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Abstract

In this article we carry out a descriptive analysis of lobbying expenditures on migration in
the USA between 1998 and 2005. While political action committees (PAC) contributions
and lobbying are in general positively correlated, our results suggest that this is not the
case when it comes to lobbying on migration. As a result, any analysis of the role of
lobbying in migration should not focus on PAC contributions alone. Comparing lobbying
on migration and trade, we find that substantially more resources are spent on the latter
than on the former. Finally, lobbying on migration appears to be more concentrated than
lobbying on trade both across sectors and across organizations.
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1 Introduction

Only a small minority of voters in the main destinations of immigrant
flows favours more open migration policies. Based on the National
Identity Module of the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP),
in 1995, less than 10% of the respondents were in favour of increasing
the number of immigrants to their country.! The fraction of voters in
favour of further immigration was also very low in 2003 (Mayda 2006).
According to the ISSP survey carried out in that year,” only 11% of
respondents were in favour of increasing the number of foreigners allowed
into the country (Facchini and Mayda 2008).> More recently, a survey
carried out by the German Marshall Fund revealed that, in 2011, in five
European countries® only 4% of the population felt that there were too
few immigrants—that is, only 4% of the population was presumably in
favour of a more open policy stance—while 47% felt that there were too
many of them.’

The 1995 ISSP survey covered more than 20 high- and middle-income countries.

The 2003 ISSP survey covered 33 high- and middle-income countries.

In particular, in the USA, the fraction of voters in favour of increasing the number of
immigrants to the USA was 8% in 1995 and 10% in 2003.

France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and UK.

The corresponding percentages in the USA were in the same year 4% and 44%.
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Given the extent of opposition to immigration revealed by public
opinion surveys, one might wonder why governments allow migration to
take place at all. In fact a simple median-voter model,® applied to the
voters’ preferences we observe in the data, would predict close-to-zero
flows, while actual arrivals are non-trivial in number. How can this ‘public
opinion puzzle’—as has been labelled in the political science literature
(Freeman 1992; Joppke 1998)—be explained? Why are policymakers
willing to let the size of migration be much larger than desired by the
majority of their voters? One very likely explanation of the discrepancy
between voters’ opinions and the actual size of migration flows is that the
political process through which heterogencous voters’ preferences are
aggregated is richer than a simple referendum (where each voter has
the same weight). In particular domestic interest groups, many of which
are pro-migration, are likely to play an important role.” In fact, there is
abundant anecdotal evidence supporting this view dating back to the great
migration of the 19th century as well as to more recent developments. In
the past, active subsidization of immigration has been demanded and
obtained by business associations in many labour-scarce countries, as
documented by Timmer and Williamson (1996). In her study of the
political economy of the introduction of the 1917 Literacy Test provision
in the USA, Goldin (1994) points out that capital owners were against this
restrictive measure and actively lobbied against it.

More recently, business lobbies have been in favour of migration both in
the USA and in Europe. For instance, during the ‘dot com’ boom at the
end of the 90s, high-tech firms have intensively and successfully lobbied
the US Congress to increase the number of H-1B visas.® At the same time,
US hospitals and healthcare providers have been able to secure an increase
in the number of H-1C visas awarded to foreign nurses. Finally, after the
2006 US midterm elections, the vice-president of Technet, a lobbying
group for technology companies, stressed that the main goal of the

 In the median voter model, policies are chosen according to the preferences of the major-

ity (e.g., in a referendum).

Note that, in standard labour-economics models, immigration produces net gains in the
destination country as gains to the capital owners from cheap labour outweigh losses to
the workers (Borjas 1995). Therefore, another explanation of the public opinion puzzle is
that, besides political considerations, policymakers also care about social welfare.

The H-1B is a non-immigrant visa that enables US employers to temporarily hire foreign
workers in specialty occupations, which typically require the attainment of a bachelor’s
degree as a minimum. The work permit lasts for 3 years, is tied to the initial sponsor, and
the current cap is set at 85,000 per year. Writing at the peak of the boom Goldsborough
(2000) pointed out: ‘Immigration policy today is driven by businesses that need more
workers, skilled and unskilled, legal and illegal [...] During the annual debate on H-1B
visas two years ago, Silicon Valley executives trooped before Congress, warning of a Y2K
computer disaster unless the number of H-1B visas was increased’.
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reforms proposed by her group was the relaxation of migration policy
constraints.” New visa categories have also been introduced in the USA
as the result of lobbying activities. An interesting example is the case of
H-2R visas. In 2005, the quota for H-2B visas was filled with none of them
going to the seafood industry in Maryland.'® This industry started heavy
lobbying of the Maryland senator Barbara A. Mikulski, who was able to
add a last-minute amendment to the Tsunami Relief Act (P.L. 109-13) of
11 May 2005 (Cox News, 4 May 20006). As a result, a new visa category
was introduced, H-2R visas. The requirements for H-2R visas are the same
as for H-2B visas, but there is no quota. As long as the individual has held
an H-2B visa in one of the previous three fiscal years, he can get an H-2R
visa. This has substantially expanded the number of temporary, non-
agricultural workers allowed to enter the USA.

In Europe, pro-migration business interest groups appear to play a simi-
lar role. For example, in the UK, associations like the Business for New
Europe group'! have issued statements suggesting that ‘. . .the UK should
continue with its open door policy’, on the eve of the discussion on intro-
ducing a cap on migration from Bulgaria and Romania, once the two
countries became members of the European Union (Agence France
Press, 30 August 2000).

Note that not all interest groups are in favour of migration. Labour
unions, for example, have historically been an important political force
against free migration. However, the evidence in the literature is that anti-
migration pressures by interest groups have become less effective over
time.'?

While anecdotal evidence on the role played by interest groups is
abundant, systematic empirical analyses are scarce. The only studies in
the literature, which empirically investigate the political economy of
migration policy, with a specific focus on lobbying activity, are Hanson
and Spilimbergo (2001); Facchini and Mayda (2008); Facchini et al.
(2011), and Kerr et al. (2014) (details of each paper are described in
Section 2). In particular, Facchini et al. (2011) analyse the impact of
lobbying activity on migration policy in the USA using a newly available

®  CIO, 19 December 2006, available at http://www.cio.com/article/27581/

H-2B visas are for temporary workers in unskilled, seasonal, non-agricultural occupa-
tions (e.g., in the planting-pine-trees industry; the resort industry, the seafood industry,
the gardening industry in the North of the USA).

This is a UK-based pressure group. The heads of the supermarket chain Sainsburys and
the head of the European division of the investment bank Merrill Lynch were among the
signatories.

See, e.g., Facchini and Mayda (2008). This article’s results are consistent with the fact
that, in recent years, US labour unions have substantially toned down the rhetoric
against migration.
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data set on lobbying expenditures on immigration. While the data set
provides information at the firm level, Facchini et al. only focus on vari-
ation across sectors (since data on the number of visas—which they use as
the dependent variable—and on other relevant economic variables are
only available at that level).

In this article, we use the same data set as Facchini et al. (2011) and
carry out a descriptive analysis of lobbying expenditures on migration,
in the USA, both across sectors and across lobbying organizations,
between 1998 and 2005.'* The data set, developed by the Center for
Responsive Politics (CRP), contains information on the policy area tar-
geted by lobbying activities. As a result, we can quantify the lobbying
expenditures that are channelled towards shaping immigration policy.
This represents a significant improvement in the quality of the data rela-
tive to the previous literature which has used, instead, political action
committees (PAC) campaign contributions.'* First, PAC contributions
represent only a small fraction (10%) of targeted political activity, the
remainder being made up by lobbying expenditures. Second, PAC contri-
butions cannot be disaggregated by issue and, thus, cannot be easily linked
to a particular policy. Finally, we compare our findings on lobbying on
migration to results on lobbying on trade.

Several interesting points emerge from our analysis. First, while PAC
contributions and lobbying are in general positively correlated, our results
suggest that this is not the case when it comes to lobbying on migration.
As a result any analysis that focuses on the role of pressure group activity
in affecting migration should take advantage of these new data on lobby-
ing, rather than relying only on PAC contribution data. Second, while
overall lobbying expenditures increased steadily over our sample period,
lobbying on both migration and trade appears to fluctuate more. Third,
the total amount spent on lobbying for immigration and trade never
exceeded 6% of the total lobbying contributions, and the total amount
contributed with the purpose of shaping trade policy was typically four to
six times larger than the amount contributed to shape migration policy
(see Table 1). Fourth, turning to the sectoral distribution of lobbying
activities, we argue that lobbying on migration is substantially more
concentrated in a few sectors than lobbying on trade. Finally, we observe

The political environment has changed significantly since 2005. For example, the groups
applying for H-1B visas have changed significantly since the early 2000s, with a shift
towards Indian firms. Consider, e.g., the Citizens United decision in 2010 which allowed
corporations and unions to spend unlimited sums on ads and other political tools to
convince people to vote for/against a candidate.

4 See, e.g., Goldberg and Maggi (1999) and Gawande and Bandyopadhyay (2000).
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Table 1 Targeted political activity (in millions of US dollars)

Election cycle 1999-2000 2001-2002 2003-2004
Contributions from PACs 326 348 461
Overall lobbying expenditures 2,949 3,330 4,048

Of which expenditures for immigration 32 24 33

Of which expenditures for trade 143 153 150
Total targeted political activity 3,275 3,678 4,509

Source: CRP. ‘Overall lobbying expenditures’ are equal to the sum of lobbying expend-
itures of all firms on any issue. ‘Expenditures for immigration’ (trade) are equal to lobby-
ing expenditures on migration (trade) of organizations spending money on immigration
(trade).

that a similar pattern emerges when we examine the contributions of indi-
vidual organizations.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews papers in
the literature which focus on the political economy of migration policy
in general and, in particular, on the role played by interest groups. Section
3 describes the data set on lobbying expenditures on migration. Section 4
carries out the descriptive analysis of the data set on lobbying expend-
itures. Finally, Section 5 concludes.

2 Related Literature

The literature on the political economy of migration policy is very thin
and mainly theoretical. Benhabib (1996); Ortega (2005), and Facchini and
Testa (2009) develop models in which migration policy is the outcome
of majority voting, while Facchini and Willman (2005) and Epstein
and Nizan (2006) theoretically focus on the role played by pressure
groups.

