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Abstract 
A new class of political groups including think tanks, single-issue advocacy groups, political donor 
networks has emerged and proliferated in the political landscape in recent decades. The extent of 
their political influence is consequential for our understanding of political inequality, but existing 
empirical knowledge is scant. Therefore, to gauge their potential for influence, we review the more 
general empirical interest group literature pertaining to the political efficacy of the resources that 
the new class of groups thrive on, namely information and money as well as membership which is 
the primary resource through which organized groups have traditionally attained public policy 
influence. A qualitative synthesis supplemented with a quantitative summary of the findings from 
63 studies reveal a diverse set of results with the exception that informational resources stand out as 
nearly uniformly positively associated with both access and public policy influence. This has 
implications for our understanding of the new class of organized groups as well as for political 
inequality when seen in relation to increasing interest group professionalization. 
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Introduction 1 

A new class of influence seeking organized groups have mushroomed in the political landscape in 2 

recent decades, including think tanks, single-issue advocacy groups, non-party fundraising groups, 3 

and political donor network (Bertelli & Wenger, 2009; Blach-Ørsten & Kristensen, 2016; Hertel-4 

Fernandez, 2019; Rich, 2004; Sherrington, 2000; Skocpol & Hertel-Fernandez, 2016). They seek to 5 

influence public policies by using a special set of resources. Political resources are here understood 6 

as anything that can be used to sway the choices or strategies of other individuals, groups of 7 

individuals or governments (cf., Dahl, 1961, p. 228). While interest groups have traditionally gained 8 

influence in dependence on whom and how many members they can mobilize, the new class of 9 

groups seeks influence by donating informational and/or financial resources into the policymaking 10 

process.  11 

The existence of these groups is not unnoticed but the extent to which they successfully translate 12 

resources into public policy influence is more disputed and still scarcely studied. Therefore, we 13 

review around two decades of empirical interest group research to evaluate the efficacy with which 14 

the resources that are mobilized by the new class of groups (information and money), respectively, 15 

by more traditional organized groups (membership) can be translated into public policy influence. 16 

Provided that the new class of groups attains influence through similar mechanisms as traditional 17 

interest groups, this approach allows us to assess their potential for public policy influence. The 18 

membership studies will serve as an indicative point of reference even if our design does not allow 19 

for a direct comparison of the efficacy of the different resource types. 20 

An overview of the literature is warranted in an era where several scholars report worrying findings 21 

about democracy being undermined by groups that invest in politics rather than organizing and 22 

expressing the voice of individuals. Outsized influence by such groups is, for example, the 23 
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backbone of the ‘captured democracy’ or ‘business dominance’ hypothesis (cf., Gilens, 2012; 24 

Gilens & Page, 2014; Hacker & Pierson, 2010; Scheve & Stasavage, 2017) and their impact have 25 

been tied to dynamics that produce growing economic disparities in advanced democracies. 26 

Conversely, we cannot disregard traditional membership-based groups as politically irrelevant. 27 

Mobilizing members-cum-voters can still have an impact on the policy position taken by legislators, 28 

and the influence of donating groups may be confined to arcane aspects of policy programs with 29 

few implications for average citizens. Hence, with this paper we are entering a broader scholarly 30 

conversation about the characteristics of interest groups and means by which they attain influence 31 

(Dür & De Bièvre, 2007). A conversation that goes beyond the interest group literature and informs 32 

discussions about the distribution and intertwinement of political and economic resources in 33 

advanced democracies.   34 

The politics of interest groups in America, Europe and the European Union has been converging at 35 

least since the 1990s (cf., Baumgartner & Leech, 1998; Woll, 2006). Therefore we include research 36 

from all three contexts in our review of the literature. The main outcome of interest is public policy 37 

influence defined as the ability to shape public policy decisions in line with one’s preferences (Dür, 38 

2008, p. 561). Studies that examine access to policymakers and the policymaking process are also 39 

included because access is commonly considered a key precursor of influence (DeGregorio, 1997; 40 

Klüver, 2013b, p. 10; Miller, 2021). Consequently, we review a heterogeneous body of research 41 

with respect to geographical contexts, variable operationalizations, and empirical strategies. Most 42 

included studies use quantitative methods while some rely on qualitative or mixed methods. To 43 

summarize the findings from this diverse body of scholarship we conduct a qualitative synthesis of 44 

the empirical results supplemented with a descriptive, quantitative vote-count. The main 45 

conclusions are that the results are highly mixed except for those pertaining informational resources 46 

where most results show at least a partially positive impact on access and influence.  47 
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In the next section we present the theoretical foundation of the paper by laying out the logics of 48 

exchanging either membership-, informational-, and financial resources for public policy influence. 49 

The section also contains information about prevalent approaches to measuring the different types 50 

of resources in the literature. Then we present how the included studies were obtained and how 51 

access and public policy influence are usually measured. This is followed by an empirical synthesis 52 

of the literature. The paper ends with a discussing conclusion where the broader implications for our 53 

understanding of the new class of groups as well as political inequality in America and beyond are 54 

addressed.    55 

New Class of Groups – New Logics of Exchange   56 

The relationship between governments and organized political groups in advanced, western 57 

democracies is commonly understood as relying on a logic of exchange (Bouwen, 2004; Pfeffer & 58 

Salancik, 1978). This logic relies on supply and demand where all actors in the arrangement are 59 

assumed to control, and exchange, resources that are desired by other participants. Governments, 60 

for example, control public expenditures and the flow of financial resources to policy programs and 61 

points of entry to the legislative machinery. Such resources are important to interest groups that are 62 

seeking influence on policy outcomes. The classic understanding is that interest groups on their side 63 

control a pool of members which, in return for access and influence, can be mobilized to support 64 

policy decisions, or at least help moderate the level of protests in the face of unpopular government 65 

decisions. Groups can also mobilize members at election time to cast their votes for certain parties 66 

and, in effect, influence the making and breaking of partisan governments (Öberg, Svensson, 67 

Christiansen, Nørgaard, & Thesen, 2011, pp. 386-387). 68 

This understanding has in recent years been challenged by the entrance of a new class of groups 69 

thriving politically on the mobilization of alternative resources. Focusing especially on networks 70 
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and organizations associated with the Republican Party in America, Skocpol and Hertel-Fernandez 71 

(2016) document a shifting pattern. Groups that are controlled by the Republican Party are losing 72 

ground compared to extra-party consortia of donors and think tanks for example (Skocpol & Hertel-73 

Fernandez, 2016). Other scholars observe that relatively few mass-based interest groups are active 74 

in politics and have little impact compared to for example business-oriented groups that spend more 75 

money on politics (Gilens & Page, 2014, p. 575).  76 

This suggests that financial resources may outweigh members as a resource in the political 77 

battlefield. Much research is focused on American politics, but it is not necessarily a distinct 78 

American phenomenon. Business groups in Europe have also shifted away from political 79 

compromise and sought ideational dominance, lobbied for far-reaching welfare state reform, tax 80 

cuts and liberalization. To promote their interests and achieve public policy influence business has 81 

channeled resources into new non-market strategies such as establishing policy formulating think-82 

tanks, enabled media campaigns to prime and frame the debate about redistributive policy 83 

arrangements, strengthened their lobbying efforts and generally scaled up on ideological advocacy 84 

(Blyth, 2001; Kinderman, 2017; Paster, 2015; Svallfors, 2016). 85 

Parts of the literature therefore suggest that new groups endowed with other resources than 86 

members are growing in importance. In the next section we outline theoretically how membership-, 87 

informational-, and financial resources can be exchanged for public policy influence. In connection 88 

with this we outline some common ways in which these resources are measured in the literature. 89 

Following that we move on to empirically assess the extent to which the existing literature bear out 90 

the implications of the theorized logics.  91 
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The Logic of Exchanging Members for Influence   92 

Organizations can aggregate the voice and interests of their members, communicate them to public 93 

officials and achieve substantial influence on public policy by doing so. Here, a large and 94 

disciplined pool of members is a resource that interest groups use to sway legislators and 95 

governments. Legislators are fundamentally interested in popular support for policy decisions and 96 

votes in elections which interest groups can provide by virtue of internal member control and in 97 

exchange for influence (Berkhout, 2013; Öberg et al., 2011). Hence, in this view, the main resource 98 

that interest groups are exchanging with legislators is the number of members it can persuade to 99 

follow agreements that are made with legislators (Öberg et al., 2011, p. 385).  100 

However, interest groups have experienced a weakened degree of membership control 101 

(Rommetvedt, Thesen, Christiansen, & Nørgaard, 2012, p. 463; Traxler, 2009) as well as declining 102 

organization rates in, for example, unions (Traxler, 2009, p. 156). Membership as an exchangeable 103 

political resource is thus likely to have dwindled in importance for legislators because they can rely 104 

on member support to a lesser extent now than earlier (Öberg et al., 2011, p. 387).  105 

Empirically, membership resources are usually measured using one of two approaches. In the first, 106 

a count of members is used (e.g., Albert, 2013; Baumgartner, Berry, Hojnacki, Kimball, & Leech, 107 

2009; Buffardi, Pekkanen, & Smith, 2017; Marianno, 2019) while the second relies on different 108 

measures of membership density (e.g., Eising, 2007; Kohler-Koch, Kotzian, & Quittkat, 2017), i.e., 109 

the degree of mobilization of potential members. These two approaches generally allow for an 110 

empirical assessment of the efficacy of membership resources for influence seeking interest groups, 111 

albeit with the limitation that variables such as degree of membership control are often unobserved.    112 
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The Logic of Exchanging Information for Influence  113 

When organizations organize fewer members that also can be animated to support electorally 114 

specific parties or governments, elected officials have reduced incentives to admit organizations 115 

access to the policy process and allow them to get influence. Unless organized groups can mobilize 116 

alternative resources that are desired by governments. One resource that may be exchanged for 117 

influence is information.  118 

In the EU the demand for information has increased as the polity has matured (Sherrington, 2000, p. 119 

178) and in America the ‘brain drain’ at both the state- and national levels of government has also 120 

resulted in increasing informational demands (see Hertel-Fernandez, 2019; LaPira & Thomas, 121 

2017). Specifically, policymakers increasingly demand external information from for example 122 

interest groups. Politicians, for instance, need crafted talk (Jacobs & Shapiro, 2000) which may take 123 

the form of credible but biased information to attract a growing number of independent voters thus 124 

reducing electoral uncertainty.  125 

This persuasive type of information is research-based and performed in accordance with, for 126 

example, social science norms. Information comes across as cost-benefit analyses which is an 127 

essential tool for policy analysis. The underlying research may live up to scholarly standards, but 128 

the conclusions are often politically biased by a selective focus on research results that are 129 

beneficial for the promotion of a specific policy or by way of framing and interpreting the results in 130 

line with policy preferences. That is, they are expressions of distinct preferences (Bertelli & 131 

