislatures) and in certain policy areas
(those with the least federal involvement). But the
more powerful impact is through stimulating even
greater than baseline lobbying activity in states with
professionalized legislatures and in policy areas with
higher than average levels of federal involvement.

Third, the results in Table 2 suggests that congres-
sional hearings have indirect lagged stimulation and
indirect contemporaneous substitution effects on state
lobbying activity though their impacts on the size of
state policy agendas. These effects of the lagged (1998)
and contemporary (1999) hearings variables are the
opposite of those observed for the direct effects on reg-
istrations. This suggests that it takes time for changes in
levels of federal activity to work their way into patterns
of bill introductions in the states to which organized
interests respond. But fourth, levels of professionalism
in state legislatures and levels of federal involvement
with policy areas influence these indirect (through the
size of state policy agendas) effects in the same manner
as observed with the direct effects. That is, the size of
state policy agendas react more positively to lagged
congressional hearings in states with professional legis-
latures and in policy areas in which the federal govern-
ment plays a strong funding and/or regulator role.

The broader interpretation is that state lobby regis-
trations seem to have a very complex direct and indirect
response to congressional hearings. Our results suggest
that the processes of vertical policy diffusion are many
and distinct. In all, these findings provide strong and
robust support for the view that organized interests are
strongly affected not only by the “bottom-up” factors
that have long been studied in the literature and that are
reflected in the supply and area variables in the ESA
model but also by the “energy” factors. The uncertainty
of the state legislative environment, the degree of pol-
icy activity in the state, long- and short-term levels of
policy activity apparent at the federal level, and espe-
cially the connections among these factors are impor-
tant forces in stimulating organizations to mobilize
either to protect themselves from initiatives they
oppose or to take advantage of opportunities to shape
new policies they support, but only under certain con-
ditions, an observation that is impossible to derive from
studies of diffusion focusing on a single policy. If a dif-
fusion of policy attention is a necessary prerequisite for
diffusions of policy innovations, then a broader consid-
eration of the multiple pathways in which federal pol-
icy attention influences state policy attention in the
manner examined here is needed in further studies of
vertical diffusion. Organized interests react to their
environments, and other levels of government and their
activities are a large part of the environment.

Notes

1. A harsher if rarer form of substitution is preemption—when
federal action precludes state action, such as with the 1974
Employee Retirement Income Security Act, which preempts state
laws that “relate to” employee benefit programs (including health
plans) unless such laws are part of the traditional state function of
regulating insurance.

2. Done through the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improvement
and Modernization Act of 2003.

3. Nathan argued that when society favors new public action,
proponents find it more efficient to achieve policy change at the
center. But when there is diminished support for public action in
the society (i.e., during conservative periods), proponents are
likely to be most successful in those states where there happens,
for whatever reason, to be support for such action. Thus, states
will move into policy areas as the national government moves out
or does not take initiative.

4. The stringency of state lobbying registration rules has little
impact on the density (Lowery and Gray 1994a, 1997) and diver-
sity (Gray and Lowery 1998) of state interest communities.

5. Registration lists were gathered by mail or Web page from
state agencies responsible for their maintenance. After purging
state agencies in states requiring their registration, organizations
registered to lobby—rather than individual lobbyists—were
coded by organizational type (membership group, institution, or
association) and interest content (twenty-six guilds of substantive
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interests) using directories of organizations and associations and
the Web pages of individual organizations. A second coder then
examined the coding assignments with discrepancies resolved via
discussion between the two coders. Only 1.58 percent of the
35,928 registrations in 1997 and a similar number in 1999 could
not be coded by type or substantive interest.

6. These included the organizations in the military/veterans,
good government, tax, environment, religion, women’s issues,
and civil rights guilds. Similarly, the small business and the 
services-of-business guilds were excluded because of their
extreme issue diversity, which made it difficult to identify their
discrete interests in the bills being considered by state legisla-
tures. Second, the small police/fire guild was combined with the
local government guild.

7. Interest organizations frequently move on and off state
lobby registration rolls as specific issues wax and wane (Gray
and Lowery 1995a). For example, 17.35 percent of the interest
organizations registered to lobby in the states in 1997 were not
registered in 1998. Of those registered in 1998, 27.48 percent
were not registered in 1997.

8. Lowery and Gray (2001) report that density dependence
results roughly equally from the depression of new registrations
and the death of older organizations.