In a seminal contribution, Benhabib (1996) considers the human capital
requirements that would be imposed on potential immigrants by an
income-maximizing polity under majority voting. Output is modelled
using a constant returns to scale production function combining labour
with human and/or physical capital. The median voter chooses to admit
individuals who supply a set of factors that are complementary to his/her
own endowment. As a result, if the median voter is unskilled, he/she will
choose a policy that sets a lower bound on the human-capital labour ratio
of the immigrants, that is, only skilled foreigners will be admitted.
On the other hand, if the median voter is highly educated, he/she will
set an upper bound on the skill level of the immigrants, and thus will be
in favour of admitting only individuals with low levels of education. Since
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in practice it is difficult to enforce this upper bound, the policy chosen by a
skilled median voter is likely to be free migration. The main shortcoming
of this analysis is that the constant returns to scale assumption might lead
to counterintuitive results. In fact, while the optimal policy prescribes
bounds on the skill profiles of the individuals to be admitted, it does
not say anything about the actual size of the inflows. This is clearly at
odds with the policies followed by countries around the world.

A different solution to this problem has been proposed by Ortega
(2005), who extends Benhabib’s model to a dynamic setting to explore
the trade-off between the short run economic impact of immigration
and its medium to long run political effect.'® In particular, while immi-
gration has an effect only on the labour market in the current period, in
the future it also shapes the political balance of the destination country, as
the descendants of migrants gain the right to vote. As a result, on the one
hand, skilled natives prefer an immigration policy that admits unskilled
foreign workers since, due to complementarities in production, this policy
increases skilled wages. On the other, the arrival of unskilled immigrants
and the persistence of skill levels across generations can give rise to a
situation in which unskilled workers gain the political majority and, there-
fore, vote for policies that benefit them as a group. Thus, through the
political channel, skilled natives (and a skilled median voter) prefer an
immigration policy that admits skilled foreign workers. The interplay
between these two forces allows Ortega to characterize the equilibrium
migration quotas, that is, to derive a prediction in terms of the size of
migration inflows.

The paper that is most closely related to our analysis is Facchini and
Willmann (2005). Using the menu auction framework pioneered by
Bernheim and Whinston (1986), the authors model the determination of
policies towards international factor mobility as the result of the inter-
action between organized groups and an elected politician. Using a one-
good multiple factors framework, the model highlights how policies
depend on both whether a production factor is represented or not by a
lobby and on the degree of substitutability/complementarity between
factors.

A small theoretical literature has also emerged explicitly modelling the
role played by organized groups in shaping migration policy in a setting
with imperfectly competitive factor markets. Amegashie (2004) models
migration policy as the result of an all pay auction in which the auctioneer
is represented by the government and the participants are a firm and a
union. Bellettini and Berti Ceroni (2008) consider instead a model in which

15 See also Ortega (2010).
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entrepreneurs and a union interact with an elected politician to determine
the number of foreign workers to be admitted. Their main result is that, if
the government chooses the level of immigration to maximize a weighted
average of the welfare of workers and entrepreneurs, the presence of
a union ends up hurting the very same workers which the union is
meant to represent and protect. This result is based on a second best
argument: the government attempts to reduce the labour market distor-
tion introduced by the union by allowing a number of immigrants in the
country that is larger than the one it would have admitted in the presence
of a competitive labour market. This leads to a reduction in the union
wage that can no longer compensate workers for the unemployment risk
generated by the presence of the union.

From an empirical point of view, very few papers focus on political-
economy determinants of migration policy. Facchini and Steinhardt
(2011) investigate the determinants of the voting behaviour of House mem-
bers on immigration policy measures introduced in the USA between 1973
and 2006. This paper uncovers the important role played by the labour
market characteristics of the district electing the representative. Other
studies investigate the role of lobbying, using data at the industry or occu-
pational level. Facchini et al. (2011) offer the first systematic empirical
analysis of the role of interest groups in shaping contemporary US migra-
tion policy. Using a newly available data set for the years between 2001 and
2005, in which lobbying expenditures can be directly linked to immigration
policies, the paper finds that sectors where pro-immigration business groups
are more active (that contribute more) tend to be allocated a larger number
of work and related visas. On the other hand, in sectors in which anti-
immigration labour unions are more powerful, lower numbers of immi-
grants are admitted. The estimates of the paper suggest that a 10% increase
in the size of migration lobbying expenditures (per native worker) by busi-
ness groups is associated with a 3.1% larger number of visas (per native
worker), while a 1-percentage-point increase in union density—for example,
moving from 10 to 11 percentage points, which amounts to a 10% increase
in the union membership rate—reduces it by 3.1%. The results are robust to
endogeneity concerns, which are addressed by introducing a number of
industry-level control variables (for example, output, prices, origin country
effects), by performing a falsification exercise and, finally, by using an
instrumental-variable estimation strategy.

Facchini and Mayda (2008) focus, instead, on cleavages across occupa-
tion/skill lines, rather than across sectors. Using a panel covering the
period 1994-2005 and differentiating labour according to both skill
levels and occupations, the paper finds systematic evidence suggesting
that the lobbying activity of organized labour leads to a reduction in the
inflow of foreign workers in the same occupation/education cell—this
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effect is driven by substitutability—and to an increase in the inflow of
foreign workers in different occupation/education cells—this effect is
driven by complementarity. This suggests that, for example, politically
organized doctors will lobby the government and succeed in decreasing
the number of foreign doctors to the USA and in increasing the number of
foreign nurses. Another paper that provides indirect empirical evidence on
the role played by lobbying in shaping US migration policy is Hanson and
Spilimbergo (2001). Hanson and Spilimbergo (2001) focus on US border
enforcement and show that it softens when sectors using illegal immigrants
expand. The authors suggest that ‘sectors that benefit greatly from lower
border enforcement, such as apparel and agriculture, lobby heavily on the
issue, while remaining sectors that benefit modestly or not at all are
politically inactive’ (p. 636).

Finally, unlike other empirical studies which focus on the effect of
lobbying on outcomes, Kerr et al. (2014) analyse the determinants
of lobbying and are among the first to provide systematic evidence on
the dynamics of lobbying activities. The paper finds evidence of persist-
ence, that is, whether or not a firm lobbied in the past has a significant
effect on whether it lobbies in the current period. A priori, there are rea-
sons to believe that lobbying should exhibit significant entry and exit over
time.'® However, this is not what the authors find. The authors argue that
this persistence is due to barriers to entry into lobbying that firms face.
They assess this argument using a number of different estimation
approaches. They also study how firms respond to a predetermined
policy change, that is, the expiration of the increase in the H-1B visa
cap that occurred in 2004. The data show that firms dependent on skilled
immigration and active in lobbying adjust their lobbying behaviour
towards immigration-specific issues in response to the decline. On the
other hand, firms that were not previously lobbying do not start lobbying
in response to the policy shift.

To conclude, very few works have focused on the political economy of
migration policy, especially from an empirical point of view. This is even
more surprising if we compare migration to another facet of international
economic integration, namely, international trade. A vast theoretical and
empirical literature considers the political-economy determinants of trade
policy, trying to understand the forces that work against and in favour of
free trade.'” This is despite the fact that, as trade restrictions have been
drastically reduced, the benefits from elimination of existing trade barriers

For example, the maxim that ‘a week is a lifetime in politics’ suggests that firms might
only lobby when legislation directly affecting them is actively being considered.

17" See Rodrik (1995); Helpman (1997), and Gawande and Krishna (2003) for excellent
surveys of the trade literature.
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are much smaller than the gains that could be achieved by freeing inter-
national migration.'®

3 Data on Lobbying Expenditures

In the USA, special interest groups can legally influence the policy forma-
tion process by offering campaign contributions to political candidates for
election purposes or by hiring organizations which lobby incumbent mem-
bers of Congress and of federal agencies on their behalf. Starting already
in 1911, after a vigorous campaign initiated by President Theodore
Roosevelt to limit the influence of business in politics, legislation was
passed to require disclosure of contributions directed to political candi-
dates for campaign purposes (Ansolabehere et al. 2003). The data on
campaign contributions have been widely used in the political science
and international economics literatures and are collected by the Federal
Election Commission.

The activities of lobbying organizations have instead remained much
more obscure. Only in 1995, with the introduction of the Lobbying
Disclosure Act (LDA), lobbying organizations and their clients have
been required to provide a substantial amount of information on their
government relations activities. In particular, starting from 1996 all lobby-
ists must file semi-annual (and more recently quarterly) reports with the
Secretary of the Senate’s Office of Public Records (SOPR), listing the
name of each client (a firm, a labour union, or other organization'?)
and the total income they have received from each of them. At the same
time, all lobbying organizations with in-house lobbying departments are
asked to file similar reports to the SOPR. Importantly, legislation requires
the disclosure not only of the dollar amounts actually received/spent, but
also of the (general) policy issues for which lobbying has taken place.
Table Al shows a list of 76 (general) issues at least one of which has to
be entered by the filer. The filer can list more than one issue. In that case, it
has to use a separate page of the form for each code selected. The list of
issues includes immigration (IMM), trade (TRD), etc.”® For each general
issue, the filer also may (but does not necessarily have to) list the specific

'8 A World Bank study estimates that the benefits to poor countries of rich countries

allowing only a 3% rise in their labour force by relaxing migration restrictions is
US$300 billion per year (Pritchett 2006).

When we refer to either firms, labour unions or other organizations which hire lobbyists
(either in house or externally), we will call them ‘lobbying organizations’. On the other
hand, we will call external lobbyists (e.g., those whose offices are located on K Street in
Washington DC) ‘lobbying firms’.

Surprisingly, the list of issues also includes names of some industries, e.g., apparel,
computer, and tobacco.

20
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issue(s) for which it lobbied during the semi-annual period (for example,
specific issues could be particular bills before Congress or specific execu-
tive branch actions).?!

Lobbying firms are required to provide a good-faith estimate, which can
be rounded to the nearest $20,000, of all lobbying-related income in each
6-month period. Likewise, lobbying organizations with in-house lobbying
departments are required to provide a good-faith estimate, which can be
rounded to the nearest $20,000, of all lobbying-related expenditures in a 6-
month period. A lobbying firm or lobbying organization that, respectively
receives or spends less than $10,000 in any 6-month period, does not have
to state its income or expenditures. If lobbying is not disclosed in such
cases, the figure is reported by CRP as zero. However, as Kerr et al. (2014)
argue, the measurement error induced by reporting requirements is likely
to be minimal.