Wenger, 2009).  132 

Think tanks are particularly well-equipped to provide credible but biased policy information which 133 

may partly explain their rapid expansion (Bertelli & Wenger, 2009). But generally interest groups 134 

may influence public policy if they ‘analyze, synthesize, and summarize – in a politically user-135 
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friendly form …’  (Hall & Deardorff, 2006, p. 74). An intensified demand for biased policy 136 

information has also spurred dynamics of organizational change where interest groups have 137 

reshaped internal structures and strengthened organizational capacities to craft, transmit and supply 138 

such information (Halpin, 2014; Minkoff, Aisenbrey, & Agnone, 2008). If interest groups can 139 

provide politicians strategically biased information, they have excellent opportunities to promote 140 

their own preferences. However, information need not be biased to have a political impact. Indeed, 141 

in an American-centered literature it has been emphasized that interest groups can act as ‘service 142 

bureaus’ for legislators and gain access in return for relevant information about policies and 143 

potential electoral consequences (Bauer, Pool, & Dexter, 2007 [1963]; J. M. Hansen, 1991). 144 

Nonetheless, a new logic of exchanging information for influence may have emerged where 145 

policymakers demand strategic policy information to cope with electoral uncertainty by persuading 146 

potential voters while organized groups producing and conveying this information can affect 147 

political decisions and policy outcomes.  148 

Empirically, informational resources are measured both subjectively and more objectively. The 149 

former rely on subjective assessments of an interest group’s informational capacity and include, for 150 

example, élite actors’ assessments of the informational capacity of an interest group (Dür, Marshall, 151 

& Bernhagen, 2019; Hermansson, 2016), interest groups’ own assessments of their informational 152 

capacity including which types of information they have conveyed to policymakers  (Chalmers, 153 

2013; Eising, 2007; Flöthe, 2019), or qualitative assessments of whether interest groups could 154 

provide reliable political intelligence about constituent preferences (J. M. Hansen, 1991). 155 

Additionally, some studies use content coding of policy-relevant documents such as consultations 156 

letters and media stories (Rasch, 2018; Taghizadeh, 2015). The latter rely on objective indicators 157 

and include the length of comment letters sent to legislators (T. B. Hansen, 2011; Klüver, 2013a, 158 

2013b). These operationalizations allow for a test of the implication that informational resources 159 
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should be positively associated with public policy influence. It is not generally possible to assess if 160 

biased information is more effective than non-biased information as existing studies usually do not 161 

take this into account, probably due to the difficulty associated with determining the biasedness of 162 

information. 163 

The Logic of Exchanging Financial Resources for Influence  164 

In 2004, the APSA Task Force on Inequality and American Democracy concluded that the voices of 165 

citizens with lower or moderate incomes are often lost, while the advantaged roar with a clarity and 166 

consistency that policymakers readily and routinely follow (APSA, 2004). The advantaged are 167 

characterized by being better organized and represented by organizations that donate money and 168 

invest in politics. This brings us to the role money plays in politics and to theorize about how 169 

financial resources can be exchanged with policymakers for public policy influence.  170 

It has frequently been noted that politics has become an increasingly expensive undertaking. Indeed, 171 

increasing professionalization and mediatization of politics (cf., Asp & Esaiasson, 1996; 172 

Binderkrantz, 2012; Blach-Ørsten & Kristensen, 2016; Svallfors, 2020) have increased the financial 173 

burden of running for political office. This point extends beyond American politics as elections in 174 

Europe have also become increasingly expensive (see Gagatek, 2013). Additionally, even though 175 

public funding schemes exist in all advanced democracies, political parties also rely on private 176 

funding to varying extents (OECD, 2016, pp. 38, 40). Taken together this implies that money is in 177 

increasing demand with legislators, parties, and governments. Hence, when we define financial 178 

resources as the money or liquid assets that an interest group possesses or uses, then the more 179 

endowed a group is with this type of resource, the better positioned it is to meet this demand in an 180 

exchange for public policy influence.    181 
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Empirically, financial resources are generally operationalized according to how much money an 182 

interest group possesses or spends. Studies in the former category use, for instance, group revenue 183 

or income (e.g., Bento, Henry, & Lowe, 2013; Binderkrantz, Christiansen, & Pedersen, 2015) or 184 

budget size (e.g., Kohler-Koch et al., 2017; Steel, Pierce, & Lovrich, 1996) while studies in the 185 

latter category typically use some measure of campaign contributions (e.g., Constant, 2006; T. B. 186 

Hansen, 2011; Kalla & Broockman, 2016; Mallinson, 2014) or lobbying expenditure (e.g., de 187 

Figueiredo & Silverman, 2006; Dusso, Holyoke, & Schatzinger, 2019) to proxy financial resources. 188 

This allows for a straightforward test of the logic proposed above, namely that financial resources 189 

should be positively associated with influence over public policy.   190 

Synthesis of Empirical Results 191 

Having theoretically situated how the different types of resources can be exchanged for access and 192 

in particular public policy influence, this section investigates whether existing studies find empirical 193 

evidence hereof. But first we outline how the included studies were obtained, some of their key 194 

characteristics etc.  195 

To identify the potentially relevant pieces of literature database searches were conducted in Scopus 196 

and Web of Science. The key search terms were ‘lobby influence’, ‘lobby success’, ‘interest group 197 

influence’, and ‘resource’. A subsequent backwards search was conducted as well to catch studies 198 

that were not found in the initial searches. The searches were not restricted to only include political 199 

science journals since relevant work has also been done in other fields. To be included, a 200 

manuscript had to be a peer-reviewed article, a book chapter, or a book; have membership-, 201 

informational-, or financial resources as a main independent variable (i.e., not just as a control 202 

variable); contain an empirical part; pertain to one or more advanced democracies or a supranational 203 

collection of advanced democracies such as the EU; have access or influence over public policy as a 204 
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dependent variable; and be in English. The searches and subsequent screenings resulted in 63 205 

studies being included. The included studies were predominantly published after the year 2000 with 206 

the oldest study being from 1982. Appendices A, B, and C contain more detailed information about 207 

the search strategy, data extraction, and included studies, respectively. Importantly, we do not claim 208 

that the pool of included studies represents the entire universe of potentially relevant studies, but we 209 

are confident that it is a representative subset hereof. 210 

The unit of analysis in the review is what call an inference which is the overall quantitative effect or 211 

qualitative impact of one resource variable on one dependent variable of interest. That is, there can 212 

be multiple inferences per study but only one inference per resource-dependent variable pair. An 213 

inference can be positive, partially positive, or non-positive: Positive if the presence of, or increases 214 

in, a resource variable is positively (and significantly; if quantitative methods are used) associated 215 

with increases in access or influence as measured by the dependent variable; non-positive if such a 216 

relationship is absent; and partially positive if the empirical evidence is ambiguous. The details of 217 

how inferences were classified are omitted due to space constraints, but this information can be 218 

found in the table-note in Appendix C. Regarding methods, most studies rely on quantitative 219 

methods (50) to obtain inferences while a minority rely on qualitative methods (5) or some mix of 220 

qualitative and quantitative methods (8). Table 1 outlines the distribution of studies according to 221 

which inferences they contain.  222 

 223 

[Table 1 about here (see p. 32)] 224 

 225 

We now outline some of the common ways in which the included studies measure access and public 226 

policy influence. The modal quantitative approach to measuring access relies on variables reflecting 227 
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the amount of interaction with target policymakers or political institutions. Measuring influence, on 228 

the other hand, is approached in a wealth of ways (see Dür, 2008). Some rely on subjective 229 

indicators while others rely on more objective ones (see Dür et al., 2019, pp. 43-48 for a more fine-230 

grained categorization). Subjective measured include, for example, an interest group’s self-assessed 231 

level of influence or qualitative assessments hereof on the part of the scholar. The more objective 232 

measures typically include some notion of preference attainment, i.e., the degree of correspondence 233 

between a policy output and an interest group’s preference (Dür, 2008). Thus, the included studies 234 

are heterogeneous with respect to how the relevant variables are measured. This poses a challenge 235 

to the accumulation of knowledge because it limits the inter-study comparability. We return to this 236 

point in the discussion.   237 

 238 

[Figure 1 about here (see p. 32)]  239 

  240 

Membership Resources 241 

Interest groups are vehicles supplementing the ballot box by which citizens can have their voices 242 

heard in the policymaking process. As such, a long-standing hypothesis is that representational 243 

clout is an effective way to gain political influence (Skocpol, 2004, p. 9). However, as mentioned, 244 

members are likely not as important now as they once were. Indeed, Figure 1 shows that the 245 

inferences pertaining to membership resources are more often non-positive. This indicates that 246 

membership is not consistently, positively associated with neither access nor influence. 247 

Furthermore, this picture does not change when the inferences are disaggregated according to 248 

geographic context.  249 
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Looking first at the link between membership resources and access, Albert (2013) finds in an 250 

American context that the more members a labor union has, the more likely it is to participate in a 251 

Congressional hearing. Likewise, Fraussen and Beyers (2016), who examine access in the Flanders 252 

region of Belgium, find that more members is associated with a higher likelihood of membership of 253 

the Strategic Advisory Councils which are the main consultative arrangements in Flanders. 254 

However, in the EU context, the number of individual members is not found to increase access to 255 

hearings for umbrella organizations (Junk, 2018).  256 

Other studies look at membership density – i.e., the degree of mobilization of potential members – 257 

instead of membership counts. Note that membership density tells us nothing about the membership 258 

size and hence the extent to which legislators can obtain political support from a large member 259 

pool. Instead, it pertains to the potential degree of support from a given sector or domain since 260 

denser memberships make claims of representativeness more credible which can help increase the 261 

legitimacy of policy decisions (Eising, 2007, p. 337). However, the empirical results are ambiguous. 262 

Eising (2007), for instance, finds no clear link between membership density of business associations 263 

and access to six different EU institutions. Kohler-Koch et al. (2017), who also examine business 264 

associations, find that membership density (which they refer to as representativeness) is a strong 265 

predictor of obtaining access to EU institutions but not to national level institutions while it is not 266 

clearly linked to the frequency of access.         267 

The link between membership resources and public policy influence is also ambiguous. In the EU, 268 

the membership of individual groups generally does not matter for influence over public policy 269 

(Mahoney, 2007). However, when membership (measured ordinally) is aggregated to the set of 270 

interest groups lobbying on the same side of an issue, it becomes highly important for influence 271 

thus underlining that lobbying is a collective enterprise (Klüver, 2013a, 2013b). In the American 272 

context the results are also mixed. Looking at membership size, some find evidence that this is 273 
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associated with influence (Allen, 2005; Steel et al., 1996)3, others find partial evidence that it 274 

matters for influence (Finger, 2019), while others still find that membership is not associated with 275 

public policy influence (Baumgartner et al., 2009; Buffardi et al., 2017; Furlong, 1997; McKay, 276 

2012).  277 

In sum, the empirical results show that membership resources are neither clearly positively 278 

associated with access nor influence. This conclusion holds across geographical contexts. It is 279 

consistent with observations made by Skocpol (2004) that there has been a near-universal decline in 280 

interest group membership in America which is in part due to increasing professionalization of 281 

groups. This reliance on professionals entails that ‘… a group aiming to speak for a large number of 282 

Americans does not need “members” in any meaningful sense of the word.’ (Skocpol, 2004, p. 10).      283 

