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Abstract
Lobbyists for hire - commercial lobbyists - are a small, distinct, accepted but

minor addition to the dramatis personae of UK public policy-making. Their
differentiating feature, marking them off from other types of lobbyist, is that
they are for hire and it is the feature which is the least previously researched.
There is little explicit theory of commercial lobbying;: it is best accounted for
as an implication of neo-pluralism. Through primary fieldwork amongst
them and the two groups with whom they interact - clients and decision-
makers - the nature of their hiring is analysed. They are mostly hired by
large businesses and less so by public sector interests facing change. Clients
show varying propensities to hire and services hired in by clients can be
grouped under four headings. Commercial lobbyists are client-led and have
no independent political influence. They are businesses seeking market
share, offering only what hirers want. Their work can be viewed through the
prism of two ideal types: backgrounder and foregrounder. On balance, they
work on the processes of policy-making rather than its contents; are less
rather than more visible in the policy process; more reactive than proactive in
their client relationships. They have a range of negative and positive
relationships with decision-makers, who accept them in terms of supplying
information otherwise difficult to access. There is no demonstrated
methodology for evaluating their contribution to policy outcomes. The data
suggests that this contribution is minor. But this ‘minor’ conclusion has to be
qualified when looked at from the hirers’ viewpoint: for them the hiring may
help yield competitive advantage. Commercial lobbyists are corporate
accessories and the source of any concern about their practices and about
asymmetrical access to decision-makers lies in the nature of their
relationships with other more substantial players in the UK policy process.
Their role will be better understood if this process is more transparent and
open.
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Chapter One
Lobbyists for hire: a literature review

“You have to see lobbying as a battle.’

(The Government Report 35)

Intr fion.
This Chapter undertakes a critical evaluation of material published about UK

lobbyists for hire (commercial lobbyists) who came to notice, if not notoriety,
in the 1980s. It reviews the published material on image and self-perception;
titles; relationship with public relations; growth, size and fees; clients;
occupational background; functions; nature of the lobbying intervention in
the policy process; quality and effectiveness and draws conclusions for the
further progress of this thesis.

Mercenary Soldiers of the Empire
Finer (1966, 2nd. ed.) noted the increase in lobbyists offering themselves for

hire in the eight years between the first and second editions of his
Anonymous Empire. By 1966, he had detected that the Empire was making
more use of what could be described as an ‘army of mercenaries’ -
professionals offering their services to interests which wanted to lobby public
office holders and which were willing to pay for those services. He made
clear that he was talking about lobbyists for hire, although he did not use
that term.

He was explicitly not concerned with what can be called the ‘regular army’ of
lobbyists, those who are employed full-time by an organisation. Instead he
links the lobbyists for hire with the then 300 public relations firms in London
which had a relationship ‘something like that of an advocate’ (Finer; 136) to
their clients. He listed some of the issues with which these firms could have
been involved: the aftermath of the Belgian withdrawal from the Congo; the
public standing of the Portugese dictator, Dr. Salazar, in the UK, and the
activities of the North Scotland Hydro-Electric Board.

He wrote that “a number of PR agencies have begun to act as “contact men”
with Members of Parliament’ (138). He did not object intrinsically to ‘this
go-between role.” It was the failure to disclose it which irked him and he
suggested the establishment of a body like the Press Council which would
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enforce an ethical code and register lobbyists, their clients, payments,
methods of lobbying and the legislation targeted. Finer notes that the
‘suggested Council by its nature would disclose MP advisers to PR firms
who acted for a consideration’ (139). Finer’s major focus of criticism was the
lack of transparency in British lobbying and he would not have been
surprised that it took until 1992 for a Select Committee to recommend a

register of commercial lobbyists.

Finer’s work looked at interest group politics at the points of decision-
making in Whitehall and Westminster: the focus in this research is a practice
in support of those politics. Clearly group politics are a necessary condition
for the existence of commercial lobbying while commercial lobbying is not a
sufficient condition for group politics. Because of the centrality of groups to
UK politics, academic study of them is established (inter alia Stewart [1958];
Alderman [1984]; Wilson, G. K. [1985]; Grant [1989]; Jordan & Richardson
11987]; Rush (ed) [1990]; Richardson [1993]).

But in this literature commercial lobbyists hardly figure, with little more than
occasional walk-on parts in a larger play. Those parts are centre stage here
and the other happenings and role players of groups are off centre to this
research - though always present, just outside the main frame and always
providing the contextual linkages through which to understand ‘for hire’
lobbying.

ommercial lobbying - a ‘nauahty and nice’ imaage?

There was a time in UK politics when hiring lobbyists was hardly known and
what was known was not admired. Doig (1990; 49) reported that Attlee’s
Government set up a Select Committee in 1950 which did not ‘see any future
for the “the intermediary”, the private middleman . . .’

Doig also noted (50) that the Committee on Intermediaries was not prescient:
‘What it did not, or could not anticipate, however, was the possibility of
those from inside the “system” setting themselves up as intermediaries and

selling their knowledge, access and contacts.’

Today these lobbyists for hire are now a distinct, additional and quite visible
teature to the British system of public policy-making. Indeed Finer can be

credited in part with the term “the lobby’ coming into the mainstream of UK
language: his obituarist (The Times, June 1993) noted that it had a ‘rather too

American ring’ to win speedy widespread usage and that ‘lobbyists’ only
became current in the 1980s.
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These ‘for hire’ lobbyists have been described variously. Apart from ‘contact
men’ (1966; 138), Finer also called them “hired advocates’ (139). Another
term used is ‘commercial lobbyists” (Jordan & Richardson 1987; 261) and
‘parliamentary consultants’ (Alderman 1984; 132) yet another. Alderman

wrote that:

Parliamentary consultants are brokers. They act as advocates for
their clients in much the same way as solicitors and barristers
present cases in court. They spend a great deal of time just
meeting people, listening as well as talking. A pressure group
could lobby on its own: many do so. Others, particularily those
immersed in the ways of the British government or not fortunate
enough to have acquired the services of an MP or ex-MP or an
‘honorary research assistant’ to an MP, save themselves a great
deal of time and probably money by employing professional

assistance.

Grantham (1989) favoured the description “political consultant” but noted
also the titles ‘public atfairs’, ‘government relations’, and “political PR
Later, “political consultant’ is again favoured by Grantham and Seymour-Ure

(1990).