The data on lobbying incomes/expenditures are compiled by CRP in
Washington D.C. using the semi-annual lobbying disclosure reports filed
with SOPR and posted to its website (www.crp.org). The reports used in
this article cover lobbying activity that took place from 1998 through
2005. Annual lobbying incomes and expenditures are calculated by
adding mid-year totals and year-end totals. Whenever a lobbying report
is amended, income/expense figures from the amendment are generally
used instead of those from the original filing. Often, however, CRP staff
determines that the income/expense figures on the amendment are not
accurate. In those instances, figures from the original filing are used.

Occasionally, income that an outside lobbying firm reports receiving
from a lobbying organization is greater than the organization’s reported
lobbying expenditures. Many such discrepancies can be explained by the
fact that the lobbying organization and the outside lobbying firm use
different filing methods (see Appendix A for a detailed description of
different filing methods). When both organizations use the same
method, discrepancies are generally due to filer error. In cases not already
resolved in previous reports and where the discrepancy exceeds the
$20,000 that can be attributed to rounding, the lobbying organization’s
expenditures rather than the lobbying firm’s reported income are used.

21 According to the Lobbying Disclosure Act, the term ‘lobbying activities’ refers to

‘lobbying contacts and efforts in support of such contacts, including preparation and
planning activities, research and other background work that is intended, at the time it is
performed, for use in contacts, and coordination with the lobbying activities of others’.
Lobbying could take place by setting up an in-house lobbying department or by hiring
external consultants. While setting up a whole office for in-house operations is likely
more expensive, if a firm employs a lobbyist externally the new hire still has to spend a
significant amount of time learning the particular needs and characteristics of their new
client and how items currently on the agenda will affect them specifically.

page 10 of 45 CESifo Economic Studies, 2015


six
six
six
www.crp.org
paper 
'
 at the end of the 
paper 
'
'
``
''
``
''

Lobbying Expenditures on Migration

The only exception is when an organization reports no lobbying expend-
itures, while the outside lobbying firm lists an actual payment. In such
cases, the figure reported by the lobbying firm is used.

In cases where the data appear to contain errors, official Senate records
are consulted and, when necessary, the CRP contacts SOPR or the lobby-
ing organizations for clarification. The CRP standardizes variations in
names of individuals and organizations to clearly identify them and
more accurately represent their total lobbying expenditures.*”

Table A2 shows a sample form filled by Microsoft for lobbying activity
between January and June 2005. Only three selected pages of the form are
shown in the table. Page 1 shows the name and details of Microsoft, the
period covered by the report (1 January—30 June 2005), and the expenses
incurred by Microsoft for lobbying activity during this period (US$4.5
million).>* The lobbying expenditure is listed once on the first page of
the form and the amount is not split between the issues. Microsoft lists
‘Method C’ as the reporting method, that is, reported amounts use the
Internal Revenue Code (IRC) definition of lobbying activities. This
method is available to any registrant that is subject to Section 162(e) of
the IRC (see Appendix A for a discussion of this point).>*

The other two pages of the form in Table A2 show two general issues for
which Microsoft engaged in lobbying activity during the 6-month
period—immigration (IMM) and trade (TRD). Microsoft lists seven
other issues in its report—for example, taxation (TAX)—which are not
shown in the Table A2. For immigration, the specific issues listed by
Microsoft are H-1B visas, L-1 visas, and Program Electronic Review
Management regulations. For trade, some of the specific issues listed
include the Dominican Republic-Central America-United States Free
Trade Agreement Implementation Act, software piracy and procurement
issues in China, interpretation and enforcement of the World Trade
Organization agreement on intellectual property (The Agreement on
Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights), etc.

As mentioned in Section 1, the availability of lobbying expenditure data
allows for a significant improvement in the measurement of the intensity

22 Please note that, in our data set, lobbying organizations only appear once in each year.

In addition, in cases where both a parent and its subsidiary organizations lobby or hire
lobbyists, the Centre attributes lobbying spending to the parent organization. Therefore,
the lobbying totals reported by the Centre for a parent organization may not reflect its
original filing with the Senate, but rather the combined expenditures of all related enti-
ties. Moreover, when companies merge within any 2-year election cycle, their lobbying
expenditures are combined and attributed to the new entity.

Note that each report contains only an indication of the total spent by the organization,
and not of the amount spent for a specific issue. For details on how we compute our
estimates of the amounts contributed for each purpose, see Section 4.

The grass-roots and state lobbying expenses are not subtracted from this amount.

23
24
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of pressure groups’ activities compared to the previous literature which
has used, instead, PAC campaign contributions. As shown in Table 1,
between 1999 and 2004,% interest groups have spent on average about
US$3.8 billion per political cycle on targeted political activity, which
includes PAC campaign contributions and lobbying expenditures.?®
Lobbying expenditures represent by far the bulk of all interest groups
money (close to 90%).?” Therefore, there are two advantages in using
lobbying expenditures rather than PAC contributions to capture the inten-
sity of the activity of pressure groups. First, PAC contributions represent
only a small fraction of interest groups’ targeted political activity (10%).
Second, linking campaign contributions to particular policy issues is very
difficult and often requires some ad hoc assumptions.”® Overall, our data
suggest that immigration and trade are two significant issues over which
pressure groups carry out their activities, representing together between
4.5% and 5.9% of the total lobbying expenditures in the political cycles
covered in our analysis (see Table 1).

The importance of complementing the PAC data with the lobbying
data can be seen by examining the three scatter plots illustrated in
Figure 1—which is based on averages over the three election cycles that
occurred between 1999 and 2004. The first links overall lobbying expend-
itures (that is, on all issues) and PAC contributions; the second depicts the
relationship between lobbying expenditures associated with immigration
policy*” and PAC contributions, whereas the third illustrates the link
between lobbying expenditures on trade policy and PAC contributions.
A few interesting patterns emerge. The first panel shows a positive and
significant correlation between overall (that is, on any issue) lobbying

25 Table I and Figure 1 are based on data for the full political cycles included in our sample

period, i.e., the 1999-2000, the 2001-2002, and the 2003-2004 political cycles.

We follow the literature that excludes, from targeted-political-activity figures, ‘soft
money’ contributions, which went to parties for general party-building activities not
directly related to Federal campaigns; in addition, soft money contributions cannot be
associated with any particular interest or issue (see Milyo et al. 2000; Tripathi et al.
2002). Soft money contributions have been banned by the 2002 Bipartisan Campaign
Reform Act.

In a recent survey of the literature de Figueredo and Richter (2014) argue that, in the
2011-2012 political cycle, PAC contributions amounted to approximately 750 million
dollars per year, whereas the total lobbying expenditures by organized groups reached
3.5 billion dollars. In other words, while the latter continue to represent the vast majority
of interest groups money, the most recent figures suggest that PAC contributions have
become relatively more important, representing approximately 18% of the total.

For instance, in their pioneering work on the estimation of Grossman and Helpman
(1994) protection for sale model, Goldberg and Maggi (1999) have used threshold levels
for PAC expenditures to identify whether a sector is politically organized or not, from
the point of view of trade policy determination.

In the terminology of the following section, these correspond to ‘total lobbying
expenditures’.

26

27

28

29
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Figure 1 Scatter Plots between lobbying expenditures and campaign contribu-
tions from PACs (mn US$), 1999-2004. The ‘overall lobbying expenditures’ are
equal to the sum of firm-level lobbying expenditures on any issue of all firms/
business associations/unions in all industries, year by year. ‘Immigration lobby-
ing expenditures’ in the middle panel correspond to ‘total lobbying expenditures’
in Figure 3. See end of Figure 3. Trade lobbying expenditures are defined as
‘total trade lobbying expenditures’.
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Figure 1 Continued.

expenditures and PAC contributions across sectors. This result is consist-
ent with findings in the political science literature suggesting that PAC
contributions are integral to groups’ lobbying efforts, that is, they allow
them to gain access to policymakers (Tripathi et al. 2002). A similar pat-
tern can be also identified while looking at the relationship between lob-
bying on trade policy and PAC contributions (see also Ludema et al.
2011). In contrast, the very low correlation between PAC contributions
and lobbying expenditures for migration policy, emerging from the central
panel, is striking. It suggests that, if we were to use only the data on PAC
contributions as a proxy for interest groups’ activity on migration policy,
we would obtain misleading results. Further details about the construction
of the data set on lobbying expenditures are discussed in the Appendix A.

4 Descriptive Analysis of the Data on Lobbying Expenditures

In this article, we use data at the lobbying-organization level on lobbying
expenditures of lobbying organizations (that is, firms, labour unions, or
other organizations) from the CRP data set. In the case of a lobbying
organization which ‘self-files’ (that is, an organization with an in-house
lobbying department), the CRP uses the figure in its report, which includes
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Figure 2 Overall lobbying expenditures, year by year (1998-2005). The ‘overall
lobbying expenditures’ are equal to the sum of lobbying expenditures on any
issue of all organizations in all industries by year. The ‘total lobbying expend-
itures’ are equal to the sum of lobbying expenditures on any issue of organiza-
tions spending money on immigration and trade in all industries, by year. The
‘lobbying expenditures on migration and trade’ are equal to lobbying expendi-
tures only on respectively migration or trade by organizations spending money
on these issues, in all industries by year.
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Figure 3 Total lobbying expenditures by organizations lobbying on migration
and trade, by year. The ‘overall lobbying expenditures’ are equal to the sum
of lobbying expenditures on any issue of all organizations in all industries by
year. The ‘total lobbying expenditures’ are equal to the sum of lobbying expend-
itures on any issue of organizations spending money on immigration and trade in
all industries, by year. The ‘lobbying expenditures on migration and trade’ are
equal to lobbying expenditures only on respectively migration or trade by orga-
nizations spending money on these issues, in all industries by year.

both in-house and external lobbying expenditures for the period. In the
case of an organization which does not ‘self-file’, the CRP uses the sum of
its contracts with outside lobbying firms to represent its lobbying expend-
itures for the period.