Informational Resources  284 

Lobbying is effectively a transmission of policy-relevant information (Dür et al., 2019, p. 109) why 285 

informational resources should be important assets for access- and influence seeking groups. 286 

Additionally, considering increasing professionalization, interest groups can be expected to find 287 

themselves better able to meet policymakers’ informational demands. From Figure 1 we see that the 288 

empirical results in the literature generally support the notion that information matters. Specifically, 289 

we see that most inferences pertaining to informational resources are partially positive or positive 290 

meaning that this type of resource is reasonably clearly associated with access and influence. 291 

Furthermore, this observation holds across geographical contexts. However, the number of 292 

inferences is relatively small which indicates that much is still to be explored empirically.  293 

 
 
3 Although Allen (2005) does not examine membership size directly, but looks instead at the number of members per 
1,000 inhabitants in a given state (Allen, 2005, p. 448). 
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A prominent example of a study which shows that informational resources matter for interest group 294 

access is J. M. Hansen (1991) in a case study of the privileged access that the American farm lobby 295 

had to the Agricultural Committee in Congress during much of the 20th century. Hansen theorizes 296 

and shows that if an interest group has a competitive advantage, i.e., that it can provide information 297 

more cheaply and efficiently than its competitors, and that circumstances that created this 298 

competitive advantage are likely to recur, then it will enjoy privileged access to reelection-oriented 299 

legislators (J. M. Hansen, 1991). However, generalizations are difficult to make due to the case 300 

study design.  301 

Other studies have also examined the link between interest groups’ informational capacity and 302 

access. Eising (2007) looks at business groups in the EU and finds that the provision of policy-303 

relevant information increases access to all the major EU institutions. Chalmers (2013) looks at 304 

different types of interest groups (not just business groups) and examines access patterns resulting 305 

from the provision of different types of information. Chalmers finds that access largely results from 306 

providing information which meets the presumed demands of EU policymakers (Chalmers, 2013, 307 

pp. 47-49). In a different study situated in the EU Arras and Beyers (2019) also find that 308 

informational resources is positively associated with access. Specifically, they find that interest 309 

groups that hold a seat in a European Commission expert group are more likely to gain access to 310 

closed consultations held by EU agencies. In the American context the evidence indicates that 311 

increases in technical knowledge on the part of lobbyists is associated with increased access to 312 

Congress (Esterling, 2004, p. 41)   313 

The results linking informational resources to public policy influence once again indicate a positive 314 

association. The two most elaborate studies in the context of the EU are Dür et al. (2019) and 315 

Klüver (2013b). Both studies rely on preference attainment-inspired spatial conceptions of 316 

influence, but they differ with respect to data sources and measurement. Despite these differences, 317 
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their conclusions are similar. Namely, both studies find that the aggregate informational resources 318 

on the part of interest groups lobbying on the same side of an issue are more important with respect 319 

to attaining influence than the informational resources held by individual groups (Dür et al., 2019; 320 

Klüver, 2013b). Thus, both studies underline that the provision of information is an important way 321 

to achieve influence in the EU and that lobbying is a collective endeavor.   322 

The importance of coalition building and technical information has found additional support in 323 

studies that use process-tracing to probe the determinants of interest group public policy influence 324 

(Orach, Schlüter, & Österblom, 2017). Other studies investigating the link between informational 325 

resources and influence in the EU include Hermansson (2016) who examines whether policy 326 

recommendations from interest groups with issue-specific expertise are more likely to be adopted in 327 

a European Commission proposal. Hermansson’s results show that issue-specific expertise is an 328 

important predictor of adoption, but only if the interest group also enjoys privileged access to the 329 

European Commission (Hermansson, 2016, p. 192). 330 

The importance of providing technical information as a means to achieve preferred policy outputs is 331 

echoed by Taghizadeh (2015) in a Swedish subnational context. Taghizadeh shows that loosely 332 

organized social movements mobilized around the prevention of school closures can provide 333 

technical information to legislators which, in turn, reduced the probability of school closure. 334 

Similarly, Flöthe (2019) investigates lobbying success at the national level in five West European 335 

countries and finds that the provision of expert information is significantly associated with self-336 

assessed lobbying success while the provision of information about public preferences is not (see 337 

also Rasch, 2018).  338 

In the American context, a thorough examination of the link between informational resources and 339 

influence is Rich (2004) who examines think tanks and is therefore one of the only included studies 340 
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that explicitly deals with the new class of groups introduced earlier. Rich’s finds that relevant 341 

expertise has the largest potential to be influential in the agenda-setting stage of the policymaking 342 

process since it usually reduces to ammunition to support legislators’ already formed views in the 343 

decision making stage (Rich, 2004, p. 108). Additionally, ‘[t]he likelihood that think tank expertise 344 

will be influential is increased for those think tanks with established political access, perceived 345 

credibility, and timely research made available in a form generally relevant to the policy process.’ 346 

(Rich, 2004, pp. 206-207). This quote lends direct credence to our theorized logic of exchanging 347 

information for influence.  348 

Other studies of more narrow foci also examine the link between a group’s informational resources 349 

and public policy influence in America. Hoefer and Ferguson (2007), for instance, find that access 350 

to policymakers and information is associated with higher self-perceived effectiveness in 351 

influencing regulation among human service groups. A different study finds that the provision of 352 

scientific expertise is key to achieving influence in the pre-proposal stage at the agency level 353 

(Rinfret, 2011). Relatedly, T. B. Hansen (2011) finds that the higher the quality of the information 354 

contained in a comment letter provided by a lobbyist to the International Accounting Standards 355 

Board (IASB) the more likely the lobbyist’s desired position is to figure in the final standard issued 356 

by the board.  357 

Bernhagen (2007) is an example of a study that takes a different approach than those presented 358 

above. Specifically, Bernhagen studies business firms and theorizes that their influence emanates 359 

from structurally privileged positions in national economies as well as a comparatively superior 360 

endowment with private information vis-à-vis policymakers about the potential economic 361 

consequences of public policies (Bernhagen, 2007, pp. 55-63). This information asymmetry 362 

argument is tested country-comparatively but only limited support is found (Bernhagen, 2007, p. 363 

129).       364 
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In sum, the empirical evidence is reasonably clear in showing that interest group informational 365 

resources are at least partially positively associated with both access and influence over public 366 

policy. This serves as an indication that informational resources are generally valuable for access- 367 

and influence seeking interest groups. On the face of it this is no cause for concern from a political 368 

equality point of view. However, when seen in the context to increasing group professionalization 369 

this assessment is not as optimistic which we will address further in the discussion.  370 

Financial Resources  371 

A longstanding public and scholarly concern is that money invested into the policymaking process 372 

helps narrow interests attain favorable public policy in the short or the long run (Brown, 2016). The 373 

results from the literature as seen from Figure 1 show a more complex picture. When geographical 374 

context is not considered it appears that financial resources are generally positively associated with 375 

access while it tends to not to be positively associated with influence over public policy. It is also 376 

clear that the results regarding access is mostly driven by European and EU studies while the results 377 

regarding influence are primarily driven by American studies.  378 

In America, a prominent way for interest groups to spend their money is by donating to political 379 

campaigns. Campaign contributions have implications for the election-chances of candidates (Kalla 380 

& Broockman, 2016, p. 546) and hence the granting of access as a result of campaign contributions 381 

have been theorized to be a quid pro quo exchange between donors and legislators (DeGregorio, 382 

1997, p. 95; Franz, 2008, p. 24; Kalla & Broockman, 2016, p. 547). Thus, campaign contributions 383 

should increase access, but there is conflicting evidence as to whether this is the case. Chin, Bond, 384 

and Geva (2000) examine in a laboratory experiment whether schedulers for members of the House 385 

of Representatives were more responsive in the scheduling decision to meeting requesters being 386 

constituents (vis-à-vis non-constituents) of or political action committee (PAC) contributors (vis-à-387 

vis non-PAC contributors) to the given representative. The results show that PAC contributor status 388 
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was less important for scheduling decisions than was constituent status (Chin et al., 2000). On the 389 

other hand, Kalla and Broockman (2016) examine in a field experiment whether an actual meeting 390 

was granted to a requester and the seniority of the official participating in the meeting. The 391 

experimental condition consisted of revealing in the meeting request that the requester was a 392 

political donor (Kalla & Broockman, 2016, p. 548). Clear evidence was found that meeting requests 393 

from political donors were more successful at securing meeting with more senior officials compared 394 

to non-donors (Kalla & Broockman, 2016). 395 

Campaign contributions are much less important in the European Union context (Woll, 2006, p. 396 

462). Therefore, it is often other types of financial resources that are examined including budgets, 397 

lobbying expenditure etc. The absence of a direct dependence on interest group financial resources 398 

on the part of legislators means that these resources lose their value as exchange goods. But they 399 

may still result in access indirectly since money allows an interest group to attain other valued 400 

resources such as expertise, networks etc. (Klüver & Saurugger, 2013, p. 199; Rasmussen & Gross, 401 

2015, p. 350). The empirical evidence seems to support this notion. Chalmers (2014), for example, 402 

shows that the more money an interest group devotes to interest representation at the EU level, the 403 

more seats the group has on European Commission expert groups. Similarly, Rasmussen and Gross 404 

(2015) show that the lobbying budget of an interest group is associated with stronger access to EU 405 

advisory committees. Looking specifically at business groups, it appears that larger budgets are 406 

associated with more access to both EU political institutions (Eising, 2007; Kohler-Koch et al., 407 

2017) and national level institutions (Kohler-Koch et al., 2017). In the context of Denmark, 408 

Binderkrantz et al. (2015) show that higher annual incomes for interest groups are associated with 409 

better access to the bureaucracy, but not to parliament.  410 

Turning to public policy influence, a long line of American scholarship has attempted to empirically 411 

link interest group financial resources hereto. But the results are highly ambiguous which has led 412 
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some to assert that ‘… the direct correlation between money and outcomes that so many political 413 

scientists have sought simply is not there.’ (Baumgartner et al., 2009, p. 214). This is perhaps 414 

nowhere more true than in the literature on the effects of campaign contributions (see Ansolabehere, 415 

de Figueiredo, & Snyder Jr., 2003 for a review). Indeed, all included studies that look at this link 416 

find mixed results that interest groups’ campaign contributions should be associated with roll-call 417 

votes from legislators that are in accordance with their preferences (Ansolabehere et al., 2003; 418 

Chappell Jr., 1982; Cohen & Hamman, 2003; Evans, 1996; Keiser & Jones Jr., 1986; Langbein & 419 

Lotwis, 1990), although Mallinson (2014) comes close to finding a consistent, positive effect. But 420 

mixedness does not entail that campaign contributions never matter. Indeed, a meta-analysis of this 421 

literature finds that around one in three roll calls are significantly impacted by campaign 422 

contributions (Roscoe & Jenkins, 2005, p. 34). Roscoe and Jenkins tell us nothing about the size of 423 

the impact, however, since their meta-analysis only includes information about whether an effect 424 

was significant or not. 425 

Others have approached the campaign contribution question differently by looking at other 426 

indicators of influence, incorporating more nuance and complexity etc. Among studies that look at 427 

alternative indicators of influence is Kamieniecki (2006, p. 97) who finds that campaign 428 

contributions are uncorrelated with different indicators of agenda-building. Studies looking at 429 

public policy outcomes instead also tend to find no relationship (Bernhagen, 2012; Kluttz, 2019). 430 