Turning to the three contexts in which lobbying is most discussed, (the
political, the journalistic and the academic), the most common descriptor is
also the oldest: lobbyist. It is the description used by the House of
Commons’ Select Committee on Members’ Interest in their 1987-88 and 1990-
91 reports. Bryce (1928; 928) used lobbyist when he wrote at the end of the
19th century and quoted an American source, Mr. Spofford, in an amusing
listing of the different versions of the lobbyist’s calling. Greer (1985; 19) used
it when he wrote about the professional lobbyist and called for a register of

such people.

Some practitioners, however, appear to be coy about the word lobbyist. Of
the 129 members of the Public Relations Consultants” Association (PRCA)
listed in its 1989 Public Relations Year Book less than 20 listed lobbying as a
service offered but none used the word itself. Favoured instead were titles
such as ‘government relations’, ‘government affairs’, ‘issue management’,
‘parliamentary counselling’, ‘parliamentary relations’, “political counselling’,
‘political opinion forming’ and ‘public affairs’ (the most common). This
plurality of titles makes it difficult to accurately measure amounts of

lobbying done by public relations firms (and by lawyers). In the case of
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PRCA members, measurement in the first instance would mean establishing
that different titles are descriptions of the same or similar activities and
secondly it would mean establishing that lobbying can be separated from

public relations activity in general.

Why did PRCA members not use the word lobbying? This is perhaps an
indication that its connotations are both negative and positive - and perhaps
predominantly negative for practitioners vis-a-vis their own self-esteem and
commercial advancement. Indeed many references to lobbying are
pejorative. Wootton (1970; 17) described ‘lobby’ as ‘derogatory an epithet as
one can think of . .. “ in the US. In a forward to deKieffer (1981),
Congresswoman Pat Schroeder noted that in the 18th century, lobbyists were
called ‘lobbiers and were little more than merchants of greed” and that ‘today
... the greed factor has been diluted by the rise in citizen group lobbying.’

Alderman (123) referred to pressure groups (sometimes the clients of
lobbyists for hire) as generating ‘suspicion, mistrust and even fear’ in British
Government. He had already noted (5) that 19th century English writers
described lobbying in a tone which suggested that it was “foreign if not
actually immoral.” Richardson and Jordan (261) quote Alderman as above
and then target the “for hire’ lobbyist for a sceptical mention:

For no very clearly articulated reasons, “professional” lobbying
seems to give rise to more unease than a cause or a company
putting forward its own case. (264)

Jordan picked up the same tone when he writes about ‘naughty and nice’
lobbying, (1989; 107-113) and the front cover of the first UK book entirely
devoted to the subject (Jordan (ed), 1991) shows a huddle of rather worn,
raffish, middle-aged men talking over drinks and a cigar. The sub-title of the
text is Politics for Profit in Britain. A practising lobbyist for hire, Ian Greer,

retlected this air of being at the shadowy edge of the acceptable. He wrote:
(1985, acknowledgements)

The Parliamentary lobbyist who emerges from the shadows to
write a book about the intricacies of his art must, in the public
perception, be a contradiction in terms. What has emerged is an

attempt partly to dispel the mystique in which the media fondly
shroud the work of the lobbyist.
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Later he expands on the role of the press in this murky image creation (119)
with the observation that the ‘press at times likes to portray the lobbyist as a
somewhat shadowy or sinister figure working furtively behind the scenes on
behalf of equally shady clients . ..” Greer would no doubt feel vindicated on
reading one vitriolic attack on his ‘art’ by a journalist under the headline “The

Unsavoury Enemies of Democracy.” (Howard, 1989)

Jordan perhaps best summed up this air of uncertain moral standing when

he quotes an American lobbyist:

My mother has never introduced me to her friends as ‘My son, the
Lobbyist.” ‘My son, the Washington Representative’, maybe. Or
‘the Legislative Consultant’. Or ‘the Government Relations
Counsel’. But never as ‘the Lobbyist’. I can’t say I blame her.

(Jordan; 13)

Dubs went beyond social embarrassment and (1989; 193) mounted a critique
of ‘for hire’ lobbyists: they can ‘buy’ influence because they have ‘much
greater resources than social lobbyists’; they have conflicts of interest,
working sometimes for both Government departments and clients who relate
to those departments; they claim ‘success’ fees (fees predicated on pre-stated

outcomes) and they retain MPs.

Concern over ‘buying’ influence was also picked up by Rush (1990) who

wrote about commercial lobbyists as a resource in what he called “pressure

politics’, adding:

... although it does not follow that the wealthier will always
succeed, there is a danger that, however legitimately, money will
be the key to success. (146)

But these lobbyists also have countervailing advantages for Dubs (195): they
reduce overheads for their clients; they have computer databases for
targeting groups; they know MPs and civil servants; they can do research,
and can lobby Brussels. In the end, although he criticises the activity, he

recommends it in some circumstances.

But the major thrust of his book was to develop another category of lobbying
in contra-distinction - social lobbying which is defined (192) as ‘lobbying by
pressure groups, trade unions and concerned individuals done for non-
commercial motives which are usually ideological or political.” In fact, his
text can be seen as a DIY manual on how the politicised layperson can lobby:

he de-professionalises lobbying, saying that much of his advice is common
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sense. The Government Report (1987) can also be seen as a training text but
for the professional. It surveyed MPs, Ministers and officials and drew a

picture of the operational circumstances facing lobbyists which could be the
content of a staff development programme. Wolpe (1990) set himself this
training task for the Washington DC professional lobbyist and deKeiffer
(1981) for the citizen group lobbyist.

Nomenclature
This variety of descriptors raises the question of which title to use in this

research. In talking about the general process of groups influencing
governmental decision-making, there is no reason for departing from the
generic title of ‘lobbyists” and ‘lobbying.” A choice, however, is faced when
we turn to lobbyists ‘for hire.” The phrase ‘for hire’ lobbyist is attractive
because of its Anglo-Saxon directness and its focus on the concept of
switching among interests to be represented. ‘Influence peddler’ and
‘corridor creep’ are unacceptable, at least on ground of propriety.

Dropping the epithet leaves just the proper noun ‘lobbyist” and that
descriptor is the most common referent to the subject in political, journalistic
and academic circles. (Davies [1985] noted that ‘lobby” was used in
Washington in 1832 and quotes OED that it entered British politics in 1856).
But on its own, ‘lobbyist’ is not specitic enough for it includes lobbyists who

are the full-time employees or voluntary workers of an organisation. This
research follows Thomas and Hrebenar in defining in-house lobbyists as
lobbyists who lobby only for their employer (1990; 5).