Figures 2—4 show the evolution of lobbying expenditures over time.
Figure 2 shows ‘overall lobbying expenditures’, while Figures 3 and 4
show respectively ‘total lobbying expenditures’ and ‘lobbying
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Figure 4 Lobbying expenditures on migration and trade. The ‘overall lobbying
expenditures’ are equal to the sum of lobbying expenditures on any issue of all
organizations in all industries by year. The ‘total lobbying expenditures’ are
equal to the sum of lobbying expenditures on any issue of organizations spending
money on immigration and trade in all industries, by year. The ‘lobbying expen-
ditures on migration and trade’ are equal to lobbying expenditures only on
respectively migration or trade by organizations spending money on these
issues, in all industries by year.

expenditures’ on migration and—as a benchmark—on international
trade.>® The ‘overall lobbying expenditures’ are given by the sum of lob-
bying-organization-level lobbying expenditures on any issue of all organ-
izations active in lobbying in all industries, year by year. Thus, this is an
indicator of how aggressively organizations carry out lobbying activity in
general in the economy. The ‘total lobbying expenditures’ (on immigration
or trade) are equal to the sum of lobbying expenditures on any issue by
organizations spending money on respectively migration or trade, in all
industries, year by year. The ‘lobbying expenditures’ (on immigration or
trade) are instead equal to lobbying expenditures only on respectively
migration or trade by organizations spending money on these issues, in
all industries, year by year. ‘Lobbying expenditures’ (on immigration or
trade) are computed using a two-step procedure. First, only those organ-
izations are considered which list respectively migration or trade in their
lobbying report. Second, the total expenditure of these organizations is
split equally among all the issues they lobbied for.*' ‘Lobbying expend-
itures’ represent the most direct measure of lobbying activity related to the

30

0 Figures 3 and 4 use data from the fourth column (sum) of Tables 2 and 4, respectively.

Recall that the lobbying expenditure of a firm is listed only once in the lobbying report,
on the first page, and the reported amount is not split between the issues the firm lobbies
for. Thus, to be as neutral as possible, in the empirical analysis we split the total amount
on the first page equally among issues.
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specific issue. On the other hand, ‘total lobbying expenditures’ represent
an upper bound of lobbying expenditures on the specific issue, since they
also include all lobbying expenditures on other issues. The motivation for
interpreting ‘total lobbying expenditures’ as an upper bound of lobbying
expenditures on respectively migration or trade is that lobbying expend-
itures are to a certain extent fungible across issues.

Overall lobbying expenditures have grown by more than 50% from
US$1.4 bn in 1998 to US$2.3 bn in 2005. According to Figure 2, the
increase has been steady over the years. Total lobbying expenditures on
immigration have grown by approximately 15% from US$196 mn in 1998
to US$227 mn in 2005, whereas total lobbying expenditures on trade have
increased by 32% from US$564mn in 1998 to US$745mn in 2005.
Figure 3 shows an irregular pattern over the 1998-2005 period, but spend-
ing on immigration and trade appear to be positively correlated. Finally,
according to Figure 4, lobbying expenditures on migration have grown by
more than 25% from US$18 mn in 1998 to US$23 mn in 2005, whereas
lobbying expenditures on trade have increased by more than 50% over
the same period, that is, from US$60 mn in 1998 to US$92 mn in 2005.
Figure 4 shows again an irregular pattern over time and the correlation
between expenditures on immigration and trade is lower when we use this
measure.

It is not clear how to interpret the fact that interest groups’ activity on
migration was lower in 2003, compared to 2000 (see Figures 3 and 4). One
possibility is that this decrease is due to the September 11 attacks, which
likely affected migration political-economy dynamics. In other words, it
might be that lobbying expenditures on migration reacted to (decreased
due to) the new political climate in the USA. Alternatively the decrease in
lobbying activity over 2000-2003, followed by the increase in 2004-2005,
could be related to the changes in the H-1B visa quotas over those years.
The national cap in H-1B visas was 115,000 in 2000, 195,000 in 2001-2003,
65,000 in 2004, and 85,000 in 2005. Thus we can identify a major break in
migration policy in 2004, with policy being much more open in 2000-2003
and much more closed in 2004-2005. Thus these few years of data suggest
that lobbying expenditures on migration were low in the years in which the
H-1B cap was high and vice versa. However, it is also possible to interpret
the data as suggesting that the H-1B cap was high when previous years’
lobbying expenditures on migration were high and vice versa. Both the
robustness of these patterns and the direction of causality are beyond the
scope of this article and should be analysed in future research (see, for
example, Kerr et al. 2014).

Tables 2-4 provide more detailed information on lobbying activity on
immigration and trade, year by year. These tables focus on the restricted
sample of organizations which indicated immigration (or trade) as an issue
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Table 2 Total, that is, on any issue, lobbying expenditures of organizations
spending money on immigration and trade, by year

Year Immigration Trade

Mean N Sum SD Mean N Sum SD

1998 893,178 220 196,000,000 1,876,152 878,372 642 564,000,000 2,031,008
1999 736,333 159 117,000,000 1,294,313 735,493 694 510,000,000 1,428,041
2000 880,145 231 203,000,000 2,054,638 707,860 935 662,000,000 1,552,776
2001 641461 179 115,000,000 1,267,866 763,889 752 574,000,000 1,604,979
2002 651,462 212 138,000,000 1,421,388 761,280 976 743,000,000 1,666,063
2003 683,794 174 119,000,000 1,375,422 865,700 671 581,000,000 1,819,264
2004 894,266 220 197,000,000 1,888,383 885,300 675 598,000,000 1,872,284
2005 850,357 267 227,000,000 1,738,925 933,013 798 745,000,000 2,098,886
Total 789,762 1662 1,310,000,000 1,673,093 810,135 6143 4,980,000,000 1,762,520

in their lobbying report in the years included between 1998 and 2005. Over
the entire period, organizations lobbied for migration purposes 1662 times
(some of these observations correspond to the same lobbying organization
in different years), whereas they did so 6143 times for trade issues, that is,
approximately four times more often. For example, in 1998 there were 220
(642) organizations which hired lobbyists (in house or external) for migra-
tion (trade) purposes. These numbers went up and down over the years
but do show an overall positive trend. According to Table 2, over this
period, on average a firm in this sample spent approximately US$790,000
on lobbying on migration in a given year, and slightly more than that on
trade, that is, US$810,000. Note that these numbers—as clarified above—
include lobbying on any issue by these organizations (‘total lobbying
expenditures’), that is, they are an upper bound of how much an organ-
ization in this sample spent to influence these two policy areas. Table 3
gives instead information, more specifically, on ‘lobbying expenditures’ on
migration and trade of the same group of organizations. Over this period,
on average an organization in this sample spent approximately US$78,000
on migration in a given year and US$97,000 on trade policy in a given
year. We will focus our comments on Table 3 since it provides the most
direct evidence on migration and trade lobbying. Between 1998 and 2005,
a total of US$130 mn were spent on lobbying specifically targeted at shap-
ing US migration policy and US$598 mn to shape trade policy.

Table 4 focuses on an even more restricted sample, that is, lobbying
organizations spending only on immigration or trade. In other words,
these are the organizations which indicate only, respectively, migration
or trade in their lobbying report. Over the 1998-2005 period, organiza-
tions lobbied only on migration 98 times, and only on trade 621 times. For
example, in 1998 there were 12 organizations who hired lobbyists exclu-
sively for migration purposes, whereas 63 did so for trade. This number
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Table 3 Lobbying expenditures on migration and trade of organizations spend-
ing money on immigration and trade, by year

Year Immigration Trade

Mean N Sum SD Mean N Sum SD

1998 82,432 220 18,100,000 109,517 94,040 642 60,400,000 156,036
1999 83,089 159 13,200,000 121,003 99,120 694 68,800,000 150,365
2000 82,616 231 19,100,000 144,621 79,304 935 74,100,000 130,065
2001 71,659 179 12,800,000 114,784 102,587 752 77,100,000 161,651
2002 52,266 212 11,100,000 69,299 77,347 976 75,500,000 124,888
2003 76,852 174 13,400,000 112,179 114,595 671 76,900,000 190,322
2004 87,179 220 19,200,000 121,108 107,521 675 72,600,000 177,309
2005 86,240 267 23,000,000 173,099 115,749 798 92,400,000 256,102
Total 78,168 1662 130,000,000 126,706 97,312 6143 598,000,000 171,620

Table 4 Lobbying expenditures on migration and trade of organizations money
ONLY on immigration and trade, by year

Year Immigration Trade

Mean N Sum SD Mean N Sum SD

1998 122,333 12 1,468,000 120,950 105,701 63 6,659,190 148,258
1999 125,375 12 1,504,500 128,109 137,834 88 12,100,000 208,591
2000 176,983 10 1,769,830 225,844 107,746 85 9,158,380 170,347
2001 124,476 10 1,244,761 81,363 161,000 85 13,700,000 216,186
2002 126,000 10 1,260,000 82,084 155,361 72 11,200,000 177,954
2003 104,333 12 1,252,000 64,215 153,417 72 11,000,000 192,329
2004 110,598 14 1,548,370 73,986 129,509 59 7,641,000 171,498
2005 93,520 18 1,683,355 77,483 107,309 97 10,400,000 144,180
Total 119,702 98 11,700,000 110,740 131,906 621 81,900,000 181,337

went up to 18 in 2005 for migration and to 97 for trade. On average,
between 1998 and 2005, organizations spending only on immigration dis-
bursed approximately US$120,000 in a given year, whereas the corres-
ponding figure for lobbying only on trade was slightly higher at
US$132,000. If we compare these numbers to the corresponding numbers
in Table 3, we can see that lobbying expenditures on migration of organ-
izations exclusively interested in migration are higher than for organiza-
tions doing lobbying on migration and other issues (and the same holds
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true for trade). The numbers in Table 4 are important because they give us
the exact expenditure on respectively migration and trade of organizations
which exclusively lobby on these issues, therefore these values are not
affected by even splitting (see footnote 26).

The CRP matches each lobbying organization in its data set to an indus-
try. (Note that it is CRP that assigns aggregator groups to different sectors
in the analysis. For example, the US Chamber of Commerce is assigned to
the industry ‘business associations’, which is the case for other aggregator
groups, like the National Federation of Independent Business and the
Alliance for Health Care Competitiveness.) Tables 5-9 show summary
statistics by sector—using the CRP industry classification—on average
over the 1998-2005 period. These tables again focus on the restricted
sample of lobbying organizations which wrote down respectively immi-
gration or trade as an issue in their lobbying report. Table 5 presents ‘total
lobbying expenditures’ while Table 6 shows ‘lobbying expenditures’. In
both tables, we present industries ranked by the ‘sum’ column, that is,
the column that gives the total expenditure in each sector over the period.
We will focus our discussion on Table 6.