Finger (2019) examines the effects of campaign contributions on both perceived influence and on 431 

whether a bill was proposed, blocked, or passed but, once again, no significant relationships are 432 

found. Another indicator of influence is government contracting where it appears that campaign 433 

contributions are positively associated with the number of contracts awarded to firms (Witko, 434 

2011), but less strongly to the value of such contracts (Dusso et al., 2019; Hadani, Munshi, & Clark, 435 
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2017). Finally, T. B. Hansen (2011) finds that financial contributions to the IASB’s oversight board 436 

is positively associated with having preferences reflected in auditing standards issued by the IASB.  437 

Other studies incorporate more nuance and complexity. Constant (2006), for example, finds that 438 

contributions from teachers’ unions are positively associated with favorable legislative roll call 439 

voting only for issues that feature prominently on the unions’ agendas. Marianno (2019), who also 440 

looks at teacher policy, examines the relative resource expenditure (of which campaign 441 

contributions are a part) between teachers’ unions, school choice advocacy groups and business 442 

groups (the latter two of which are assumed to be in opposition to the former) over time. 443 

Marianno’s results show that when the relative resource expenditures of opposing groups increase, 444 

policies proposed and enacted in state legislatures tend to become more unfavorable to teachers 445 

(Marianno, 2019).  446 

There are other ways for interest groups to spend their money than to donate to political campaigns. 447 

Junk (2019), for instance, examines in a European national-level context how the amount of 448 

economic resources that an interest group mobilizes around an issue affects self-assessed influence 449 

over public policy outputs in relation to the given issue. Junk’s results reveal no significant direct 450 

relationship. In the American context, one study examining the determinants of influence in the 451 

form of earmarks from Congress to academic institutions finds some support that lobbying 452 

expenditure significantly increases the size of academic earmarks (de Figueiredo & Silverman, 453 

2006, pp. 614- 615). However, another study of a much larger scale and broader scope finds clear 454 

evidence that lobbying expenditure (and financial resources more generally) of both individual 455 

lobbyists and lobbying sides are essentially unrelated to influence over public policy (Baumgartner 456 

et al., 2009, pp. 203, 207).  457 
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Yet another financial resource is an interest group’s budget size. Groups are often unwilling to 458 

disclose this information (Klüver, 2012, p. 1124) why not many studies include this variable. Those 459 

that do include McKay (2012) who looks at revenue (for businesses) and budgets (for nonprofit 460 

organizations) and finds that these are essentially unrelated to both subjective and objective 461 

measures of influence. This null-finding is supported by Mahoney (2007) who looks both at EU and 462 

America and Buffardi et al. (2017) who looks only at America. Steel et al. (1996) is an example 463 

where budgets sizes matter to some extent. Namely, they find that increases in budget sizes are 464 

associated with more self-perceived influence over legislators but not over agencies (Steel et al., 465 

1996).   466 

The results presented so far indicate that financial resources are, overall, weakly associated at best 467 

with different measures of influence. However, there are important exceptions to this when looking 468 

at the EU context. Klüver (2013b), for example, approaches the question somewhat differently by 469 

theorizing, based on models of economic voting, that legislators need good economic performance 470 

in their aspirations for reelection and hence need support from economically powerful actors 471 

(Klüver, 2013b, p. 49). Economic power is here defined as the control over business investment and 472 

job creation and it is hypothesized that the more jobs and revenue that a firm or a business group 473 

controls, the more influential it is likely to be (Klüver, 2013b, p. 57). Clear empirical support for 474 

this expectation is found at both the policy formation- and the decision making stage in the EU, but 475 

only for lobbying sides (Klüver, 2013b). This approach departs from those presented above since it 476 

in some ways pertain more to the structural power that business holds in Europe (cf., Culpepper, 477 

2015).   478 

In sum, there is conflicting evidence as to whether financial resources are positively associated with 479 

access in American while they are generally positively associated with access in Europe. Regarding 480 

influence, this is mainly explored in an American context where the association is highly 481 
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ambiguous at best. Therefore, there is no unequivocal evidence that money buys influence which is 482 

reassuring from a political equality point of view and aligns with a growing scholarly consensus 483 

about this point.  484 

Discussion and Conclusion 485 

A new class of influence-seeking interest groups has proliferated during the past few decades. 486 

These groups thrive politically on informational- and financial resources as opposed to members 487 

which is the primary resource of traditional mass-based organized groups. In this paper we have 488 

taken a first step towards discerning their potential for political influence by reviewing existing 489 

scholarship pertaining to the political efficacy of the former two types of resources. We also 490 

examined the efficacy of membership resources as this provided an indicative point of reference. In 491 

the first part of the paper, we theorized about the exchange logics by which the different resources 492 

could conceivably be translated into public policy influence and in the second part we synthesized 493 

existing empirical evidence on the topic.  494 

The results were generally mixed which indicates that the association between resources, access and 495 

influence is intricate. However, some general conclusions are warranted. First, interest groups’ 496 

membership resources are only highly ambiguously related to both access and influence. Second, 497 

financial resources are more clearly associated with access than with influence where the results are 498 

highly mixed with a tendency towards finding no positive relationship. Finally, information is the 499 

type of resource which is most consistently associated with both access and influence since almost 500 

all studies that examine this resource find at least some evidence of a positive link.  501 

These conclusions have implications for our understanding of the new class of groups as well as 502 

political inequality. Looking first at the new class of groups, we can say based on the results that 503 

their prospects for influence mainly emanate from their informational capacity. Even though they 504 
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are also typically financially well-endowed, we found that this type of resource is generally not an 505 

effective way to gain public policy influence. This assertion of course hinges on the assumption that 506 

the conclusions in this paper generalize to this new class of groups. For such a generalization to 507 

hold it is necessary that the new class of groups attain influence over public policy through 508 

exchange mechanisms that are comparable to those that exist in the interaction between more 509 

traditional interest groups and policymakers. There is some indicative evidence that this is indeed 510 

the case (see Hertel-Fernandez, 2019, p. 110) but more research is needed on this account.   511 

This brings us to the second set of implications which pertains to political inequality. At a first 512 

glance the conclusions are reassuring from a political equality point of view. Specifically, we do not 513 

observe that financial resources rule in relation to public policy influence which would be the most 514 

patent manifestation of political inequality. However, we do find evidence of another, more subtle 515 

mechanism which may help exacerbate political inequalities.  516 

As noted, membership has become less important for present day interest groups that instead rely on 517 

professional resources in their advocacy efforts. As shown by Skocpol (2004) this has implications 518 

for policy agendas and public policymaking. Specifically, when lobbying is primarily done by 519 

professionals as opposed to grassroot members, the resulting public policy can become so complex 520 

that it is largely incomprehensible for ordinary citizens, thus effectively preventing them from any 521 

meaningful form of participation aside from voting in elections. This detachment from ordinary 522 

citizens may thus ultimately lead to public policy which defies the broad public interests (Skocpol, 523 

2004, pp. 13-14).  524 

In the present context, the fact that informational resources matter for access and influence may be 525 

an indication that this mechanism is in fact alive and kicking. Namely, the producers of the 526 

information which is supplied to policymakers will tend to be professional lobbyists or interest 527 
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group staffers. This means that while they will generally advance high-quality information, this 528 

information is designed to advance narrow policy goals that may not be in the broad public interest. 529 

At the same time, the generally low importance of membership resources means that there is no 530 

meaningful counterweight hereto. This mechanism could bias the public policy agendas and -531 

contents away from broader public interests in the long run thus increasing political inequalities in 532 

America and Europe. It is also consistent with the long-term policy developments that have been 533 

observed by numerous scholars across western democracies such as widespread welfare state 534 

retrenchments, tax cuts for the wealthy and corporations etc.  535 

The conclusions in this paper also come with some caveats. First, the reviewed studies are generally 536 

heterogeneous with respect to, for example, variable operationalizations which is consequential for 537 

inter-study comparability. Namely, it is inherently difficult to directly compare studies that use 538 

different operationalizations of variables because we risk comparing apples and oranges. But, on the 539 

other hand, it is unproblematic to compare apples and oranges if we want to say something about 540 

fruit more generally (Card, 2012, p. 25). That is, provided that the different operationalizations are 541 

valid and reliable manifestations of an underlying construct (such as resources or influence) they 542 

can be compared at the level of the construct. In this paper, the comparability of different 543 

operationalizations has been assumed and actual assessments of their validity and reliability are left 544 

for future conceptual work.  545 

Second, the included studies were also methodologically heterogeneous which made, for example, a 546 

meta-regression infeasible. Instead, the results were quantified using a variety of vote-counting and 547 

presented in Figure 1. However, this approach has some important shortcomings. For example, in 548 

quantitative studies, the probability of finding a significant relationship when there is one in the 549 

population increases with the sample size but with simple vote-counting the sample size is not 550 

considered. Also, the magnitude of the effect is not reflected in the vote (Bushman, 1994, p. 194). 551 
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Another issue is that every inference gets one vote. This is problematic because some inferences are 552 

obtained from large-scale book-length treatments while other are from narrower case studies. The 553 

qualitative syntheses of the results alleviated these problems to an extent but not completely.  554 

Included Studies that Were Not Referenced in the Main Text 555 

Baglioni (2015) 556 

Blau, Brough, and Thomas (2013) 557 

Gerber (1999) 558 

Hadani, Bonardi, and Dahan (2017) 559 

Haeder and Yackee (2015) 560 

Haider-Markel (2006) 561 

Mutter, Virden, and Cayer (1999) 562 

Pritoni (2016) 563 

References  564 
Albert, K. W. (2013). An Analysis of Labour Union Participation in U.S. Congressional Hearings 565 

Sociological Forum, 28(3), 574-596.  566 
Allen, M. D. (2005). Laying Down the Law? Interest Group Influence on State Adoption of Animal 567 

Cruelty Felony Laws. The Policy Studies Journal, 33(3), 443-457.  568 
Ansolabehere, S., de Figueiredo, J. M., & Snyder Jr., J. M. (2003). Why is There so Little Money in 569 

U.S. Politics? Journal of Economic Perspectives, 17(1), 105-130.  570 
APSA. (2004). American Democracy in an Age of Rising Inequality Perspectives on Politics, 2(4), 571 

651-666.  572 
Arras, S., & Beyers, J. (2019). Access to European Union Agencies: Usual Suspects or Balanced 573 

Interest Representation in Open and Closed Consultatations? JCMS: Journal of Common 574 
Market Studies 58(4), 1-20.  575 

Asp, K., & Esaiasson, P. (1996). The Modernization of Swedish Campaigns: Individualization, 576 
Professionalization, and Medialization. In P. Mancini (Ed.), Politics, Media, and Modern 577 
Democracy: An International Study of Innovations in Electoral Campaigns and The 578 
Consequences London: Praeger. 579 