Reluctance on the part of some lobbyists to use ‘lobbyist” publicly about
themselves has been noted earlier. Perhaps these recalcitrants are seeking
the exclusiveness of a new title which will be attractive commercially because
of its novelty. This is not a relevant concern for this research and it is argued
that ‘lobbyist’ should be used but with an epithet which distinguishes the
mobile freelance from the full-time employee. ‘Professional” will not do as it
implies that there is another category which falls below some standard of
behaviour. ‘Parliamentary’ as the epithet would be misleading as much of
the lobbying is not directed to Westminster, while ‘political consultant’ is too
broad, not fully connecting with lobbying and suggestive of American
image-makers operating in politics. ‘Consultant’ is another possible epithet
but it carries two possible connotations which are in tension with each other.
These connotations are: an air of functional superiority as implied by teams
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of medical doctors in a hierarchy headed by a clear chief; and secondly an
expert available for hire to address a wide variety of situations, as in

management consultant.

The first of these connotations carries an air of functional hierarchy and
status superiority which is unwarranted here and the epithet should
therefore be avoided. The second connotation is close to the ‘for hire’ sense
which needs to be expressed but the mixing of the two senses above makes

the use of ‘consultant” confusing.

‘Commercial” has a market place connotation which is relevant and suggests
movement between clients without being mercenary. ‘Commercial lobbyist’
is theretore perhaps the least unsatisfactory descriptor to use about
individuals. It is noted that Jordan and Richardson (1987) used this title as a
generic descriptor in their book and that The Independent newspaper (31
December, 1991; 1) also employed ‘commercial lobbying’ in a report on a
Commons’ register for lobbyists. The Commercial lobbyists was the title of
the first complete UK text (Jordan) devoted to lobbyists for hire.

This thesis will therefore use ‘commercial lobbyist” as the major descriptor.
But the phrase will not be used in the sense of lobbyists working only for
commercial interests, for as the data will demonstrate later, such usage
would be inaccurate. For variety and ease of reading, the terms ‘lobbyist for
hire” and ‘hired lobbyist” will be used as alternative descriptors. (Jordan [65]
pointed out that the descriptor ‘contract lobbyist’ is largely an American
usage.) When writing about a group of commercial lobbyists organised
together in a business, the term ‘lobbying firm” will be used.

relations: an illuminating dispute

Relations with publi
The review of what commercial lobbyists call themselves reveals a debate
(reflected later in the fieldwork Chapter Five, 122-125) as to whether they are
in public relations or not. Some are emphatic that they are not and behind

this self-defined act of exclusion is apparently a perception by them that
public relations has a lightweight, non-respectable, gimmicky reputation
which some lobbyists, who perceive themselves to be participants in public
policy making, do not want to be associated with.

[t can be argued that this judgement is behind the views of two lobbyists
who have spoken publicly about the relationship. Jenny Jeger, who was a
founder member of the lobbying firm GJW Government Relations, is quoted
by Marketing magazine (1984), as saying:
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We do not consider ourselves to be PR people- in fact we dis-

associate ourselves strongly from PR agencies.

This was a long held view for she repeated it in the public relations weekly
trade magazine PR Week (1989) under the headline ‘Lobby falls foul of its
‘booze and bribes’ image’, adding the charge of incompetence.

The latter charge is repeated by Greer (1985; 121) who says that ‘a great deal
of damage’ has been done to the reputation of commercial lobbyists because
public relations companies have lobbied without the ‘necessary knowledge
and skills to support a client’s case.” Hull (1991; 8) takes up a similar
allegation when he writes about lobbying in Brussels from his vantage point

of adviser to the EU Environment Commuission:

Public relations firms on the whole are not well regarded. They
tend to be perceived as glib purveyors of a tale which they have
prepared for a particular meeting and unable normally to get
involved in any kind of detailed discussion of an issue because

they do not understand it fully once the discussion strays outside
their brief.

The Government Report also asked its sample of MPs, Ministers and officials
about whether lobbying is part of ‘PR’. There were critical remarks about

public relations with over 70% of the sample not wanting to be ‘PR targets’
(21), and with PR personnel picked out for a general broadside against

inappropriate, lightweight lobbying.

But The Government Report assumed definitions of public relations and did
not explicate them. Lack of research, one-sidedness and overselling (12-13)
were castigated as lobbying failures and lobbying success was found to lie in
large part in ‘quality of the argument’ (4) and in ‘advocacy’ of a case
delivered with ‘professionalism’ (4). There is a tendentious quality to the
report in this respect because the implication is that these points of good
lobbying practice cluster around a non-public relations pole which could be
described as lawyer-like issue advocacy. Behind this may be the usage of

the words “‘public relations’ as a ritualised term of disapproval.

This dis-association theme is developed by lobbyist Charles Miller (1987; x)
who wrote that he wanted to take the ‘science and art’ of dealing with the UK
Government out of the ‘often lightweight province of an exercise in PR and
put it in its proper perspective.” He added that working with Government
borrows technical knowledge from the legal profession and contacts from
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public relations. Lobbying is an extension of public relations when image
building and mobilization of opinion is required but parts company from the
latter when advocacy and knowledge of public policy is required.

He makes public relations a strong peripheral device aiding lobbying but
outside the core activity of case advocacy to public policy makers. He
concluded that the two disciplines work well side by side and that both must
be learnt by those seeking to influence Government. (Hennessy [1989; 342]
writes of Miller’s book as the ‘equivalent of Questions of Procedures for
Ministers for those who would influence the mighty.’]

All this positioning - polite and impolite - has business consequences in the
market place for commercial lobbyists. The manoeuvring continued when
PR Week (1989) reported that many commercial lobbyists were not members
of the Public Relations Consultants Association (PRCA) while another
director of GJW, Wilf Meeks, is quoted as saying that his company supports
the introduction of a Parliamentary register of lobbyists but does not want it
to be policed by the PRCA - ‘a self-important trade association.” Again the
thrust is dis-association from public relations.

On the other side, the PRCA (1n) believes that most of its members are
engaged in lobbying and that there had been a substantial increase in fee
income from the activity.

It is clearly not in the interests of public relations consultancies to let
themselves be excluded by job demarcation from a growing activity -
especially if the boundaries are drawn up by competitors. Equally, it is not
in the interests of lobbyists who have no financial or organisational link with
public relations firms to welcome newcomers into their market. These
lobbyists are a business. The business development perspective should
always be in mind when relations between independent lobbying firms and

public relations consultancies are discussed.