Several interesting results emerge in Table 6. First, Table 6 shows clearly
who the top spenders are—among industries—in terms of lobbying on
respectively immigration or trade between 1998 and 2005. Moreover, it
also allows us to study how concentrated lobbying activities are.
Calculating the CR4 index,** we can see that the four most active sectors
represent approximately 29% of the total expenses on migration. Turning
to trade, they represent approximately 21% of the total, suggesting that
lobbying on this issue is substantially more diffused than lobbying on
migration.

Computers/Internet is the very top spender on lobbying for both issues
over the period considered. The Computers/Internet industry spent
approximately a total of US$16.8mn on migration and a total of
US$38.5mn on trade in the years 1998-2005. Over the same period, on
average a firm in this industry spent US$136,000 for lobbying on immi-
gration in a given year,*® and US$118,000 for lobbying on trade.

Among the top spenders on migration, we also find Education,
Air Transport, Automotive, Hospitals/Nursing Homes, Miscellaneous
Manufacturing & Distributing, and Agricultural Services/Products. The

32 The CR4 index is a measure of concentration. In our context it is defined as lobbying

carried out by the four top lobbying sectors as a share of the total lobbying on a given
issue.

Note that each of the 123 observations for the Computers/Internet industry in Table 6
corresponds to a given lobbying organization in a given year (thus, if an organization
files in two different years, it counts twice).

33

page 20 of 45 CESifo Economic Studies, 2015


Center for Responsive Politics (
)
.
.
``
''
 -- 
 -- 
-
``
''
``
''
``
''
i.e.
 -- 
 -- 
 percent
 percent
-

Lobbying Expenditures on Migration

(panunuoo)

000°006°€E  LE  S65916 SIAIDS ssauisng 000°00¥ 1T S9  658°6TE€ SONSS] SNOJUB[[RISTA
000°006°SE€ S8 9L8°1T ageIAdg % POOJ 000°006 1T T6 1¥6°LET SIYSrY uBWny
000°001°8€ 19 L¥L¥T9 suow) [eISNpul 000°00¥°€C TT 88T'S90°I suorur) [ernsnpuy
SOOIAIOS

000°009°T% 6T LTOOPT  Suissadold diseq % uononpoid dordy 000°00L+%C ¥ 9y 09S 79 SuLIOBJNURIA SOIUON9[H
000°000°Cy  +¥9  6¥S°SSY SOOI 20U 000°008°ST T SLIVI9 SUOTU[) SNOJUB[[ISTIA
000°00L°L9 611 TES89S SN ORI 000°00¥°6C SS  T86°CES SOWOH SuisiN % s[endsoq
000°00L°L9  +IT 1€9°€6S Tonbry 29 ouIpy 1929 000°00€° 1€ ¥1  969°V€TT aoedso1oy 2oudj(q
000°006°0L ¥61 €15°59¢ so[eg % BuIssa001d POOA 0000056 1€ €19°€LT'1 SIJIAIRS ssauIsnyg
000°008°CL 1¥1 0€E9IS SOOIATOG % SJIN SOIUOIOAH 000°00S0F SE€  TSESSI'T vodsuely, Iy
000°00S°€8  +¥T1 0ST€LY $10npoId 15210 % A11S2I04 000°00€'Sy 91  OIF'€€8°C juowdmby 2% $OIAIOG WOR[A,
000°000°0C1 S¥  LTE099°C syueq [eILDWWOY 000°00S 1S LT SS6°806°1 seD ® 'O
000°000%€1 11T 876°S€9 $1oNpoIq PUB SAOIAINS [BIMNOLSY 000°001°€S 8T 8EL968°I 190pOId YI[BOH/S[EONNABULIRY ]
000°000°CST 19T TOP'T8S  SuLmoejnuey paje[oy % [BOIWRAYD 000°00€°9S 96T +C 061 uoneonpy
000°000° 181 LTI SLSVTH'] Modsuel], 1Y 000°00C°8S ST €E€€6L8°E SUONBIOOSSY ssaulsng
000°000°T0T 81 8LZ001°1 SUONBIOSSY ssauisng 000°00S°6S 6 OLY 1199 soninn suoydopay,
000°000°L0T S8 TOT'EEH'T oordso1ay 2udjd 000°001°19 8T 06+081°C $10NPOIJ 29 SIOIAILS [BINNOLITY
Sunnquisiq pue

000°000°1€T ¥91 TL8'LOV'] sAnowoINy 00000208 6€  $S6950°C SULINIOBJNUBIA SNOJUB[[QISIA
000°000°SLT T9T 0L9P69°1 sourInSUL 000°00L'S8 8T €SP 6S0°E sApowoINyY
000°000°9T€ STE 8YS°€00° Ruiguy/siIndwod 000°000°681 €T vrS oS ] Ruiguy/siIndwo)
wng N URIIN (uoneorisse[d J¥D) Ansnpuy wng N UBIIA (uoneorisse[d D) Ansnpuy

opel],

uon eIy

S00Z-8661 UI ‘UONBIISSBD JYD ‘05 do

‘Ansnpur Aq ‘Ope1} pue UONeISIWWI U0 Aduow Surpuads suoneziuedo jo sarnjpuadxa FurAqqoy (ansst Aue Uo ‘ST jey)) [BI0] S JqBL

page 21 of 45

CESifo Economic Studies, 2015



G. Facchini et al.

(panunuoo)

vLO'T6E'E ST L99°SEl Korjod oudje(T % USNIOA 000°085°9 € EEETE6IT oJueInsUY
POTY89y 6T 9TS191 ssauisng OSIA €99°%1T°L 8 €€8°106 1odsuel], ©ag
L66°819°S 8T  6L9°00CT JUSWIUOIIAUY 00S°88TL 8 €90°116 SOIUOId[Y ddu”jed
000°6S6°S 11 ¥9EI¥S WSLNOT/SUISPOT 6TL°LIF'L 6  T6I'HTS Ionbry 7 ‘QuIp “199g
TTY'TCE9 LT ¥91PET SIYSIY urwWnY 860°G8Y9°L L S98°L60°T $1onpoId 15210 % A11S210]
L99°1vY9 6T 9TITTT suorun) apriL Sup[Ng 000°569°L €T S9SpEE wsLNo 1 /3uIspory
000°61T°L 1T ILS'evE Sunquen/soutse) 000°618°L ¥ 0SLYS6l soruedwoy 11pa1d/eoueul]
$90°60€'8 1€ ¥€0°89T FOO0ISATT 000°0L6L S 0007651 eIsy By
VLI I9¥'S €1 868°0S9 SOINH/SIAI0S YI[BdH LIITIT'S 8T 61L°68C So[eg % SuIssa001d POOq
SLETI6'S 95  TPO'091 uoneonpyg 000°0€1'8 € 000°01L°C syueq [BOIOWWO
€60°090°6  0€ €00°7T0€ $1019BNUOY [BIUID 00000901 €1 SILPIS OISNA|/SITAOIN/ AL
€66°00€°6  SE€  0€L°S9T SOIAIDS UONIAISUOD 000°008°01  ¥T  869°1SH SULIL] me/s10Ame]
000°00Z°01 S 0¥ 881 AS1oug snodUB[PASIAL 00000 TT T 000°00T° 1T 033eqo T,
000°00S°01  TT LV SLY s1epImg SWoH 000°00€°TT 91  0SLYOL suoru() uonejrodsuel],
000°001°¥1 €9 TE€9°€TT Led 000°008°11 1 €59°0+8 JUSUISIAU] 79 SINLIMISG
000°008°81 0L 098°89C yowdmby 29 s{eLdlR SUIp[ing 000°001°€l 9T ¥TLP0S S[euoIssojold yiesH
000°008°61 €01 6L5°T61 S[ELJO ONqNJ/SIUBAILS [IALD) 000°00F €T 6 TTI°L8K'T SJUBIUNOIY
000°009°0C 9§  S18°L9€ SWLIL] me/s10AMBT 000°000F1 SE  TS9°00% JUQWIUTRLIOIUE OAIT/UONBIIONY
000°00T°1C €6 08T'8T SuIurN 000°00L°ST  TI TLS'SOE'T suoru) 10399§ dlqnd
000°008°TC ST LTI'BIS] SOWOH SuIsINN % S[eNASOH 000°00L°ST LT LS 08S ageIoAdg % pooq
000°00T°ST TP 986°1L9 soruedwoy 11paId/eoueul 000°001°91 #L 060°LIT S[BJO OqNJ/SINBAISS [IALD
000°00v° 1€ 8T 1¥9°CCI1 SIUBIUNODY 000°00v 1C 81 88E€°8SI°1 oAnEAIasUO) /uedTqnday

wng N UBIA (uoneoyyIsse YD) Ansnpuy wng N UBIN (uoneoryisse YD) Ansnpuy

opeIy,

uoneIguuw]

panunuo) § dqeL

CESifo Economic Studies, 2015

page 22 of 45



Lobbying Expenditures on Migration

000°0T1 I 000°0C! SIS unD OSTISLE Tl #09°TIE SOINH/$901A108 [I[edH
000°091 T 00008 [onuo) undH 000°0T0y L 98TPLS SI[ES eIy
SPISIT T €LS°LOI suonezIuLsIQ SNOISNAY ¥ 431D 000°0€Ty 8 0SL'8TS 3ulquen/soulse)
79S°6LE T T8L6SI [e1oqUy/oneIooOWwd 000 €8y €1 PSI'LEE Lreq
000°0SS 9 L9916 JUPIIM % SIM_YSI] €8E°TILY ST TOOPIE DPPO-B_YO
000°020°T 01  000°T01 uowdmbg/$oAS [BIUSWUONAUT THE'616Y L €9L°TOL yuswdmby % speLRy 3urpiing
000°866°T  SI  00T°¢€l $1s169q0T 0Ty '980°S Tl 898°€Th SULIMOBINURIN PIIR[OY % [BOTWDYD
009°TreT 11 $96°TIT S[BUOISSAJOI YIBIH CTEESEL'S 0T L9L'98T  BuIssadoiq diseq % uononpoid dord
000°096T €1 T69°LTT SOIUOIIOA[H/SUONEOIUNWIWOY) ST 0000959 0€  L99°81T e[y % ‘suonepunoq ‘syjoid-uoN

wng N UBIIN (uoneorjisse[d D) Ansnpuj wnsg N UBIIN (uoneouisse[d YD) Ansnpup

oper],

uoneIgruuwy

panunuo) § dqeL

page 23 of 45

CESifo Economic Studies, 2015



G. Facchini et al.

(panunuoo)