Baglioni, S. (2015). Multi-Level Governance, the EU and Civil Society: A Missing Link? In E. 580 
Ongaro (Ed.), Multi-Level Governance: The Missing linkages: Volume 4 (pp. 163-182). 581 
Bindley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 582 

Baroni, L., Carroll, B. J., Chalmers, A. W., Marquez, L. M. M., & Rasmussen, A. (2014). Defining 583 
and Classifying Interest Groups. Interest Groups & Advocacy, 3(2), 141-159.  584 

Bauer, R., Pool, I. D., & Dexter, L. A. (2007 [1963]). American Business & Public Policy: The 585 
Politics of Foreign Trade Abingdon Routledge  586 



27 
 

Baumgartner, F. R., Berry, J. M., Hojnacki, M., Kimball, D. C., & Leech, B. L. (2009). Lobbying 587 
and Policy Change: Who Wins, Who Loses, and Why. Chicaco, IL: The University of 588 
Chicago Press. 589 

Baumgartner, F. R., & Leech, B. L. (1998). Basic Interests: The Importance of Groups in Politics 590 
and Political Science Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 591 

Bento, A. M., Henry, E., & Lowe, S. E. (2013). The Determinants of Credit Allocation in a Marked-592 
Based Trading System: Evidence from the RECLAIM Program. The Review of Regional 593 
Studies 43, 51-80.  594 

Berkhout, J. (2013). Why Interest Organizations Do What They Do: Assessing the Explanatory 595 
Potential of 'Exchange' Approaches Interest Groups & Advocacy, 2(2), 227-250.  596 

Bernhagen, P. (2007). The Political Power of Business: Structure and Information in Public 597 
Policymaking New York, NY: Routledge  598 

Bernhagen, P. (2012). Who Gets What in British Politics - and How? An Analysis of Media Reports 599 
in Lobbying around Government Policies, 2001-7. Political Studies, 60(3), 557-577.  600 

Bertelli, A. M., & Wenger, J. B. (2009). Demanding Information: Think Tanks and the US 601 
Congress. British Journal of Political Science, 39, 225-242.  602 

Binderkrantz, A. S. (2012). Interest Groups in the Media: Bias and Diversity over Time European 603 
Journal of Political Research, 51, 117-139.  604 

Binderkrantz, A. S., Christiansen, P. M., & Pedersen, H. H. (2015). Interest Group Access to the 605 
Bureaucracy, Parliament, and the Media. Governance 28(1), 95-112.  606 

Blach-Ørsten, M., & Kristensen, N. N. (2016). Think Tanks in Denmark - Media Visibility and 607 
Network Relations. Politik, 19(1), 22-42.  608 

Blau, B. M., Brough, T. J., & Thomas, D. W. (2013). Corporate Lobbying, Political Connections, 609 
and the Bailout of Banks Journal of Banking & Finance 37, 3007-3017.  610 

Blyth, M. (2001). The Transformation of the Swedish Model: Economic Ideas, Distributional 611 
Conflict, and Institutional Change. World Politics 54(1), 1-26.  612 

Bouwen, P. (2004). Exchanging Access Goods for Access: A Comparative Study of Business 613 
Lobbying in the European Union European Journal of Political Research, 43(3), 337-369.  614 

Brown, H. (2016). Pay-To-Play Politics: How Money Defines the American Democracy. Santa 615 
Barbara, CA: Praeger. 616 

Buffardi, A. L., Pekkanen, R. J., & Smith, S. R. (2017). Proactive or Protective? Dimensions of and 617 
Advocacy Activities Associated with Reported Policy Change by Nonprofit Organizations. 618 
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 28(3), 1226-619 
1248.  620 

Bushman, B. J. (1994). Vote-Counting Procedures in Meta-Analyses. In H. Cooper & L. V. Hedges 621 
(Eds.), The Handbook of Research Synthesis New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 622 

Card, N. A. (2012). Applied Meta-Analysis for Social Science Research. New York, NY: The 623 
Guilford Press. 624 

Chalmers, A. W. (2013). Trading Information for Access: Informational Lobbying Strategies and 625 
Interest Group Access to the European Union. Journal of European Public Policy, 20(1), 626 
39-58.  627 

Chalmers, A. W. (2014). Getting a Seat at the Table: Capital, Capture and Expert Groups in the 628 
European Union. West EUropean Politics, 37(5), 976-992.  629 

Chappell Jr., H. W. (1982). Campaign Contributions and Congressional Voting: A Simultaneous 630 
Probit-Tobit Model. The Review of Economics and Statistics 64(1), 77-83.  631 

Chin, M. L., Bond, J. R., & Geva, N. (2000). A Foot in the Door: An Experimental Study of PAC 632 
and Constituency Effects on Access. The Journal of Politics 62(2), 534-549.  633 



28 
 

Cohen, J. E., & Hamman, J. A. (2003). Interest Group PAC Contributions and the 1992 Regulation 634 
of Cable Television. The Social Science Journal, 40, 357-369.  635 

Constant, L. M. (2006). When Money Matters: Campaign Contributions, Roll Call Votes, and 636 
School Choice in Florida State Politics and Policy Quarterly 6(2), 195-219.  637 

Culpepper, P. D. (2015). Structural Power and Political Science in the Post-Crisis Era. Business and 638 
Politics, 17(3), 391-409.  639 

Dahl, R. A. (1961). Who Governs? New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 640 
de Figueiredo, J. M., & Silverman, B. S. (2006). Academic Earmarks and the Returns to Lobbying 641 

The Journal of Law & Economics 49(2), 597-625.  642 
DeGregorio, C. A. (1997). Networks of Champions: Leadership, Access, and Advocacy in the U.S. 643 

House of Representatives. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press. 644 
Dusso, A., Holyoke, T. T., & Schatzinger, H. (2019). The Influence of Corporate Lobbying on 645 

Federal Contracting Social Science Quarterly, 100(5), 1793-1809.  646 
Dür, A. (2008). Measuring Interest Group Influence in the EU: A Note on Methodology. European 647 

Union Politics 9(4), 559-576.  648 
Dür, A., & De Bièvre, D. (2007). The Question of Interest Group Influence. Journal of Public 649 

Policy, 27(1), 1-12.  650 
Dür, A., Marshall, D., & Bernhagen, P. (2019). The Political Influence of Business in the European 651 

Union. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press. 652 
Eising, R. (2007). Institutional Context, Organizational Resources and Strategic Choices: 653 

Explaining Interest Group Access in the European Union. European Union Politics, 8(3), 654 
329-362.  655 

Esterling, K. M. (2004). The Political Economy of Expertise: Information and Efficiency in 656 
American National Politics Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press. 657 

Evans, D. (1996). Before the Roll Call: Interest Group Lobbying and Public Policy Outcomes in 658 
House COmmittees. Political Research Quarterly, 49(2), 287-304.  659 

Finger, L. K. (2019). Interest Group Influence and the Two Faces of Power. American Political 660 
Research, 47(4), 852-886.  661 

Flöthe, L. (2019). Technocratic or Democratic Interest Representation? How Different Types of 662 
Information Affect Lobbying Success. Interest Groups & Advocacy, 8(2), 165-183.  663 

Franz, M. M. (2008). Choices and Changes: Interest Groups in the Electoral Process. Philadelphia, 664 
PA: Temple University Press. 665 

Fraussen, B., & Beyers, J. (2016). Who's In and Who's Out?: Explaining Access to Policymakers in 666 
Belgium. Acta Politica, 51(2), 214-236.  667 

Furlong, S. (1997). Interest Group Influence on Rule Making Administration & Society, 29(3).  668 
Gagatek, W. (2013). Convergence and Diversity in Campaigning in Europe. European View 12(3), 669 

3-10.  670 
Gerber, E. R. (1999). The Populist Paradox: Interest Group Influence and the Promise of Direct 671 

Legislation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 672 
Gilens, M. (2012). Affluence and Influence: Economic Inequality and Political Power in America. 673 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 674 
Gilens, M., & Page, B. I. (2014). Testing Theories of American Politics: Elites, Interest Groups, and 675 

Average Citizens. Perspectives on Politics, 12(3), 564-581.  676 
Hacker, J. S., & Pierson, P. (2010). Winner-Take-All Politics: Public Policy, Political Organization, 677 

and the Precipitous Rise of Top Incomes in the United States Politics & Society, 38(2), 152-678 
204.  679 

Hadani, M., Bonardi, J.-P., & Dahan, N. M. (2017). Corporate Political Activity, Public Policy 680 
Uncertainty, and Firm Outcomes: A Meta-Analysis. Strategic Organization, 15(3), 338-366.  681 



29 
 

Hadani, M., Munshi, N., & Clark, K. (2017). The More You Give the More You Get? The Impact 682 
of Corporate Political Activity on the Value of Government Contracts Business and Society 683 
Review 122(3), 421-448.  684 

Haeder, S. F., & Yackee, S. W. (2015). Influence and the Administrative Process: Lobbbying the 685 
U.S. President's Office of Management and Budget. American Political Science Review, 686 
109(3), 507-522.  687 

Haider-Markel, D. P. (2006). Acting as Fire Alarms with Law Enforcement? Interest Groups and 688 
Bureaucratic Activity on Hate Crime American Politics Research, 34(1), 95.  689 

Hall, R. L., & Deardorff, A. V. (2006). Lobbying as a Legislative Subsidy. Americn Political 690 
Science Review 100(1), 69-84.  691 

Halpin, D. (2014). The Organization of Political Intrest Groups: Designing Advocacy. Abingdon: 692 
Routledge Taylor & Francis Group. 693 

Hansen, J. M. (1991). Gaining Access: Congress and the Farm Lobby, 1919-1981. Chicago, IL: 694 
The University of Chicago Press  695 

Hansen, T. B. (2011). Lobbying the IASB: An Empirical Investigation. Journal of International 696 
Accounting Research, 10(2), 57-75.  697 

Hermansson, H. (2016). The European Commission's Environmental Stakeholder Consultations: Is 698 
Lobbying Success Based on What You Know, What You Own or Who You Know? Interest 699 
Groups & Advocacy, 5(3), 177-199.  700 

Hertel-Fernandez, A. (2019). State Capture: How Conservative Activists, Big Business, and 701 
Wealthy Donors Reshaped the American States - And the Nation. Oxford: Oxford University 702 
Press  703 

Hoefer, R., & Ferguson, K. (2007). Controlling the Levers of Power: How Advocacy Organizations 704 
Affect the Regulation Writing Process. Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare  705 

Jacobs, L. R., & Shapiro, R. Y. (2000). Politicians Don't Pander: Political Manipulation and the 706 
Loss of Democratic Responsiveness Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 707 

Junk, W. M. (2018). Representation Beyond People: Lobbying Access of Umbrella Associations to 708 
Legislatures and the Media Governance, 32(313-330).  709 

Junk, W. M. (2019). Co-Operation as Currency: How Active Coalitions Affect Lobbying Success. 710 
Journal of European Public Policy, 27(6), 1-20.  711 

Kalla, J. L., & Broockman, D. E. (2016). Campaign Contributions Facilitate Access to 712 
Congressional Officials: A Randomized Field Experiment American Journal of Political 713 
Science 60(3), 545-558.  714 