This public argument about the lobbying/public relations connection is
important for this thesis because it is a reminder that commercial lobbying is
a competitive business with matters of perceived status surrounding it. The
connection also illuminates what commercial lobbyists do.
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iness aspects - size and activity levels.
A 1986 estimate, (Norton & Grantham,1986; 4-8), put the number of lobbying
firms at between 30 and 40 while there was another 40 to 100 individuals
who operated alone as lobbyists. On top of these categories, there were the

40 to 200 public relations companies which offer lobbying as one service
among many. Dod’s Parliamentary Companion in 1987 (716) included for

the first time a list of ‘parliamentary consultants’ (commercial lobbyists) and

by 1989 the list had nearly trebled to 36 (504) and to 45 (797) by 1993. The
1991 /92 Directory of Public Affairs and Government Relations (Lloyd &
Atack) had 35 entries (but publication was discontinued). Hennessy (1989;
340) judged them to be a necessary inclusion on another list - that of
‘pressures pushing through the walls of Whitehall and onto the ministers’
and officials’ desks.” Grantham (1989; 503-518) describes it as ‘one of the
major growth industries.” There is some evidence that demand for lobbying
continues to grow in the 1990s: PR Week (1994, May 26) reports that lobbying
accounts for a third of the reasons given by companies for hiring PR

agencies.

Doig (1986a; 518-519) wrote that there are ‘two main reasons for the upsurge
- or the awareness of the upsurge - in the use of professional parliamentary
lobbyists or consultants.” He listed the lobbyists as being more sophisticated
in their techniques of persuasion and secondly ‘an increasing number of MPs
for whom the world of lobbying and consultancy work is a lucrative activity
that they can handle together with their Parliamentary duties, thus
complementing adequate but not excessive parliamentary incomes.’
Grantham and Seymour-Ure (Rush, 1990; 46-47) are more systemic in their
analysis of growth. They write of groups pushed out of the policy process by
Thatcherite dismantling of corporatism seeking ways back to decision-
makers and of the impact of ‘radical policies’ such as privatisation and
deregulation on ‘previously dormant groups’. Willis and Grant (1987) have
written about the paradox of the 1980s anti-intervention administrations
making for the increased politicisation of business as Government seeks to

make it responsible for economic management.

There is no current, comparative data on commercial and in-house lobbyists
in terms of numbers employed; budgets; issues lobbied on, and contacts with
decision-makers. Other dimensions of commercial lobbying are as ill-
defined. For example, client identities, their numbers and their public or
private status are not clear. What are fee levels and how are they
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constructed? How is value for money determined by clients? How do
decision-makers view commercial lobbyists? Are they seen positively or

negatively? The literature is largely silent on these matters.

A start to profiling has been made by Moore (1991) who has done in the UK
the only previous research which focuses on the business and organisational
aspects of commercial lobbying. He looked at GJW, one of the oldest
lobbying firms in the UK, and found that 126 organisations were on GJW
books over the financial year 1991-2. Companies accounted for 66% of the
total and trade associations for another 14%. Public bodies were 12% and the
remaining eight per cent were charities and pressure groups. Moore noted
the ‘overwhelming’ predominance of the private sector, listing companies
such property developer Olympia & York, British Sugar and the shipbuilding
and armaments manufacturer VSEL (27). Grant (Jordan ed.,1991; 100) also
noted that ‘a large company will probably make use of outside consultants’
while earlier Willis and Grant (1987; 170) had listed hiring lobbyists as one of

five routes through which companies try to influence public policy.

Balance sheet and profit and loss figures are not given by Moore. But
journalism has reported some other important financial indicators. In 1980
three partners formed GJW as a private company but they sold out to the
advertising group Lowe Howard-Spink and Bell in 1987 for an estimated
£5m; bought it back in 1993 for £1m, and then achieved an audited fee
income of £2, 739, 000 (PR Week, April, 1993). This placed them in 14th

position in the PR Week Top 150 consultancies for 1993.

Commercial lobbyist Charles Miller, of the Public Policy Unit, has been the
most forthcoming in public about the business aspects of his work (Financial
Times Weekend, Feb. 29 /March 1, 1992, p. X). He reported a turnover of
£770,000 with a pre-tax profit of £115,000 in 1991 from some 30 clients. He
had a £38,000 salary. Another lobbyist, Douglas Smith, was also forthcoming
about the financial aspect of establishing a new lobbying firm (PR Week,
May, 1993) when he stated that his firm Westminister Advisers moved from

£16,000 tees to £166, 000 in 12 months.

Even if there was better knowledge about the size ot UK activity, it would
not be a big business by the standards of Washington DC. In Jordan (1991),
Graham Wilson (65) explained why contract lobbyists have flourished there
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to the extent of 23,011 registered lobbyists. Moore (54) estimated that they

generate the equivalent of £10 billion income, suggesting that American
commercial lobbyists are more numerous and productive than the British

coalmining industry.

The latest US figures are in Heinz et al. (1993; 11) who reported a lower total.
in the decade up to 1975, there were between 3,000 and 4,000 lobbyists in
Washington and that by 1988, the figures were between 15,000 and 20,000.

Business apects - fee
Apart from journalistic and self-interested estimates, there is no accurate
estimate of total fees of commercial lobbyists in the UK. This section brings
the published references together for the first time. In 1984 the Select
Committee on Members’ Interests noted an increase in lobbying generally in
its final report but did not quantify (House of Commons 1984-85, 2). A
problem here is separating lobbying from other public relations activities.
Willis and Grant (172) noted large growth in the latter in the 1980s but the
figures quoted do not distinguish lobbying from marketing support work.
The PRCA (1n) estimated that in 1983 income from commercial lobbying for
its members was ‘very small’ but that by 1988 it had increased to £7m and

was some six per cent of the membership’s total income. The 1989/90
edition of the PRCA Public Relations Year Book showed the latter was
£142m. Assuming a 6% share again, this gives commercial lobbying a £8.5m

turnover by 1990.

Grantham (1989; 505) said that “. . . the industry as a whole is now believed to
be worth in excess of £10m a year, up from an estimated £3.25m in 1983/4.’
He also quoted a 1985 survey of 180 sizeable UK companies which found that
four out of every ten hired lobbyists. Hollingsworth (1991; 111) wrote that
political lobbying had fifty firms in the field and a estimated total turnover of
£10m. PR Week reported (October, 1993) that turnover has risen to an
estimated £20-25m. Hollingworth quoted the 1985 survey mentioned above,
suggesting that there is no up-to-date monitoring of the field.