€9P°88€°C 19 6¥S°SS suor) [BHISOPUL  [L0°€06°T €1 06£°9¥I oIM}NOLITY SNOJUB[[RISIA
91°126°€ 0L L10°9S ywowdinby 79 sjelOIRIN SUIping  [10°016°'T ¥  118°ST S[EIOYJO ONqNJ/$IULAISG [IALD
TIOVELY 8T S99°LpI SJURIUNODY 86861 S€ #89°CS JUQWIUTELISNUF OAI/UONIBAIONY
$98%99°C €6  £16°09 SulmN  0€1°L6T°C 9T 1SE°'88 S[BUOISS?JOId I[BOH
[16°1SS°9 68 LLO'LL a3e1oAdg % POOJ  LTOL9F'T ¥ 690°9S SO0IAI0S 29 SJIN SOIUOIOAH
LSLYE6'L 611 6L9°99 SONIN JMINR[F  899°06C°C 8T  HTSLIT  $INPOIJ 29 SIAILG [BININOLITY
S8LEYS'6  Sv ¥80°TIT SurY [BRIDWWOD  LE6'PISE LT SE€0°TEL seD ® 10
000°009°IT I¥1  660°CS SOOIAIDG % TJIN SOIUONOdH  [8T°TE9'E 91 810°LTT 1uowdinbyg 79 SOOIAIG WOD[AT,
000°00€°CT  ¥61 6V €9 SO[ES 7 SUIsSA00Id POO]  OPF'E69E 1€ ERI'6II SIVIAISS ssaulsnyg
000°00¥°Cl 11T TLL'8S $1oNPOIJ 29 SIAIAS [RIMMOUTY  7TEL66'E ST 88F°99C SUOTIBIOOSSY ssaulsnyg
000°00€°€T  #I1 99L°911 Ionbrp % OUIM 1OF  TLLYSTY  T6  ¥LS'9 $IYSrY uewny
000°00671 S8  SP8WLI oordsoroy uoj  #S0°L6TY 6 0St'LLY sonIm duoydafay,
000°000°ST  L6T 6¥9°0s  SuIssadold oiseq 2 uononpold doid €7L'8TE'y 8T L6SHST 10NpOId YI[BOH/S[BONNAdRULIRY ]
000°00€°8T 19T  LO0O0OL SULIMOBINURIN PIIR[OY ¥ [BOIWDYD  0T9€8L'Y 8T  +H8'OLI aAnjowoIny
Sunnqnsiq

000°00¥°61  ¥TI  SSO'9ST $1onpoid 1210, % Ansalo]  €48°G60°S 66 £99°0¢1 7% SULINORJAURIA SNOSUB[[SIA
000°00¥°61 LTI  TEO'EST uodsuell Y - 9G8°9S1°S ¢S 19L°€6 SOWOH SulsinN 29 s[endsoq
000°00T°0C  #91  €9€°€T1 sApowomy  OL9°119°S  S€  €€€°091 wodsuel], 1y
000°00L° 1€ T9T  ¥LES6L soueInsul - 016°0v6'9 96T 6V €T uoneanpy
000°009°LE  ¥81 96T +0CT SUONBIOOSSY ssaulsng  [9G°L18°8 €9 §G9°CEl SONSS] SNOJUB[[RISTA
000°00S°8€  STE  9TE8II rewup/smdwod  000°008°91 €71 TIS'9€T ouru/sindwo)
wng N UBIN (uoneonIsse[d J¥{D) Ansnpuj wng N UBIN (uoneolIsse[d D) Ansnpuj

oper],

uoneIgruuwy

S00T-8661 Ul ‘UON®IYIS

-SB[0 YD ‘Ansnpur £q ‘sanssi 95y} uo Aduow Furpudds suoneziuesio Jo oper}l puk uoneISIw uo saInyipuadxd FuikqqoT 9 dqe],

CESifo Economic Studies, 2015

page 24 of 45



Lobbying Expenditures on Migration

(panunuoo)

PIIYTS LT TIY6l S)ySry uewny  [68°L€9 9 S1€901 SSouISng SNOJAUB[[IISIIA
€20°¢E8 8T ISL6C JUSWIUOIAUY  LLE0F9 L 8716 S10NPOIJ 18910 29 A11810]
LSLTYS T LOE'8E s1op[Ing dWOH  698°,99 €1 SLETS Kireq
1SL°8LS 9§ T69°S1 uoneonpy  [[8°6SL v £56°681 soruedwo)) JIpaI)/aourul]
YTI°6L8 T 06°6L wsHNo [ /SuISpoT  9/8°66L €l 62519 OISNA/SATAOIN/A L
181°L88 €1 SHT89 SOINH/SIAIS YIBSH  0L8°€08 L 6£8 %11 udwdmby 29 s[eueiey Jurping
moaoboo_m

L99°866 €l 128°9L /SUONEOIUNUIOY) SNOJUEB[[IISIA  G8T°6LS 1 S9TEL suoru() I0309§ orqnd
¥88°9TT T 1€ LLS'6€ JO0ISAAIT  9¢0980°T  0f  10T9¢  ®[yd % suonepuno, ‘syjord-uoN
8TI'CTET 1T 900°€9 suquen/sourse)  LOFCOI'T 8 9T6°LET yodsuer] eeg
0SIVSF T #S  SSP'LT AZroug oSN LIS6ST'T I ¥¥8°T8 JUSUIISIAUT 29 SANLINOIG
96€°8TS'T ST 068°101 SOWOH SuisinN 2 S[eidsoq  89/°b/TT 8T  LTS'SH Sa[eg 29 JUISSAO0IJ POO]
098°€LS‘ T SE€  L96bY SOIAIDS UONONISUOD)  TTSISE T ST 101°C6 L_YO-1PYI0
SSPL6ST €01 60S°ST S[ELIO ONqNJ/SIUBAIIS [IALD)  SLTLbP T 81 +0v08 sAnEAISsuO)/urdqndayy
88Y°0IL'T ST 0TF'89 Korjod oudpe( 2 uSwLIOS  ObSL9YT TP 6¥6HE SUOIU() SNOSUB[[AISTIA
SOV ISI'T 0 9IL°IL SI10J0BNUOD) [BOWID  §48°9LP T vT  SES°19 SULIL] MB/SIOAMET]
1€LT81°C T OL6'IS soruedwo)) yparp/eouruly  61$°G0S° T TCT  €£4°89 suoru() [ernsnpuy
LETOV9T P9 PeEiTY SOIUONIJY U LSEOPST LT 1SO°LS Korjod douspe(q % useIO g
96€°09L°T  LE  Y09bL SOOIAIXG ssaulsng  Q¢/18ST €T ILL'S9 WSLINO [ /FUISpo]
981°€90°C €9  TT9'8P Are@  8€T°06S°T LT 868°8S 93rI0Ag 29 POO]
6SE°€91°C 6T 180°601 ssursng OSIN 6TH019°'T  #1  T€0°STI ooedso10y 20Ul
€S6°1E€T'E 95 CILLS suLl] me/siome]  €ze8IST 6 9¢0°20T SJUBIUNOIIY

wng N UeIN (uoneoyIsse JyD) Ansnpuy wng N UeIN (uoneoyyIsse YD) Ansnpuy

opel],

uon eIy

panunuo) 9 dqeL

page 25 of 45

CESifo Economic Studies, 2015



G. Facchini et al.

000°0T I 000°0T SIS und  £G6°98% I LS6°98Y 0008qO],
L99°9¢ T €ECET [onuo) und  €£¢00S € 16L°991 syueq [BIWWO)
L61°6T 4 6651 [eraqry/oneroowa 965105 8 669°C9 SOTUOIIO[Y SOUJR
6b¥ 1Y 4 STL0T suonezIuesIQ SNOISIY 2 A1) §69°1SS 6 66C°19 Ionbry 7 ‘durp| ‘199
808°S11 01 18811 1uowdmby /soAG [BIUSWIUONIAUY  €€§°96S L 8YS°6L SI[ES 1830y
SunmjoejnueN

00S°L6T 9 L16°TE SJIPIIM % SSLIdUSLY  6SH TLS T TTYLY paje[ay % [eOIWdY)
09v°C8T 1T 8L9°ST S[RUOISSOJOId YI[BIH  TE6°68S 91  1.8°9¢ suoru() uonelrodsuer],
3uIssa001q

S6°0TH ST L6E°LT $ISIKQQOT  816°€€9 0T 969°T¢ oiseq 29 uononpoid dor)
€59°TTy 6T YLSYI suotup) opei] Jup[ng [$3°6¢9 Tl L86°TS SQINH/S1AIS Y3[eaH
wng N UBIA (uoneoyissed YD) Ansnpuy wng N UBIN (uoneoyyIssed YD) Ansnpuy
opei], uon eIy

panunuo) 9 AqeL

CESifo Economic Studies, 2015

page 26 of 45



Lobbying Expenditures on Migration

patterns in this table are consistent with anecdotal evidence. Except for the
Air Transport industry, these are all sectors which use large numbers of
immigrants. For example, many university professors and researchers are
foreign-born. There is great demand for foreign nurses in the USA given
the low supply of native-born nurses. Finally, the agricultural sector is
completely dependent on the work of immigrant (unskilled) labour. Note
though that only Air Transport and Automotive appear also among the
top 10 spenders on trade policy, highlighting the presence of important
differences in the relevance of trade and immigration for specific sectors of
the economy.

Interestingly, Table 6 highlights that the sector with the highest number
of ‘organizations’ lobbying on migration over the period is Education: in
1998-2005, universities/educational institutions carried out lobbying activ-
ity on migration 296 times (some of these observations correspond to the
same university in different years). For example, Harvard University,
Georgetown University, and New York University are all in the data
set, often for multiple years. However, on average, between 1998 and
2005, a university/educational institution did not spend much on migra-
tion lobbying in a given year (approximately US$23,000).