Kamieniecki, S. (2006). Corporate America and Environmental Policy: How Often Does Business 715 
Get Its Way? Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 716 

Keiser, K. R., & Jones Jr., W. (1986). Do the American Medican Association's Campaign 717 
Contributions Influence Health Care Legislation? Medical Care, 24(8), 761-766.  718 

Kinderman, D. (2017). Challenging Varieties of Capitalism's Account of Business Interests: 719 
Neoliberal Think-TAnks, Descourses as a Power Resource and Employers' Quest for 720 
Liberalization in Germany and Sweden Socio-Economic Review, 15(3), 587-613.  721 

Kluttz, D. N. (2019). Raisig the Stakes: The Effects of the Environmental Movement, Industry, and 722 
States' Institutional and Material Environmental on the Regulation of Fracking Socio-723 
Economic Review, 17(1), 7-35.  724 

Klüver, H. (2012). Biasing Politics? Interest Group Participation in EU Policy-Making. West 725 
EUropean Politics, 35(5), 1114-1133.  726 

Klüver, H. (2013a). Lobbying as a Collective Enterprise: Winners and Losers of the Policy 727 
Formulation in the European Union. Journal of European Public Policy, 20(1), 59-76.  728 



30 
 

Klüver, H. (2013b). Lobbying in the European Union: Interest Groups, Lobbying Coalitions, and 729 
Policy Change. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 730 

Klüver, H., & Saurugger, S. (2013). Opening the Black Box: The Professionalization of Interest 731 
Groups in the European Union. Interest Groups & Advocacy, 2(2), 185-205.  732 

Kohler-Koch, B., Kotzian, P., & Quittkat, C. (2017). The Multilevel Interest Representation of 733 
National Business Associations. West EUropean Politics.  734 

Langbein, L. I., & Lotwis, M. A. (1990). The Political Efficacy of Lobbying and Money: Gun 735 
Control in the U. S. House, 1986. Legislative Studies Quarterly, 15(3), 413-440.  736 

LaPira, T., & Thomas, H. F. (2017). Revolving Door Lobbying: Public Service, Private Influence, 737 
and the Unequal Representation of Interests Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas. 738 

Mahoney, C. (2007). Lobbying Success in the United States and the European Union. Journal of 739 
Public Policy, 27(1), 35-56.  740 

Mallinson, D. J. (2014). Upstream Influence: The Positive Impact of PAC Contributions on 741 
Marcellus Shale Roll Call Votes in Pennsylvania Interest Groups & Advocacy, 3(3), 293-742 
314.  743 

Marianno, B. D. (2019). Compared to What? Changes in Interest Group Resouces and the Proposal 744 
and Adoption of State Teacher Policy. Policy Studies Journal, 0(0), 1-41.  745 

McKay, A. (2012). Buying Policy? The Effects of Lobbyists' Resources on Their Policy Success. 746 
Political Research Quarterly 65(4), 908-923.  747 

Miller, D. R. (2021). Empirical Approaches to the Study of Access. Interest Groups & Advocacy, 748 
10(3), 286-302.  749 

Minkoff, D., Aisenbrey, S., & Agnone, J. (2008). Organizational Diversity in the US Advocacy 750 
Sector Social Problems, 55(4), 525-548.  751 

Mutter, L. R., Virden, R. J., & Cayer, N. J. (1999). Interest Group Influence in State Natural 752 
Resource Policymaking Society & Natural Resources 12(3), 243-255.  753 

OECD. (2016). Financing Democracy: Funding of Political Parties and Election Campaigns and 754 
the Risk of Policy Capture. Retrieved from Paris:  755 

Orach, K., Schlüter, M., & Österblom, H. (2017). Tracing a Pathway to Success: How Competing 756 
Interest Groups Influence the 2013 EU Common Fisheries Policy Reform. Environmental 757 
Science and Policy, 76, 90-102.  758 

Paster, T. (2015). Bringing Power Back in: A Review on the Role of Business in Welfare State 759 
Politics MPIfG Discussion Paper 15/3.  760 

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The External Control of Organizations: A Resource 761 
Dependence Perspective New York, NY: Harper & Row. 762 

Pritoni, A. (2016). Do Financial Groups Always 'Get What They Want'? The Case of the Italian 763 
Bankers' Association, 2006-2012. Contemporary Italian Politics 8(2), 180-199.  764 

Rasch, D. (2018). Lobbying Success in the European Union: The Role of Information and Frames. 765 
Abingdon: Routlegde  766 

Rasmussen, A., & Gross, V. (2015). Biased Access? Exploring Selection to Advisory Committees. 767 
European Political Science Review 7(3), 343-372.  768 

Rich, A. (2004). Think Tanks, Public Policy, and the Politics of Expertise Cambridge: Cambridge 769 
University Press. 770 

Rinfret, S. R. (2011). Behind the Shadows: Interests, Influence, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 771 
Service. Human Dimensions of Wildlife 16(1), 1-14.  772 

Rommetvedt, H., Thesen, G., Christiansen, P. M., & Nørgaard, A. S. (2012). Coping With 773 
Corporatism in Decline and the Revival of Parliament: Interest Group Lobbyism in 774 
Denmark and Norway, 1980-2005. Comparative Political Studies 46(4), 457-485.  775 



31 
 

Roscoe, D. D., & Jenkins, S. (2005). A Meta-Analysis of Campaign Contributions' Impact on Roll 776 
Call Voting Social Science Quarterly, 86, 52-68.  777 

Scheve, K., & Stasavage, D. (2017). Wealth Inequality and Democracy. Annual Review of Political 778 
Science, 20, 451-468.  779 

Sherrington, P. (2000). Shaping the Policy Agenda: Think Tank Activity in the European Union. 780 
Global Society, 14(2), 173-189.  781 

Skocpol, T. (2004). Voice and Inequality: The Transformation of American Civic Democracy 782 
Perspectives on Politics, 2(1), 3-20.  783 

Skocpol, T., & Hertel-Fernandez, A. (2016). The Koch Network and Republican Party Extremism. 784 
Perspectives on Politics 14(3), 681-699.  785 

Steel, B. S., Pierce, J. C., & Lovrich, N. P. (1996). Resources and Strategies of Interest Groups and 786 
Industry Representatives Involved in Federal Forest Policy. The Social Science Journal, 787 
33(4), 401-419.  788 

Svallfors, S. (2016). Politics as Organized Combat - New Players and New Rules of the Game in 789 
Sweden. New Political Economy 21(6), 505-519.  790 

Svallfors, S. (2020). Politics for Hire: The World and Work of Policy Professionals Cheltenham: 791 
Edward Elgar Publishing  792 

Taghizadeh, J. L. (2015). Quality over Quantity? Technical Information, Interest Advocacy and 793 
School Closure in Sweden. Interest Groups & Advocacy, 4(2), 101-119.  794 

Traxler, F. (2009). The Long-Term Development of Organized Business and its Implications for 795 
Corporatism: A Cross-National Comparison of Membership, Activities and Governing 796 
Capabilities of Business Interest Associations, 1980-2003. European Journal of Political 797 
Research, 49, 151-173.  798 

Witko, C. (2011). Campaign Contributions, Access, and Government Contracting Journal of Public 799 
Administration Research and Theory, 21(4), 761-778.  800 

Woll, C. (2006). Lobbying in the European Union: From Sui Generis to a Comparative Perspective 801 
Journal of European Public Policy, 13(3), 456-469.  802 

Öberg, P., Svensson, T., Christiansen, P. M., Nørgaard, A. S., & Thesen, G. (2011). Disrupted 803 
Exchange and Declining Corporatism: Government Authority and Interest Group Capability 804 
in Scandinavia. Government and Opposition, 46(3), 365-391.  805 

  806 



32 
 

Tables and Figures 807 
 808 

Table 1: Distribution of studies 809 

 Access Influence  
Membership resources  6 13 
Informational resources  5 13 
Financial resources  9 35 

Note: A study is counted in more than one cell if it contains more than one type of inference.        810 

 811 

Figure 1: DISTRIBUTION OF RESULTS. 812 

 813 

 814 
Note: M = membership resources; I = informational resources; F = financial resources. The unit of counting is an 815 
inference (see in-text explanation) why a single study figures in more than one bar if it contains more than one 816 
inference. The top panel shows the distribution of inferences across contexts whereas the bottom three contain 817 
inferences for only for the USA, the EU, and the European countries, respectively. A few inferences span more than one 818 
context (if, for example, a regression model was run using data from both the USA and the EU). Such inferences are 819 
included in all relevant panels.    820 
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Appendix A: Search Strings, Inclusion Criteria, and Search Strategy 821 
The database searches were conducted on the 11th of March 2020 around 4:00 pm.  822 

Search Strings  823 
• Scopus: ALL((“lobby* influenc*” OR “lobby* success*” OR “interest group influenc*”) AND 824 

resourc*) 825 
• Resulted in 1,106 manuscripts 826 

• Web of Science: ALL=((“lobby* influenc*” OR “lobby* success*” OR “interest group 827 
influenc*”) AND resourc*) 828 
• Resulted in 25 manuscripts 829 

Duplicate manuscripts were automatically removed which resulted in a total of 1,111 manuscripts to 830 
be screened.  831 

Inclusion Criteria 832 
For a manuscript to be included in the review all the following six inclusion criteria had to be met: 833 

1. The manuscript is peer-reviewed, a book chapter or a book 834 
2. The manuscript has organizational4, informational, and/or financial resources as a main 835 

independent variable (i.e., not just as a control variable) 836 
3. The manuscript is empirical 837 
4. The manuscript pertains to one or more advanced democracies or a supranational collection 838 

of advanced democracies such as the EU 839 
5. The manuscript is in English 840 
6. The manuscript has influence over public policy or access as a dependent variable5,6 841 

Search Strategy  842 
The search strategy can be separated into a original search with two subsequent restrictions due to 843 
narrowing of the research focus. We now outline chronologically how the research focus progressed 844 
and the consequences this had for the inclusion and exclusion of studies from the review.   845 

Original Search. 846 

All 1,111 manuscripts found in the database searches were initially screened for inclusion based on 847 
titles and abstracts yielding a set of potentially relevant studies.  A full-text skim-through was then 848 

 
 
4 Organizational resources were originally defined as any non-financial and non-informational resource that was 
inherent to an interest group. This mainly included staff size, having a revolving door lobbyist lobby on a group’s 
behalf, and the group’s membership size. Due to a narrowing of the research question, the only included organizational 
resource in the final paper was the membership size (see under ‘Search strategy’).  
5 This inclusion criterion was imposed post-hoc due to a narrowing of the research question. Imposing the criterion 
meant that only a subset of the studies included under criterion 1-5 ended up being included in the final review. But 
importantly, it did not entail any changes of the database searches or the inclusion/exclusion-decisions made at earlier 
points in the process.   
6 As noted earlier, the literature operates with a wealth of operationalizations of access and especially influence. While 
the result of the imposition of this inclusion criterion on a given study was most often clear, it was in some instance 
necessary to make a judgement call as to whether a given measure of influence could reasonably be seen as such.  
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conducted on all manuscripts in this set to finally decide whether a study should be included or not. 849 
This resulted in 94 manuscripts to be included. One manuscript could not be found and was hence 850 
excluded. To catch any manuscripts that were not found in the database searches, a backward search 851 
was conducted, i.e., the bibliographies of all included peer-reviewed articles were screened for 852 
relevant titles.  This step resulted in the inclusion of an additional 54 studies thus making the total 853 
number of studies 148. All inclusion decisions in this step were made based on inclusion criteria 1-854 
5.  855 
 856 
For inclusion criterion 2 studies that used group type as their independent variable were also 857 
included since this variable is commonly used to proxy resource endowment. 858 