Hollingsworth also reported that fees per client range from £2,500 to £5,000 a
month and the average annual rate is about £30,000. PR Week reported
(October, 1990) Westminster Strategy, a large lobbying firm, charging its 30
clients average retainer fees of between £1,500 and £15,000 a month with the

average company paying £4,000. Berry (1992; 221-222) set out some fee
bands. He noted that for monitoring and information service work,
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commercial lobbyists charged fees between £500 and £1,500 a month and that
for direct lobbying work in contact with Ministers and civil servants and for

high profile media campaigns, the fee of £5,000 per week was not
uncommon. He noted that lobbying companies were professional in the
sense that they are in the business of making money and that most lobbyists
worked for the highest bidder. Miller (1992) reported individual fees
between £1,000 and £15,000 a month. At the other end of the scale, Berry
noted that lobbyists will ‘in exceptional cases . .. work for nothing’ for
charities. Moore supported this (27), noting that some clients of GJW in the
charity /pressure group sector were non-fee paying.

Fees are also paid out by lobbyists for hire to those who supply services to
them and Berry, Doig and Hollingsworth have looked at these payments.
Berry said (225) that ‘on one level, the relationship is clearly about making
money’ and that MPs retained by commercial lobbyists were ‘likely”’ to
receive annual payments of around £5,000 and £10,000. He noted (226) that
some lobbying companies refuse to make such payments on the grounds that
it is possible to have access to the policy-making without payment and that
such a ‘practice is ultimately counter-productive and even potentially
damaging.” He calculated that at least 29 PR and lobbying companies are

making such payments.

Doig (1986a; 524) calculated from the Register of Members’ Interests that 150
MPs held 280 consultancies between them and that 99 are ‘consultants on
parliamentary matters’. Hollingsworth estimated much higher figures (1) of
382 MPs in January 1991 with commercial interests, holding 522 directorships
and 452 consultancies. But these figures appear to be the totality of all MPs’
commercial relationships outside the Commons. Links with lobbying firms
would be a sub-set of that total. Hollingsworth calculated (119) that there
were 35 MPs who were paid advisers or directors to lobbying firms, a figure
based on the Register of Members’ Interests. His estimates were perhaps
accurate for PR Week (April, 1993) calculated “at least 38 MPs linked to
agencies.” Doig’s figure was 39 MPs who are involved in ‘ownership of or
employment by consultancy or public relations firms.” He is the most
persistent academic critic of the current lobbyist-MP relationship and he has
focused on the money linking MPs and lobbying firms (534):

Support of interests as a result of a personal or ideological interest
is one thing: support of interests in return for payment is another.
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By American standards, UK commercial lobbying is under-developed but it
would appear to have doubled or trebled in size during the 1980s. One
journalist believed that the political climate in which it operates has become
more propitious. In the Independent, Marr noted (1992), in a commentary on
public expenditure, that ‘the days of listening to lobbies are back.’

European and Canadian aspect
Growth in lobbying has also been noted at EU institutions by Hull (1991),

Galle (1992) and Mazey & Richardson (1993) and is analysed here as a
comparator of the UK experience. M. Galle, a Euro-MP, has been asked by

the European Parliament to devise a scheme of regulation for the 3,000
lobbyists he quoted as operating there. At the same time and perhaps not by
co-incidence, the European public relations industry has showed an interest
in the control of lobbying and and in what may be a defensive move, their
trade association CERP (Confederation Européenne des Relations Publiques)
is reported by PR Week (February, 1993) to be circulating a proposal for a
register of lobbyists.

But the Galle figure above may understate activity, for Van Schendelen (1993;
6) reported 10,000 such persons and puts the rapid growth in numbers down
to the implementation of the 1986 Single European Act. UK lobbyists were
represented in Europe in some force for Lloyd & Atack (viii) reported 15
London lobbyists with European offices. An example of their attention to
matters European is the background briefing on EU institutions produced by
Laptev (1993) for lobbying firm Charles Barker.

Mazey & Richardson (8) repeated the 3,000 estimate of Galle. They note that
one of the ‘most striking developments since the mid-1980s has been the
rapid increase in the number of professional lobbyists, financial consultants

and law firms locating in Europe.” They quoted the magazine Fortune as

reporting that the PR firm Hill and Knowlton had 21 consultants in Brussels
in 1990 and gave the magazine as a source of the 3,000 figure - a figure which
was three times higher than in 1987/88. They suggested that saturation had
been reached and may be followed by a ‘shake-out’ as clients ‘become more
sophisticated in their understanding of the EC (sic) and demand more than

mere information-gathering.’

Commercial lobbyists are registered by law in Canada and Rush (1993) has
reported that the Canadian Lobbyists’ Registration Act of 1989 requires an
up-to-date, computerised record open to the public. Commercial lobbyists
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must register and give the names of clients and the subject matter lobbied on
but, after themselves lobbying, they fought off a proposal that fees be
disclosed. Despite their opposition to registration, Rush (15) showed how
some lobbyists have used the register for business intelligence, revealing
competitors’ accounts and suggesting sources of new work. By extension, a
more informed profile of the UK commercial lobbying business would be a
by-product of the proposed Commons’ register of paid lobbyists (House of
Commons 1990-91; 81).

The paragraphs above focus on commercial lobbying in the national contexts
of Europe and Canada. But Helm (1991) in The Independent touched on -
and for the first time in the literature - a new, international context for
commercial lobbying. She noted a trend of ‘privatising diplomacy” where
foreign governments can be represented in the UK by lobbyists; what was
new was not the overseas provenence of the client but that the clients were

governments.

Their Background
Grantham, (1989; 507-509), noted the ‘disparity’ of occupational backgrounds

and listed fifteen lobbyists by name, summarising their pasts. But what
stood out, rather, was the common background of previous involvement
with Government as either MP, research assistant, party worker or civil
servant. Grantham and Seymour-Ure (1990; 50-56) have drawn up a table of
seventeen of the biggest lobbying firms and given short details of their chief
personnel: it was in essence a list of people who have changed roles inside
the public decision-making process, not a collection of people drawn from a
range of significantly different backgrounds. The implication for this
research is that commercial lobbyists are likely to be political insiders and
that they are hired because they possess detailed knowledge of the processes
and personalities in the public decision-making process. This insider status
may be a major supply side factor affecting their fee levels.