9. These include narrow indicators that are specific to each
guild (Lowery and Gray 1995), intermediate measures such as
the number of firms associated with each (Lowery, Gray, and
Fellowes 2005a), and highly aggregated measures such as total
gross state product (GSP; Lowery and Gray 1998).

10. Guild-specific GSP is strongly correlated with the number
of related firms (Lowery, Gray, and Fellowes 2005a), another
intermediate measure of the area term of the energy-stability-area
(ESA) model.

11. Several available measures of state agendas were consid-
ered. While each of these measures of legislative agendas has
virtues, our analysis requires a measure of legislative activity in
many different issue areas, a level of specificity that is not
reached by extant measures. Furthermore, we required a measure
of the entire state legislative agenda, and not only bills of high
priority to governors or those with roll calls. Given that a consid-
erable part of this analysis considers contemporaneous and
lagged effects of hearings, some might ask about the exclusively
contemporaneous inclusion of the bill count data in the ESA
model. However, Lowery, Gray, and Fellowes (2005a) fully
examined a variety of specifications for the agenda size variable,
finding that a simple contemporaneous inclusion clearly proved
to be the superior specification.

12. The database is maintained by LexisNexis, a division of
Reed Elsevier Inc., and is available at http://www.nexis.com. The
database contains bill text files for all bills considered by each
statehouse in a calendar year and provides a separate listing for
each revised version of a bill in the database. For example,
Alabama House Bill 175, which appropriated $4,564,831 to the
Department of Public Health in 1997, was listed five times in the
database: one entry was the introductory version, three were revi-
sions, and the fifth was the enacted bill.

13. Alternative coding modes were considered, including key-
word text and bill summary searches. But these were deemed to
be infeasible or unreliable because of database limitations.

14. The search terms for the fifteen guilds were as follows (with
the search terms in parentheses): agriculture (agriculture), finance
(banking, real estate), communications (media, telecommunica-
tions), construction (construction), education (education), health

(health), insurance (insurance), law (legal), local government
(municipality, public employees, police, fire), manufacturing (man-
ufacturing), natural resources (gas, oil, minerals), sports (sport),
transportation (highways, transit, airports), utilities (utilities), and
welfare (social services, charities). Two issues must be noted. First,
we do not believe that the search terms provide a comprehensive
count of all of the bills the several guilds attend to as they lobby
state legislators. Rather, the measure is designed to tap variations in
legislative activity across states and across guilds. After reviewing
the issue counts, we are quite confident that they tap this variation.
States with extensive natural resources, for example, generated
much higher bill counts than did those without oil, natural gas, or
mining industries. Second, as noted earlier, some bills are counted
more than once if they were revised as they moved through the leg-
islative process. Rather than a drawback, we view this aspect of the
coding scheme as quite appropriate for our purpose. The attention
of organized interests should be heightened as bills proceed further
on the road toward becoming law. Our coding scheme taps this
greater energy. In 1999, the average guild in the average state gen-
erated 117.72 bill counts, with a standard deviation of 179.41.

15. One-tailed tests are used for the ESA model variables
given strong prior expectations.

16. This complex interpretation was confirmed when model 2
was run separately under four conditions: (1) nonprofessional leg-
islature (with the Squire indicator dichotomized into high and low
levels of professionalism) and low federal activity, (2) nonprofes-
sional legislature and high federal activity, (3) professional legis-
lature and low federal activity, and (4) professional legislature and
high federal activity. The standardized estimates of the 1998 hear-
ings variables were, respectively, –0.12 (t = –2.71), 0.34 (t = 4.97),
–0.15 (t = –1.13), and 0.63 (t = 3.49). Hearings had a negative, sig-
nificant impact in condition 1, a slightly negative impact in condi-
tion 3, a modest but significantly positive impact in condition 2,
and a very strong positive impact in condition 4.

17. We also tried to examine the interactions of federal respon-
sibility and professionalism with contemporaneous 1999 hearings.
At that point, however, collinearity became overwhelming.

18. Although there are considerable continuities across number
of federal hearings over this two-year period, the numbers are less
than perfectly correlated. That is, the simple correlation of the 1999
and 1997 hearings numbers across the twelve sectors is .88, and the
correlation of the 1996 and 1998 measures is .76. The simple cor-
relation of the 1997 and 1999 dependent variable is .92. The
remaining variables were not changed in model 8 because they were
measured for the latter half of the 1990s and change relatively little
over time within states.
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