Tables 7 and 8 (like Table 4) focus on a more restricted sample, that is,
‘organizations’ spending lobbying money only on respectively immigra-
tion (Table 7) or trade (Table 8). In other words, these are the organiza-
tions which indicate only respectively migration or trade as a policy issue
in their lobbying report. Tables 7 and 8 presents the amounts of lobbying
expenditures on migration for these organizations, industry by industry, in
the 1998-2005 period. One of the industries with organizations carrying
out lobbying activity exclusively on migration is Human Rights, where we
observe 11 instances in which money was spent for this purpose. This
selected group of organizations in the Human Rights industry spent a
total of US$1.8mn on lobbying for migration. Since migration is the
only policy issue in the reports of these organizations, we know for sure
that all this money was targeted at shaping migration policy. Turning to
trade policy, we can see that Forestry and Forest Products and Steel pro-
duction were industries with organizations lobbying exclusively on trade
policy, spending respectively a total of US$10.1 mn and US$9.2mn on
lobbying for trade. Interestingly, lobbying activity on trade took place
much more frequently, that is, 28 and 58 times respectively.

Finally, in Tables 9 and 10, we focus more directly on data at the
lobbying-organization level. First, notice that lobbying on trade and
migration is positively correlated at the lobbying-organization level
(Figure 5). In Table 9, we collapse the data on ‘total lobbying expend-
itures’ and ‘lobbying expenditures’ on respectively migration and trade
across years at the lobbying-organization level. In other words, we sum
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Table 7 Lobbying expenditures on migration for organizations spending money
ONLY on immigration, by industry, CRP classification, in 1998-2005

Industry (CRP classification) Mean N Sum

Miscellaneous Issues 216,182 21 4,539,830
Human Rights 161,818 11 1,780,000
Foreign & Defence Policy 132,091 8 1,056,725
Lawyers/Law Firms 73,269 14 1,025,761
Miscellaneous Agriculture 178,000 4 712,000
Business Services 79,714 7 558,000
Health Professionals 114,500 4 458,000
Other-Other 57,500 4 230,000
Miscellaneous Services 212,500 1 212,500
Food Processing & Sales 100,000 2 200,000
Education 36,000 5 180,000
Civil Servants/Public Officials 80,000 2 160,000
Hospitals & Nursing Homes 52,667 3 158,000
Miscellaneous Unions 40,000 3 120,000
Securities & Investment 33,333 3 100,000
Pharmaceuticals/Health Product 80,000 1 80,000
Food & Beverage 40,000 1 40,000
Pro-Israel 40,000 1 40,000
Recreation/Live Entertainment 20,000 2 40,000
Savings & Loans 40,000 1 40,000
Total 119,702 98 11,700,000

the values of the two variables, respectively, from all the lobbying reports
corresponding to a given organization across all the 8 years between 1998
and 2005. Table 9 shows the top 50 organizations in terms of lobbying
expenditures on respectively migration and trade in 1998-2005.

Note that the main difference between Table 6 and Table 9 is that
Table 6 provides information at the year-lobbying-organization level
on average for each industry while Table 9 gives information at the
lobbying-organization level summed over the 8 years. So, for example,
the US$136,511 value for the average in the Computers/Internet industry
in Table 6 gives the average amount spent by a lobbying organization—for
lobbying on immigration—in this sector in 1 year between 1998 and 2005.
On the other hand, the US$3,564,231 value for ‘lobbying expenditures on
migration’ for Microsoft Corporation in Table 9 gives the sum of expend-
itures on migration by Microsoft in all the 8§ years.

As already argued while discussing the sector-level results of Table 6,
lobbying on migration appears to be substantially more concentrated than
lobbying on trade. In the former case, the top 4 organizations contributed
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Table 8 Lobbying expenditures on trade for organizations spending money
ONLY on trade, by industry, CRP classification, in 1998-2005

Industry (CRP classification) Mean N Sum

Business Associations 155,035 82 12,700,000
Miscellaneous Manufacturing & Distributing 123,713 87 10,800,000
Forestry & Forest Products 360,757 28 10,100,000
Steel Production 158,966 58 9,220,000
Crop Production & Basic Processing 84,371 62 5,231,000
Mining 174,778 18 3,146,000
Retail Sales 92,102 30 2,763,055
Misc Business 161,188 17 2,740,194
Food Processing & Sales 151,656 18 2,729,805
Chemical & Related Manufacturing 87,185 27 2,354,000
Electronics Mfg & Services 115,000 20 2,300,000
Computers/Internet 168,750 12 2,025,000
General Contractors 700,000 2 1,400,000
Agricultural Services & Products 77,647 17 1,320,000
Building Materials & Equipment 98,846 13 1,285,000
Oil & Gas 177,143 7 1,240,000
Pharmaceuticals/Health Product 67,742 17 1,151,612
Foreign & Defence Policy 140,000 8 1,120,000
Lawyers/Law Firms 109,564 10 1,095,638
Food & Beverage 76,429 14 1,070,000
Real Estate 306,667 3 920,000
Beer, Wine & Liquor 77,500 8 620,000
Automotive 76,875 8 615,000
Textiles 54,545 11 600,000
Printing & Publishing 89,167 6 535,000
Tobacco 225,000 2 450,000
Electric Utilities 120,000 3 360,000
Recreation/Live Entertainment 90,000 4 360,000
Telephone Ultilities 150,000 2 300,000
Miscellaneous Issues 50,300 5 251,500
Business Services 110,000 2 220,000
Miscellaneous Transport 73,333 3 220,000
TV/Movies/Music 70,000 2 140,000
Air Transport 40,000 3 120,000
Telecom Services & Equipment 40,000 3 120,000
Fisheries & Wildlife 100,000 1 100,000
Lobbyists 50,000 1 50,000
Securities & Investment 22,000 2 44,000
Miscellaneous Energy 40,000 1 40,000
Dairy 20,000 1 20,000
Poultry & Eggs 20,000 1 20,000
Republican/Conservative 20,000 1 20,000
Sea Transport 20,000 1 20,000
Total 131,906 621 81,900,000
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Figure 5 Correlation between lobbying for migration and trade at the lobbying
organization level.

about 9% of the total amount spent on migration, whereas the top 4
contributed only 5% of the total spent on trade. The organization in
the data set which invested the largest amount on lobbying on migration
over the 8 years is Microsoft Corporation which, as mentioned above,
spent approximately US$3.6mn to affect migration in this period.
Among the top 50 organizations, we also find the American Farm
Bureau Federation and the National Council of Agricultural Employers,
the American Hospital Association, Disney Worldwide Services, and,
finally, also labour unions (United Auto Workers and the AFL-CIO).
Turning to lobbying on trade, the right panel of Table 9 shows that the
US Chamber of Commerce was the top spender on the issue, with a total
of US$10.4mn. The leading defence contractor Northrop Grumman was
also very active in trying to shape US trade policy. This is not surprising
given the sensitive nature of a substantial share of the firm’s production.
Turning to information using data from lobbying reports where only
migration or trade appear as an issue, Table 10 shows that the majority
of the organizations in these categories are either trade associations or
ideology-issue groups,** and not corporations.

3 For a discussion on the role played by ideology-issue groups and corporations and trade

associations, see de Figueredo and Richter (2014).
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5 Conclusions

In this article, we have used a lobbying-organization-level data set of
lobbying expenditures, covering the period between 1998 and 2005, and
have analysed lobbying activity specifically targeted at shaping immigra-
tion and trade. The data set uses information from lobbying reports which
organizations involved in lobbying have to file since 1996, after the pas-
sage of the 1995 LDA.

Several interesting points emerge from our analysis. First, while PAC
contributions and lobbying are in general positively correlated, our results
suggest that this is not the case when it comes to lobbying on migration.
As a result any analysis that focuses on the role of pressure group activity
in affecting migration should take advantage of the rich new data on
lobbying, rather than relying only on PAC contribution data. Second,
while overall lobbying expenditures increased steadily over our sample
period, both lobbying on migration and trade appears to fluctuate
more. Third, the total amount spent on lobbying for immigration and
trade never exceeded 6% of the total lobbying contributions, and the
total amount contributed with the purpose of shaping trade policy was
typically four to six times larger than the amount contributed to shape
migration policy (see Table 1). Fourth, turning to the sectoral distribution
of lobbying activities, we have argued that lobbying on migration is sub-
stantially more concentrated than lobbying on trade. Finally, we have seen
that a similar pattern emerges also when we examine the contributions of
individual organizations.

The analysis carried out in this article is mainly descriptive and
has allowed us to highlight some important similarities and differences in
the patterns of lobbying on two facets of globalization, international migra-
tion, and international trade. Neoclassical economic theory in the spirit of
Heckscher and Ohlin suggests that trade and migration are substitutes, yet
we have documented the existence of significant differences in the extent of
pressure groups organization on these two issues, ranging from the amount
of resources invested, to the number of organizations involved in lobbying,
to the sectors in which these organizations are active. One interesting ques-
tion that could be addressed using our data is to what extent are there
differences in the returns to lobbying in these two areas. In other words,
are greater monetary payoffs the main explanation for why lobbying on
trade is more widespread than lobbying on migration? A second important
question would instead focus on the extent to which organizations perceive
migration and trade policy as political complements or substitutes. While
answering these questions would enhance our understanding of the political
economy of globalization, they go beyond the scope of this article and are
left for further research.
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Appendix A
A1 Details about lobbying expenditures data

In addition to campaign contributions to political candidates for election
purposes, each year companies, labour unions, and other organizations
spend billions of dollars to hire lobbying firms which lobby incumbent mem-
bers of Congress and of federal agencies on their behalf. Some special interests
hire external lobbying firms; others have lobbyists working in-house.

The data on lobbying expenditures are compiled by the Center for
Responsive Politics (CRP) using the semi-annual lobbying disclosure
reports filed with the Secretary of the Senate’s Office of Public Records
(SOPR) and posted to its website. The reports analysed by CRP cover
lobbying activity that took place from 1998 through 2005.

The Lobbying Disclosure Act (LDA) of 1995 requires lobbying firms
and organizations to register and to file reports of their lobbying activities
with the SOPR. In general, it requires registration by any individual lob-
byist (or the individual’s employer if it employs one or more lobbyists)
within 45 days after the individual first makes—or is employed or retained
to make—a lobbying contact with either the President, the Vice President,
a Member of Congress, or any other specified Federal officer or employee,
including certain high-ranking members of the uniformed services.
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A registrant must file a report for the semi-annual period when registra-
tion initially occurs and for each semi-annual period thereafter, including
the period during which registration terminates. Lobbying firms (that is,
entities with one or more lobbyists, including self-employed individuals
who act as lobbyists for outside clients) are required to file a separate
report for each client covered by a registration. Organizations employing
in-house lobbyists file a single report for each semi-annual period. The
semi-annual report must be filed no later than 45 days after the end of a
semi-annual period beginning on the first day of January and the first day
of July of every year in which a registrant is registered. The LDA requires
the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of Representatives
to make all registrations and reports available to the public as soon as
practicable after they are received.