Jordan and Moloney (1993) reviewed the literature on the background of
hired lobbyists and noted their ‘insider’ status: they concluded that the UK
literature repeatedly makes the point that lobbyists should first know the
political system well from the advantage point of cognate careers. These are
usually identified as political, civil service or party apparatachik careers and
there is, they argue, an implication that good lobbying can only be done with
such backgrounds.
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/hat do commercial lobbyists do?
Hollingsworth (112) wrote that their role is ‘to act as a conduit between

commercial and consumer outfits and the government’ because both parties
needed an introduction to each other. Greatorex (1989; 9) elaborated with:

Clients are offered three main services by lobbyists: monitoring (a
daily summary of what goes on at Westminster); mine-detecting
(looking for legislation which may affect a client’s interests), and
fire-fighting ( last-ditch aid for a client under threat from new laws
or needing political support in a crisis).

In more formal language, Charles Miller told the Commons’ Select
Committee on Members’ Interests (House of Commons 1987-88, 6 ; 416) that
lobbying was:

the business of advising organisations on understanding,
monitoring and dealing with the system of government
effectively.

He added that the essential characteristic was a combination of research,
intelligence gathering and advocacy to targeted individuals in Whitehall and
the Commons and that his workplace was organised like a barrister’s
chambers to achieve this (417).

Wolpe (1990), however, entered the debate about lobbyist/advocate
similarity with a strong assertion about the political nature of the lobbying
act:

[t is also a myth that only lawyers are capable of providing the
most etfective lobbying material, or that a lawyer is essential to
drafting a bill or amendment. Lawyers hardly have a monopoly
on the lobbying process which is based on political and
substantive expertise. In lobbying, their legal skills are secondary
to their persuasive and rhetorical abilities. . . If anything lawyers
tend to be verbose: on the Hill, the premium is on brevity and
punch. . . As with anyone else, lawyers make good lobbyists when
they exhibit political skill. (28)

The lobbying tirm GJW told the Select Committee (House of Commons 1987-
88, 6; 439) of three lobbying functions - monitoring; explanation and
education; and influencing legislation (a process Wolpe [3] has called the
‘dance of legislation.”)
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Grantham and Seymour-Ure (1990; 66-67) have described monitoring as the
daily scrutiny of the Order Paper and Hansard for both Houses; of Green
and White Papers; of Early-Day Motions; of Select and Standing Committees
meetings; of departmental press notices; of Government and other oftficial
reports, and of the output of bodies such as think-tanks and political parties.
They then list a more active and substantial task which is to identify those
actors in the political process who influence decisions important to their

clients. They add that the principal aim is:

to build up a body of relevant parliamentarians and officials (and
anyone else involved with a policy) who are well informed and
well-disposed towards a client’s case.

But well-informed and well-disposed people are not enough for lobbyists

seeking to influence behaviour because:

... it is not passive support that is sought. MPs (and where
appropriate, peers) will be urged to table Questions and Early-Day
Motions and, where relevant, amendments to bills and advance
the case in debate and through meetings and correspondence with

the minister.

What these definitions share is a description of lobbying as a continuum of
activity which is passive at one end and active towards decision-makers at
the other end. It is the difference between collecting data and arguing a case.

This continuum was more fully described by commercial lobbyist David
Wedgewood (1987) who delineated his work into an intelligence role and an
operational one, each of which can be divided into three sub-areas. Thus
monitoring, interpretation and research comprise the intelligence role while
the operational role is planning, passive representation and active
representation. Wedgewood notes that this latter is popularily known as
lobbying and consists of contact with decision-makers to start, stop, or
amend legislation; initiate or respond to debate; or have a question asked or
countered. He concluded that without the previous five stages, this sixth is
unlikely to be successtul. For Smith (1992), who is also a commercial
lobbyist, lobbying again has several ingredients: communication and
pressure. Its objectives range from seeking information, agenda-setting to
redressing grievances. Green (1992) also made a distinction between

monitoring and lobbying but apparently as distinct and unrelated categories.
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Whom do commercial lobbyists lobby?
[t is a common theme in the literature that the targets of lobbying are
Westminster and Whitehall but the nature of the issues lobbied on gets little

attention.

About location, Grantham noted (1989; 503) that the title ‘Parliamentary
consultancy’ tends not to be used because it over-emphasises the importance
of Westminster. The Government Report (23) also picked up on the role of
Westminster and half the report’s sample of decision-makers thought that
lobbyists suffered from ‘a failure to appreciate the difference between

appearance and reality in the power of MPs ... " A junior Whip is quoted:

There is a major difference between an MP being involved and
committed to an issue and mechanically passing representation to
a Minister. The MP as a post box is a greatly over-valued asset.
Organisations think they are accessing power when in reality their
representations either reach the right people via a longer route or
they pass through the system unnoticed.

Over 70% of the survey believed that failure to deal effectively with
Government stemmed from:

inadequate understanding of the workings of Government and
particularly of the way in which decisions are made on policy and
legislative issues. (13)

One former Minister said:

Much lobbying forgets the real art of Government-related
advocacy: knowing where decisions gel in the system. Success
usually lies in putting your arguments well to officials. You can
take MPs to lunch at the Horseguard’s Hotel and often see across
the room the officials you ought to be lobbying. (17)

Casey has called the focus on the legislature a “very narrow definition’
(1991;1) and he preferred “to solicit the support of influential people”:
perhaps unsurprising in his case given that he was an Under-Secretary at the
DTI before practising as a commercial lobbyist. Miller (1988;13) graphically
makes the same point when he says that ‘the real lobbying work is still
carried on in those dull [Whitehall] offices.” But this does not appear to be a
point taken by lobbyists generally for The Government Report found that
current and former civil servants reported that they were neglected by
lobbyists.
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But the case for Parliament as a significant, continuing target for lobbying 1s
made by Judge (1990;19-31). He is critical of pluralist writers such as
Richardson and Jordan who characterise policy-making as ‘bureaucratic
accommodation” between Government departments and pressure groups
arranged in ‘policy sectors’ and ‘policy communities.” This leads to the
sectorization of Government into ‘sub-governments.’