First Restriction. 859 

After the original search the research focus was narrowed such that only studies with access or 860 
influence as their dependent variable were to be included. This was done by imposing inclusion 861 
criterion 6 post hoc which led to the exclusion of more than half of the initially included studies. 862 
Furthermore, studies that used group type to proxy resource endowment were excluded to make the 863 
focus on resources tighter7.   864 

In total, 70 studies (a subset of the original 148 studies) ended up being included in the review. 865 
Additionally, 4 studies not identified in the original search were found and included. Thus, 74 866 
studies were included in the review after the first restriction.  867 

Second Restriction. 868 

The research focus was narrowed further since we decided to focus on just one organizational 869 
resource, namely membership resources. This led to the exclusion of 11 studies of those left after 870 
the first restriction. Thus, 63 studies are included in the final review.  871 

872 

 
 
7 Here it should also be noted that Baroni, Carroll, Chalmers, Marquez, and Rasmussen (2014) find the ‘proxy resources 
by group type’-approach to be flawed since resource endowments tend not follow group type lines neatly.  
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Appendix B: Data Extraction 873 
For all included studies, I extracted the following information: 874 

1. Author(s) 875 
2. Title 876 
3. Abstract 877 
4. Publication year 878 
5. Journal (for peer-reviewed articles), book (for book chapters), publisher (for books) 879 
6. Independent variable(s) 880 
7. Dependent variable(s) 881 
8. Types of interest groups 882 
9. Hypotheses (if applicable) 883 
10. Level of government 884 
11. Country/-ies or supranational unit  885 
12. Issues considered (if applicable) 886 
13. Operationalization(s) of independent variable(s) 887 
14. Operationalization(s) of dependent variable(s) 888 
15. Results with respect to hypotheses 889 

a. Were hypotheses disconfirmed, partially confirmed, or confirmed? (if applicable) 890 
b. Effect sizes (in most fully specified model; if applicable) 891 
c. p-values (in most fully specified model; if applicable) 892 
d. Control variable(s) (if applicable) 893 

16. Is study qualitative, quantitative, or both? 894 
17. Methods used 895 
18. Type of data used  896 
19. Own comments on theoretical part 897 
20. Own comments on empirical part 898 
21. Own general comments899 
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Appendix C: Included Studies and Key Attributes 900 
Study Dependent variable Resource(s) Positive inference of 

resource(s)?a 
Context Qualitative, 

quantitative, 
mixed 

methodsc 

Data Methods usedd 

Influence 
Allen (2005) Whether a state adopts an 

animal cruelty felony 
law in given year 

Membership Yes USA Quantitative  Longitudinal  Binary logit 
 

Bento et al. (2013) Change in the allocation of 
trading credits under the 
RECLAIM program 

Financial 
 

No 
 

USA Quantitative Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares  

Bernhagen (2012) Whether a policy was 
enacted as originally 
announced, significantly 
modified, or abandoned  

Financial No UK Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered 
probit 

Buffardi et al. 
(2017) 

Self-assessed influence 
over any policy change 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
No 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Self-assessed influence 
over a proactive policy 
change 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
No 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Self-assessed influence 
over a reactive policy 
change 

Membership 
Financial 
 

No  
No 
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Dusso et al. (2019) The value of an awarded 
federal contract 

Financial Partially USA Quantitative Longitudinal  Fixed effects 
regression 

Finger (2019) Stakeholder assessment of 
interest group influence 

Membership 
Financial 

Yes   
No  

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares 

Whether a merit pay 
policy was not proposed 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
No 

USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Whether a merit pay 
policy was proposed and 
blocked 

Membership  
Financial 
 

Yes 
No 

USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Whether a merit pay 
policy was passed 

Membership  
Financial 

Yes 
No 

USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Hadani, Bonardi, et 
al. (2017)b 

Obtaining preferred policy 
outcomes 

Financial 
 

Partially 
 

USA Quantitative NA Random-
effects 
meta-
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analysis 
approach 

Hadani, Munshi, et 
al. (2017) 

Value of awarded federal 
contract 

Financial 
 

Partially 
 

USA Quantitative Longitudinal Tobit panel 
regression 

Haider-Markel 
(2006) 

Self-assessed influence 
over police department 
activity related to hate 
crimes  

Financial 
 

No 
 

USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Ordered logit 

Whether a police 
department has a special 
officer or task force to 
investigate hate crimes  

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Whether police 
department requires 
training on hate crimes 

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Whether police 
department has program 
or make special efforts 
to hire lesbians or gays 

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Whether police 
department participates 
in the federal Hate 
Crimes Statistics Act of 
1990 

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit  

T. B. Hansen 
(2011) 

Whether a lobbyist’s 
preferred outcome is 
reflected in the policy 
outcome 

Financial 
Informational 

Yes 
Yes  

USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Haeder and Yackee 
(2015) 

Percentage difference 
between draft-final rule 
and the published final 
rule 

Financial 
 

Yes 
 

USA Mixed Cross-sectional Qualitative 
examples  

Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordinary 
least squares  

Hermansson (2016) Whether a policy 
recommendation was 
substantively adopted in 
the European 

Informational No EU Quantitative  Cross-sectional Beta-binomial 
regression  
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Commission's final 
proposal on a given issue 

Junk (2019) Self-assessed influence 
over policy outcomes 

Financial No Denmark, 
Germany, 
The 
Netherlan
ds, 
Sweden, 
UK 

Quantitative  Cross-sectional  Multilevel 
linear 
regression 

Kluttz (2019) Presence of fracking-
specific regulation 

Financial No  USA Quantitative  Longitudinal  Ordered logit  

Mahoney (2007) Degree to which an 
interest group attained its 
preferred policy outcome  

Membership  
Financial 
 

No 
No 

USA, EU Mixed Cross-sectional Not explicitly 
stated – 
results are 
mentioned 
in-text (p. 
51) without 
reference to 
specific 
method 

 
Mallinson (2014) Whether a legislator cast a 

pro-industry vote on 
Marcellus Shale final bill  

Financial  No USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Whether a legislator cast a 
pro-industry vote on a 
series of amendments to 
Marcellus Shale 

Financial Yes USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Whether a legislator cast a 
pro-industry vote overall 
on Marcellus Shale  

Financial Yes USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Marianno (2019) Proportion of proposed 
laws that are unfavorable 
to teachers  

Membership 
Financial  
 

No 
No 
 

USA  Quantitative  Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares  

Proportion of proposed 
laws that are favorable to 
teachers  

Membership 
Financial  
 

Partially 
No 
 

USA  Quantitative  Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares  

Failure rate of laws that 
are unfavorable to 
teachers 

Membership  
Financial  
 

Partially 
Partially 
 

USA  Quantitative  Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares  
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Success rate of laws that 
are favorable to teachers 

Membership 
Financial  
 

No 
Partially 
 

USA  Quantitative  Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares  

McKay (2012) Self-assessed influence 
over policy outcomes  

Membership 
Financial 

No 
No 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit 

Average achievement of 
objectives among 
lobbyists on the same 
side  

Membership 
Financial 
 

No 
No 
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares 

Whether lobbyists 
preferred outcome 
occurred 

Membership 
Financial  
 

No  
No 
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Mutter et al. 
(1999)e 

Qualitative assessment of 
influence 

Membership 
Financial  

Partially 
Partially 

USA Qualitative Cross-sectional Interviews 
Analysis of 

archival data  
Orach et al. (2017) Qualitative assessment of 

influence 
Informational Yes EU Qualitative  Cross-sectional 

(single-N)  
Process-

tracing  
Pritoni (2016) The degree of policy 

innovation 
Membership 
 

No 
 

Italy Mixed Longitudinal  Summations 
Interviews  
Analysis of 

archival data  
Rinfret (2011) Qualitative assessment of 

influence 
Informational Yes USA Qualitative Cross-sectional  Interviews 

Steel et al. (1996) Self-assessed influence 
over legislators 
concerning federal forest 
policy  

Membership 
Financial  
 

Yes 
Yes 
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares 

Self-assessed influence 
over agencies 
concerning federal forest 
policy 

Membership 
Financial 
 

Yes 
No  
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares 

Taghizadeh (2015) Whether a decision was 
made to close, or 
partially close, a school 

Informational Yes 
 

Sweden Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Ansolabehere et al. 
(2003) 

Roll call votes in Congress Financial Partially USA Quantitative  Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares 

Instrumental 
variable 
regression 
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Blau et al. (2013) Whether a firm received 
government support 
under the 2008 Troubled 
Asset Relief Program 

Financial  
 

Yes 
 

USA 
 

Quantitative Cross-sectional Probit  
 

How quickly a firm was 
allocated government 
support under the 2008 
Troubled Asset Relief 
Program 

Financial 
 

Yes 
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Negative 
binomial 
regression 

Dollar-amount (in billions) 
of government support 
received under the 2008 
Troubled Asset Relief 
Program 

Financial 
 

Yes 
 

USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares  

Chappell Jr. (1982) Whether roll call votes 
favored a given interest 
group 

Financial No USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Simultaneous 
probit-tobit 
model 

Cohen and 
Hamman (2003) 

Roll call votes in House of 
Representatives on 
conference report of the 
1992 Cable Regulation 
Act 

Financial Partially USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Instrumental 
variable 
regression 
using a 
tobit-logit 
two-stage 
estimation 
procedure 

Roll call votes in House of 
Representatives on veto 
override of the 1992 
Cable Regulation Act 

Financial Partially USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Instrumental 
variable 
regression 
using a 
tobit-logit 
two-stage 
estimation 
procedure 

Roll call votes in Senate 
on conference report of 
the 1992 Cable 
Regulation Act 

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Instrumental 
variable 
regression 
using a 
tobit-logit 
two-stage 
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estimation 
procedure 

Roll call votes in Senate 
on veto override of the 
1992 Cable Regulation 
Act 

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Instrumental 
variable 
regression 
using a 
tobit-logit 
two-stage 
estimation 
procedure 

Constant (2006) Roll call votes in state 
legislatures  

Financial Partially  USA Quantitative Cross-sectional   Probit 
maximum 
likelihood 
two-stage 
estimation 

Evans (1996) Whether an interest group 
was successful in 
obtaining a policy 
request from a 
committee 

Financial Partially USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Binary logit 

de Figueiredo and 
Silverman (2006) 

Amount of money 
Congress earmarked to a 
given lobbying academic 
institution 

Financial Partially USA  Quantitative  Longitudinal  Instrumental 
variable 
regression 
using a 
ordinary 
least squares 
two-stage 
estimation 
procedure  