Under the Section 3(10) of the LDA, an individual is defined as a ‘lobbyist’
with respect to a particular client if he or she makes more than one lobbying
contact on behalf of that client (that is, more than one communication to a
covered official) and his or her ‘lobbying activities’ constitute at least 20% of
the individual’s time in services for that client over any 6-month period.
‘Lobbying activity’ is defined in Section 3(7) of the LDA as ‘lobbying con-
tacts or efforts in support of such contacts, including background work that
is intended, at the time it was performed, for use in contacts, and coordina-
tion with the lobbying activities of others’.

Section 15 of the LDA permits those organizations that file under
Sections 6033(b)(8) of the IRC and organizations that are subject to
Section 162(e) of the IRC to use the tax law definitions of lobbying in
lieu of the LDA definitions for determining ‘contacts’ and ‘lobbying activ-
ities’. The definition of lobbying in the tax law is broader with respect to
the type of activities reported, while it is narrower with respect to the
executive branch officials who are contacted. For example, the definition
of lobbying under the tax code includes ‘grass-roots’, state and local lob-
bying, while the LDA excludes these types of lobbying from the definition
of ‘lobbying activities’. Under the amendment of the LDA in 1998, regis-
trants who use tax law definitions of lobbying must use the IRC definition
for executive branch lobbying and the LDA definition for legislative
branch lobbying.

There are three different filing methods listed in the form. Two options
are largely identical (one for for-profit groups, the other for non-profit
groups) and use the definition of lobbying provided by the IRC. The third
follows the definition of lobbying contained in the LDA. As discussed
above, filers using the IRC methods must report state local and grassroots
lobbying costs, which are not included in the reports which follow the
LDA definition. Thus, lobbying expenditures may not be strictly compar-
able across organizations using different filing methods.
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Table A1 List of issues in lobbying reports

Code Issue

ACC Accounting

ADV Advertising

AER Aerospace

AGR Agriculture

ALC Alcohol & Drug Abuse

ANI Animals

APP Apparel/Clothing Industry/Textiles
ART Arts/Entertainment

AUT Automotive Industry

AVI Aviation/Aircraft/ Airlines

BAN Banking

BNK Bankruptcy

BEV Beverage Industry

BUD Budget/Appropriations

CHM Chemicals/Chemical Industry

CIv Civil Rights/Civil Liberties

CAW Clean Air & Water (Quality)
CDT Commodities (Big Ticket)

COM Communications/ Broadcasting/Radio/TV
CPI Computer Industry

CSP Consumer Issues/Safety/Protection
CON Constitution

CPT Copyright/Patent/Trademark

DEF Defence

DOC District of Columbia

DIS Disaster Planning/Emergencies
ECN Economics/Economic Development
EDU Education

ENG Energy/Nuclear

ENV Environmental/Superfund

FAM Family Issues/Abortion/Adoption
FIR Firearms/Guns/Ammunition

FIN Financial Institutions/Investments/ Securities
FOO Food Industry (Safety, Labelling, etc.)
FOR Foreign Relations

FUE Fuel/Gas/Oil

GAM Gaming/Gambling/Casino

GOV Government Issues

HCR Health Issues

HOU Housing

IMM Immigration

IND Indian/Native American Affairs

(continued)
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Table A1 Continued

Code Issue

INS Insurance

LBR Labour Issues/Antitrust/Workplace
LAW Law Enforcement/Crime/Criminal Justice
MAN Manufacturing

MAR Marine/Maritime/Boating/Fisheries
MIA Media (Information/Publishing)
MED Medical/Disease Research/Clinical Labs
MMM Medicare/Medicaid

MON Minting/Money/Gold Standard
NAT Natural Resources

PHA Pharmacy

POS Postal

RRR Railroads

RES Real Estate/Land Use/Conservation
REL Religion

RET Retirement

ROD Roads/Highway

SCI Science/Technology

SMB Small Business

SPO Sports/Athletics

TAX Taxation/Internal Revenue Code
TEC Telecommunications

TOB Tobacco

TOR Torts

TRD Trade (Domestic & Foreign)

TRA Transportation

TOU Travel/Tourism

TRU Trucking/Shipping

URB Urban Development/Municipalities
UNM Unemployment

UTI Utilities

VET Veterans

WAS Waste (hazardous/solid/interstate/nuclear)
WEL Welfare

Source: SOPR
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Table A2 Sample lobbying report

00000343475
erk of Ihe House of Repeeseniali Seoretary of the Senate RECEIYED
l.qbl:-in Resouce Comer Office of Public Records ERCRLT )'!'fi [ OF THE SEa FE
B-106 Cannon Bulkding 232 Hart Building
Washimgion, DC 20515 Washingson, DC 20510 05 AU IS PHiZ: 53

LOBBYING REPORT

Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 (Section 5) - Al Filers Are Required to Complete This Page

SLPLPEOAGRE

1. Registsant Mame
Microsslt Corparation

1 Rogistmnt Addests ] Check if differant than previoutly repomed

Addeess 1401 Eye Street, NW Suite 500
Ciny. Wathingeen SumerZip 1or Country} DC 20008
3. Principal Placs of Biskness (if éfferom froa) line 2) y
Cany Redmood SuselTip (or Country) WA 9BD52
4. Comncs Name Telephoms E-mmid ivptional) 5. Sonme D%
Karim Gess (202) 263-3900 kgess@microsoft.com ’ 15204-12
T Clieni Hene B Setf §. House WO o
3nnTasan -

TYPE OF REPORT 3. Year 2885  Midyear (January 1-June 30 ® OR Year End {fuly 1-December 31) O
9. Check if this filing amends a previously filed version of this repom (]

1. Check if this is 3 Termination Report 0 >> Termination Dawe 11. No Lobbying Activiey (]

INCOME OR EXPENSES - Complete Either Line 12 OR Line 13

11. Labbying Firms 13, Orgamizatisns
INCOME relating to lobbying acrivities for this eponing EXPENSES relatmg to lobbyi ivities for this
period was: period wers:
Less than 510,000 O Less than 510000 O
$100000rmoce O »>8 | 510000 ccmore B >>5 _ $h50,00008
lncome (nenres) 520,000) Expenses inesen $20.000)
. REFORTING METHOD. Check bax to indicats ax
Provide a gond fadth estimate, counded to the nearest -wcvwmg method, See instructions far description of optios.
$20,000 of 2l lobbying nhud ircome from the client N
(i all p by any other erity O Method A. R i using LDA aaly
fox. og Ak vitins dn of ta Qitcnd, 3 Method B Reponting amounis under section ¢03Mh) 5} of
the Intemnat Revenue Code
B Methosd C. Reporting amounts under section 162(¢) of the
Internal Revenue Code

5 Date _ MALI088

Printed Nesne and Title 3¢k Krumholtz - Mapaging Dir. of Federal Gav't Aflalrs Page 1 of I9

(continued)
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Table A2 Continued

00000343454
iatronl Name:  Miceosoll Cosjppyati E?
Cliem Name: Microsoft Cor ':._"J
=]
LOBBYING ACTIVITY. Select as many codes as necessary 1o reflect the genecal issue sreas in which the registrant =]
engaged in lobbying on behalf of the clisnt during the reporting period. Using 2 separate page for each code, provide we!
information a5 reqs Anach addin page(s) as needed. £
o
15. Generalissvearencode MM {one per page) B
16. Specific Lobbying issues o]
H-1B visas iy
L+l visas
Program Electronk Review Management System (PERM) veguintions
17. House(s) ol Congress and Fedeval agencies contacied O Check if None
Department #f Commerce
Deprroment of Labor
Executive Office of the President
Heuase of Reprezemtatives .
Semate
18, Mame of each idividusl who acled a3 & lobbyist in this ieue area
Name Cavered Official Position (if applicable) New
Buckner, Marland No
Corley, Scnee Ves
Gelman, Matt No
Houtoa, James No
Ingle, Ed “While Houwsa Mo
Krumeliz, Jack Me
Cwta, Lori Semate Poliey Ci Ns
19, Interest of each foreign entity in ithe specific issues listed oa line 1€ above B Check if None
Dute _B/12/2005
Printed Nare and Titke J3ck Kramboltz - Masaging Dir. of Federal Gov's Affakrs Page 10 of 19
(continued)
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Table A2 Continued

gistrane Name:  Microsoft Cer ‘_':—;
Client Name: DMikresoft © g
LOBBYING ACTIVITY. Select a5 many codes as necessary io reflect the general issue areas in which the registrant Ll
engaped in lobbying on behalf of the chenl duriig the repening pericd. Using a separate page for eath cede, provide i
informatian as requested. Attach additional page(s) as needed. +2
—
15. General isane area code TRID (o pey page} '
16. Specific Lobbying issues w
H.R3045, Dr D -Central A United States Free Trade Agreement Implementadon Act, ~
Speciat 301
P ioas of free frade agreemests wilk the South Africa Customs Union, Bakrain,

property
Panama, Thalland, aad Morocco
Software piracy and peocurement issues iw China
* Interpretation nnd enforcement of the WTO Agreement #0 Trode-Relsted Aspects of Intelleciual Property

(TRIPS)
Agends for furiler negs inws lo Dols Rownd oI WTO talks
E i i jom of Hion im the software imdustry
Kerean Fair Trade C ision's ¥ of ¥ im the kndustry
17. House(s) of Congress and Federal agencies contacted O Check if None
Department of Commeres
Department of Justhee
Department of State
Department of Trestury

[Executive Office of the President
Federal Trade Commission
Hause of Represemiatives

18, Name of cach individuzl who acted as a loblyist in this issoe area

Name Covered Official Position (i applicable} New
Brady, Betsy Ne
Buckner, Marland No
Corley, Scatt Yes
Celman, Mant No
Howtoo, James No
Ingle, E4 White House MNe
Kr Jack Ne
1. [Interest of each foreign entity in the specific issues lisied on line 16 above B COweck ifNane
/61 4 4’" ! i é; Dele 1277005
Prinied Nama and Titke I8¢k Krqucm. < hlama Dir. of Federal Gov't Aflairs Page 18 of 19
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