Judge counter-argued with a restatement (28-29) of the views of classical
pluralists like Dahl and Truman that pluralism operates in a climate of
shared values which are expressed in elections and representative
institutions. In this way, lobbyists (in-house or commercial) have to heed
Parliament as its consent to ‘bureaucratic accommodation’ is needed in the

‘last instance.” (39)

Jordan and Moloney (13) have argued that good lobbying practice about
where (and how) to lobby must be predicated on assumptions about the case
being made. They noted criticism about the lack of access to official channels
in Britain and the EU but they suspected that groups with access difficulties
are making demands too major to be handled in such channels. The lobbyist
who is using official rather than political channels (Whitehall rather than
Westminster) was likely to want something specific and congruent with
established values and policy. Here the lobbyist was in a position to argue
that in the light of existing understandings, a minor sounding change would
be sensible. The lobbyist was not usually in the business of asking for things
that appear to be controversial.

About the nature of i1ssues lobbied on, technical policy can hide the
politically controversial and how the technical and the political aspects of an
issue are presented is a major lobbying skill. For example, by getting
lightweight trucks reclassified as cars in 1989, Japanese industry was able to
save $500m in US taxation per year (Choate, 1990; 4).

The technical competence of civil servants can also influence where lobbyists
lobby. The relatively high UK level of official competence means that

Whitehall is a very substantial target but, ironically, lobbyists in Brussels can
sometimes find under-developed competence an advantage. Gardner (1991;

66) noted:

The low ranking Eurocrat working on a technical proposal
frequently suffers from a ‘European information deficit” all his
own. He may be the only government official assigned to develop
a proposal in a highly technical area.
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Hull (1991; 4) also painted a picture of isolated Brussels officialdom:

the early thinking about any proposal takes place usually in the
office of one person who will have the responsibility of drafting
legislation .. . At the beginning he is a very lonely man with a
blank piece of paper in front of him, wondering what to put on it.

Berry (1984; 120) also took up the competency point when he argued that
successful intervention at the technical level requires mastery of the brief by
the American lobbyist:

Lobbyists who have mastered the complexities of their policy area
enter a select group of experts who talk the same language.
Washington representatives with a high level of policy expertise
are more valuable to those in government because policy makers
can draw upon their knowledge of efforts to solve difficult issues.

Miller makes a similar point when (1987; 135) he analysed the roles of
advocacy and public relations in UK lobbying.

Lobbying styles

In an analysis of lobbying styles, Jordan and Moloney (9) argued that a too
high profile style and a too long request list adopted by some American
lobbyists were inappropriate in the UK and Europe. As a member of the
European Parliament put it, ‘hard sell” and ‘instant’ lobbying are out of tune
and even seen as offensive (quoted in Gardner; 63). Lobbying over the fine

point of policy was more likely to succeed than frontal assaults on principles.

Scholzman and Tierney (1986; 369) made this point about American
lobbying:

The probability of success appears to vary inversely with the
scope of the demand. Organisations whose political ends are
narrow and technical are more likely to be influential than those
whose goals are more encompassing. In general, it is easier to
atfect the details of policy than its broad outlines: and . . . this is
not a negligible form of influence.

Berry (1984) noted that no US interest group ever gets all it wants. So the

lobbyist is engaged in indentitying the workable compromise. Wittenberg
and Wittenberg (1989; 105) agreed:
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Lobbying is often the art of compromise, so the guy you represent
must agree in advance on what would be an acceptable result.

And you need some flexibility to make a deal.

Smith (1988; 323) gave the example of Congressional statf going out to
lobbyists to get expert views on proposals: ‘Does that work? Does that solve
your problem? And, if not, how can we correct it?” The fieldwork amongst
decision-makers in Chapter Six puts the above behaviour into a UK context.

Are commercial lobbyists effective?
According to Grant (1989; 113-115), methodological problems prevented a

clear answer to the larger question of evaluating interest group effectiveness.
Wootton called it (1970; 73) “a real Irish bog of a subject that has claimed
many victims”: Wilson (1990; 34) concluded that it was impossible to
measure. And it is argued here that by extension the same problems prevent
a clear answer to the narrower and dependent question of evaluating the
effectiveness of commercial lobbyists. Miller (Jordan 1991; 63) and Grantham
and Seymour-Ure (Rush 1990; 72) made similar points. Noting Richardson’s
(1993; 7) view that policy-making is becoming more complex and
unpredictable because of ‘the increased mobilisation of interests in society’,
the chances of developing a methodology decrease.

Grant (1989) listed the difficulties of evaluating group effectiveness. They
were the problems of secret government; the simplicity or complexity of
objectives sought through lobbying; difficulties of identifying whether
lobbying action or some other behaviour brought about success; internal
politics of the group influencing which and how issues are lobbied, and
finally government tactics of initially appearing obdurate in order to concede
later.

Commercial lobbyists, as the agents of interests and an intervening variable
between interests and Government, are another difficulty. Interests groups
(usually in the form of sectional groups) are their clients. Commercial
lobbyists are therefore constrainted in their actions by the institutional and
environmental factors which influence groups - their clients. They have to
act in the context given by their principals and this constraining context
makes evaluation of their etfectiveness problematical. None of the UK
literature offers a methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of hired
lobbying but there are post hoc and often self-interested claims in the
literature that particular lobbies were effective (Rush (ed), 213-231; Jordan
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(ed), 120-135; Grantham, 509-511). The fieldwork amongst lobbyists in
Chapter Five indicates that they do not claim any evaluation methodology:
furthermore they hesitate to claim that their lobbying was the single cause of

effectiveness in any particular case.

In the US literature, Heinz et al (1993) showed similar reticence in their study
of Washington lobbying but Thomas and Hrebenar in their analsysis ot
lobbying at state level (1990) offered a model for evaluating effectiveness.
(See Grant [1989; 117] for a typology of factors atfecting group etfectiveness.)
They surveyed (25-27) ‘policy-makers and political observers’ in US states
and combined ten factors into their model. These included how well the
public official knows the commercial lobbyist; perceived levels of lobbyist
credibility; nature of the specific issue lobbied on, and overall political
influence of the group. But their model has a millenarian air about it in that
conditions ‘must all be present to produce the ideal situation of maximising
the influence of a lobbyist . .. " Secondly it is not clear whether the model is
about the etfectiveness of groups or of hired lobbyists: one of the factors is
‘potential for the lobbyist’s group to enter into coalitions and to
compromise.” The model also has a low predictive quality in that most of the
conditions have high degrees of non-measurability (e.g. ‘political
cohesiveness of the lobbyist’s group membership’). Secondly it is not clear
how to relate degrees of effectiveness to various factors.