Ordinary least 
squares  

Furlong (1997) Self-assessed effectiveness 
in influencing 
rulemaking  

Membership 
Financial 
 

No 
No 
 

USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares  

Hoefer and 
Ferguson (2007) 

Self-assessed success in 
achieving policy goals  

Informational Yes USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Structural 
equation 
model 

Keiser and Jones 
Jr. (1986) 

Roll call votes in the 
House of 

   Financial Partially USA Quantitative Cross-sectional  Not explicitly 
stated 
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Representatives and in 
committee 

Langbein and 
Lotwis (1990) 

Level of legislator pro-gun 
right roll call voting  

   Financial Partially USA Quantitative  Cross-sectional Multinomial 
logit 

 
Witko (2011) Number of awarded 

government contracts to 
a given firm 

   Financial  Yes USA Quantitative  Longitudinal Zero-inflated 
negative 
binomial 
regression 

Baumgartner et al. 
(2009) 

Extent to which an interest 
group attained its 
preferred policy outcome   

   Membership 
   Financial 
    
 

No  
No 
 

USA  Mixed Longitudinal Interviews  
Correlations 

Klüver (2013a) Comparison of the policy 
preferences of interest 
groups and the 
Commission at the 
beginning and the end 
for the policy 
formulation stage 

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

EU  Quantitative  Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit  

Dür et al. (2019) Distance from interest 
group preference to 
policy outcome relative 
to reversion point 

Informational Partially EU Quantitative  Cross-sectional Mixed-effects 
linear 
regression 

Mixed-effects 
ordered 
logistic 
regression 

Kamieniecki 
(2006) 

Different indicators of 
agenda-building 

Financial No USA  Quantitative Longitudinal Ordinary least 
squares  

Klüver (2013b) Comparison of policy 
preferences of interest 
groups and the 
Commission at the 
beginning and the end of 
the policy formulation 
stage  

Membership 
Financial  
Informational 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit  

Comparison of policy 
preferences of interest 
groups and the 
Commission at the 

Membership 
Financial  
Informational 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit  
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beginning and the end of 
the decision-making 
stages 

Rich (2004) Qualitative assessment of 
influence 

Informational Yes USA  Qualitative Cross-sectional Interviews 
and other 
qualitative 
evidence 

Gerber (1999) Vote margin of direct 
legislative measure  

Financial No USA  Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordinary least 
squares 

 
Whether a direct 

legislative measure 
passes  

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 

Bernhagen (2007) Environmental regulatory 
stringency 

Informational Partially  23 OECD 
countries  

Mixed Cross-sectional Interviews 
and other 
qualitative 
evidence 

Ordinary least 
squares  

 
Roscoe and Jenkins 

(2005)b 
Whether a campaign 

contribution variable is 
significant at the 0.05 
level in the right 
direction 

Financial Partially USA Quantitative NA  Logit meta-
analysis 
using a 
generalized 
estimating 
equation 

Flöthe (2019) Self-assessed lobbying 
success 

Informational Partially Denmark, 
Sweden, 
Germany, 
the 
Netherlan
ds, United 
Kingdom 

Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
ordinary 
least squares  

Rasch (2018) A lobbying entity’s 
success rate during the 
proposal drafting 

Informational Partially EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Fractional 
response 
model 

A lobbying entity’s 
success rate during 
directive finalization 

Informational Partially EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Fractional 
response 
model 
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A lobbying entity’s 
success rate during 
whole decision-making 
process 

Informational Partially EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Fractional 
response 
model 

Access 
Albert (2013) Whether a union 

participated in a 
Congressional hearing in 
a given year 

Membership 
 

Yes 
 

USA Quantitative  Repeated cross-
section 

Binary logit  

Number of Congressional 
hearing appearances  

Membership 
 

Partially 
 

USA Quantitative  Repeated cross-
section 

Fixed effects 
linear 
regression 
model 

Binderkrantz et al. 
(2015) 

Access to the bureaucracy Financial 
 

Yes 
 

Denmark Quantitative Cross-sectional Negative 
binomial 
regression 

Access to the parliament Financial 
 

No 
 

Denmark Quantitative Cross-sectional Negative 
binomial 
regression 

Access to the media Financial  
 

Yes 
 

Denmark Quantitative Cross-sectional Negative 
binomial 
regression 

Chalmers (2013) Access to the European 
Commission  

Informational Partially EU Mixed Cross-sectional  Ordered logit 
Interviews 

Access to the European 
Parliament 

Informational Partially EU Mixed Cross-sectional  Ordered logit 
Interviews 

Access to the European 
Council 

Informational Partially EU Mixed Cross-sectional  Ordered logit 
Interviews 

Chalmers (2014) Number of seats allocated 
to given interest group 
across all Commission 
expert groups 

Financial 
 

Yes 
  

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Negative 
binomial 
regression 

Eising (2007) Frequency of access to 
European Commission 
political leaders 

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

No 
Yes 
Yes  

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit  

Frequency of access to 
European Commission 
working level 

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

No 
Yes 
Yes 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit  
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Frequency of access to 
Council of ministers 

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

No 
Yes 
Yes 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit  

Frequency of access to 
Coreper  

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

No 
Yes 
Yes 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit  

Frequency of access to 
members of the 
European Parliament 

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

No 
Yes 
Yes 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit  

Frequency of access to 
European Parliament 
Committees  

Membership 
Financial 
Informational 

No 
Yes 
Yes  

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Ordered logit  

Fraussen and 
Beyers (2016) 

Membership of the 
Strategic Advisory 
Council 

Membership 
 

Yes 
 

Belgium  Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit  

Kohler-Koch et al. 
(2017) 

Whether group has access 
to top level of national 
government 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland 

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Whether an interest group 
has access to the 
working level of national 
government 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland 

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Whether an interest group 
has access to 
Committees in national 
parliaments  

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland  

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Whether an interest group 
has access to members 
of national parliaments 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland  

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Whether an interest group 
has access to the top 
level of the EU 
Commission 

Membership 
Financial 

Yes 
Yes 
 

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 
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Whether an interest group 
has access to the 
working level of the EU 
Commission 

Membership 
Financial 

Yes 
Yes 

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Whether an interest group 
has access to 
Committees in the 
European Parliament 

Membership 
Financial 

Yes 
Yes 

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Whether an interest group 
has access to members 
of the European 
Parliament 

Membership 
Financial 

Yes 
Yes  

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to top 
level of national 
government 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland  

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to the 
working level of national 
government 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland  

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to 
Committees in national 
parliaments  

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland  

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to 
members of national 
parliaments 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

UK, 
Germany, 
France, 
Poland  

Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to the 
top level of the EU 
Commission 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes 

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 
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Frequency of access to the 
working level of the EU 
Commission 

Membership 
Financial 

Yes 
Yes 

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to 
Committees in the 
European Parliament 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
No 

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Frequency of access to 
members of the 
European Parliament 

Membership 
Financial 

No 
Yes  

EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Heckman 
selection 
model w/ 
ordered 
probit 

Rasmussen and 
Gross (2015) 

Whether an interest group 
has access to an advisory 
committee 

Financial Yes EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Binary logit 
 

Number of seats held on 
an advisory committee 

Financial Yes EU  Quantitative Cross-sectional Negative 
binomial 
regression 

Chin et al. (2000) Number of requests for 
access that were 
approved by schedulers  

Financial No USA Quantitative Cross-sectional 
(laboratory 
experiment) 

ANCOVA 

Junk (2018) Whether an interest group 
has access to a 
parliamentary hearing on 
a given issue  

Membership 
 

No  
 

UK, 
Germany 

Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit 

Multilevel 
linear 
regression 

Kalla and 
Broockman 
(2016) 

Seniority of 
legislator/staffer 
participating in 
requested meetings  

Financial Yes  USA  Quantitative Cross-sectional 
(field 
experiment) 

Percentage 
differences  

J. M. Hansen 
(1991) 

Obtaining and maintaining 
privileged access to 
legislators in Congress 

Informational Yes USA Qualitative Longitudinal Interviews 
Cross 

tabulations 
Esterling (2004) Access to Congress Informational Yes USA  Mixed Cross-sectional Ordinary least 

squares  
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Archival 
evidence 
etc. 

DeGregorio (1997) Access to issue champions 
in Congress 

Membership 
Financial 

Partially 
Partially 

USA Mixed Cross-sectional Interviews 
Cross 

tabulations 
Baglioni (2015) Existence and amount of 

interaction with EU 
institutions 

Financial  
 

Yes  
 

EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Cross 
tabulations 

Arras and Beyers 
(2019) 

Whether an interest group 
enjoyed access to closed 
consultations 
(considering all 
European Union 
agencies) 

Informational Yes EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit  

Whether an interest group 
enjoyed access to closed 
consultations 
(considering European 
Union agencies without 
legal provisions) 

Informational Yes EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit  

Whether an interest group 
enjoyed access to closed 
consultations 
(considering European 
Union agencies with 
legal provisions) 

Informational Yes EU Quantitative Cross-sectional Multilevel 
binary logit  

Note: A study can figure more than once if it contains more than one relevant dependent variable.  901 
a In quantitative studies that use bi- or multivariate statistics, an inference is considered positive (i.e., denoted yes) if increases in/the presence of membership/financial 902 
/informational resources are significantly (at the 0.05-level; one- or two-tailed depends on what is reported in study) associated with increases in/increased likelihood 903 
of/increased frequency of influence or access as measured by the dependent variable. If a given resource variable is insignificantly or negatively associated with the 904 
dependent variable, then there is not a positive effect (i.e., denoted no). In cases where there are more than one indicator of the same type of resource and positive 905 
effects are found for some, but not all the indicators, then it is considered a partially positive effect (i.e., partial). Assessments are based on the most fully specified 906 
model where the resource-variable is not included in an interaction term with another variable (since interaction terms will tend to wash out the individual effects of its 907 
constitutive terms, i.e., the resource variable). However, if the resource variable is only included in models where it is also part of an interaction-term, then this model 908 
is used. If there is more than one competing model, the model with the best fit (based on whichever fit statistics are reported). In quantitative studies that do not use bi- 909 
or multivariate statistics and in qualitative studies, the inference refers to whether resources have a positive impact of influence/access. For these studies it was 910 
sometimes necessary to make judgement calls based on the evidence presented in the studies. Inferences are not recorded for resource variables that are explicitly listed 911 
as being control variables.  912 
b Meta-analysis. 913 
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c This refers to the part of a given study which is relevant for the review. That is, a study might contain, for example, both a qualitative and a quantitative element, but 914 
if it is only the quantitative element that is used in the part of the study that is relevant for the review then it is noted as ‘qualitative’ as opposed to ‘mixed’.  915 
d Only methods used to test inferences relevant to the review are reported. For quantitative studies only the base-estimator is reported, i.e., we do not report whether 916 
fixed- or random effects are used, whether standard errors are clustered etc.     917 
e The authors refer to the dependent variable as ‘group access’ but they are effectively both examining access and influence why the study is noted as an influence-918 
study. 919 
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