On balance the measurement difficulties remain. Grant (73) summed up:

... it must be noted that although many consultancy firms are
very politically sophisticated and display a high level of
professional skill, there is always an element of the ‘emperor’s
clothes” about the work of professional lobbyists. There is never a
tangible end product which can be attributed to the efforts of the
lobbyist: if the campaign is successful, it may have nothing to with
the lobbyist’s efforts.

Grant (116) suggested, atter Whiteley and Winyard (1987), that interviewing
participants and getting their subjective assessment may be the best available
method for measuring lobbying effectiveness if the direct observation of
policy-making was not possible. This research makes the same judgement
and has used interviews as its principal fieldwork method.

Alongside the etfectiveness debate about the activity of lobbying, there is a
literature (mostly US) on the perceived behaviour of the individual lobbyist.
It lists personal attributes. Thomas and Hrebenar did this when they made
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perceived levels of lobbyist ‘credibility, reliability and knowledge’ one ot
their factors. The American literature has several other examples of
attribute-listing: Milbrath (1963); Dexter (1969); Berry (1984); Drew (1985)
and Cates (1988). Jordan and Moloney (1993) have shown that there is a
remarkable agreement among them as to which one single attribute makes
for a “good’ lobbyist - high ethical standards of personal behaviour.

Hull (10) set out another list of (seven) personal attributes for the ‘good’
lobbyist at the EU Commission where he worked for 14 years. The list was a
distillation of his personal experience and as such is marked off from the
Thomas-Hrebenar list which was distilled from a survey. The Hull list
included: research the case; tailor the case to the official involved, be brief.
But it is important to note that what is being described in attribute-listing is
the perceived ‘good’ behaviour of individual lobbyists - not a methodology
for evaluating lobbying outcomes by groups or by lobbyists. The distinction
is similar to that between the behaviour of the ‘good” soldier in battle and
why a battle is won.

Conclusion

The review above shows commercial lobbyists as a small, distinct addition to
the dramatis personae of UK public policy- making; an addition which grew
in size and influence in the 1980s. The literature mostly sees them as part of
the interest/sectional group picture. But in the focus of this research, they
are businesses offering services to clients in order to get client interests
treated favourably in the public policy process. They trade under various
titles and some declare themselves to be in public relations. Their public
image is a mixed one.

By occupational background, hired lobbyists are mostly men from political
and public administrative areas. They sell their services generally to the
highest bidder and work mostly for big business. (Bruce [1994] reported a
survey that medium-sized businesses use trade associations, their own
directors and MPs for lobbying before hiring someone.) They are mostly
discreet about their clients’ identities, what they do for clients and the issues
lobbied. But there is no or little evidence that the lobbying methods they
employ are different from the methods of in-house lobbyists. Good practice
on when to lobby on policy formation, on what aspects and to whom appears
common with in-house lobbyists. Evaluating their effectiveness is mostly
difficult, if not impossible.
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This review therefore indicates that there is a significant knowledge gap
about commercial lobbyists in relation to their ‘for hire’ characteristic - their
ditferentiating feature and one which puts them into a competitive battle for
clients. A task of this thesis is to investigate questions generated by this
characteristic. Questions such as: what do clients hire them for and why;
how are they used; how do clients judge value for money; how do hired
lobbyists find clients and how do they describe their work; how do MPs,
Ministers and civil servants view lobbyists for hire; why do decision-makers
interact with them, and what can be said about effectiveness.

The next Chapter sets out theoretical perspectives through which commercial
lobbyists can be analysed.

Note
1.  Interview by the author with Mr. Colin Thompson, PRCA Director, at
London headquaters on 12 Sept, 1989. Notes available.
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Chapter Two
Lobbyists for hire: public relations and group
theoretical perspectives.

Introduction

The preceding Chapter critically reviewed the literature about commercial

lobbying and found that most of it dealt with the concrete, observable and
measurable aspects of the topic. There is no literature on a theory of
commercial lobbying, explaining and predicting its role in public policy-
making processes or in interest group activity. There is not even a less
rigorous attempt to build a perspective relating the phenomenon to more
theoretically developed areas.

This Chapter starts with a basic empirical observation and tries to relate it to
various theoretical perspectives. The observation (explored by Moore 1991)
is that the commericals hire themselves out principally to business interest
groups (In) and that it is only their hiring which makes them players in the
public policy process.

This Chapter explores whether commercial lobbying can be explained in
terms of theoretical perspectives drawn from public relations and interest
group activity. It is argued here that conceptually, commercial lobbying can
be viewed either as public relations activity or as that political behaviour
known as interest group activity.

By way of general characteristic, commercial lobbying is an adjunct, an
embellishment to group activity and it can only be analysed and understood
as a linked activity. Without linkages to groups, commercial lobbyists have
no meaningful role. Norton and Grantham (1986) have developed further
this linkage concept with groups and have usefully described commercial
lobbying as a hyphen, bringing together interest groups and government.
Commercial lobbying is a parasitic activity in that it relies on group activity
and could not happen without it. (It could also be portrayed as doubly
parasitic in that it also needs government activity.) Therefore the question
explored in this Chapter becomes: is there a theoretical perspective on public
relations and on group activity which accounts for business lobbying in such
a way as to explain, at least implicitly, the hiring of lobbyists?
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Although commercial lobbying will be viewed as public relations activity in
this Chapter, it should be remembered that - as noted in the preceding
Chapter - this claim is disputed by some commercial lobbyists. As public
relations, it can be explained in the terms of competing perspectives.

It is not disputed in the literature that group activity, and commercial
lobbying as an extension of such activity, is an act of politics. The title of

Truman'’s text (1951) on groups is The Governmental Process; Holtzman
(1966; 1) and Hague and Harrop (1989; 114) assert that politics and interests
are inseparable; and the sub-title of Jordan’s Commercial Lobbyists (1991) is
Politics for Profit in Britain. This Chapter looks at pluralist and more
hegemonic models of public relations and group activity.

Commercial lobbying may raise some new questions about the nature of the
representation by MPs, given that the latter say they are now the objects of
much more lobbying by commercial lobbyists and that most of that lobbying
is not constituency-based. These questions are related to the main focus of
this thesis but are separate and are treated in Appendix Three, 221.

Evaluating the outcomes of commercial lobbying is not dealt with here for it
has been reviewed in Chapter One, 30-32: it is a pervasive fieldwork theme
(see in particular Chapter Seven, 182-186) and is analysed in Chapter Eight,
204-208.

Relationshig vlic relations perspectives - the pluralist, liberal

model.

While the first Chapter described the relationships between commercial

with

lobbyists and public relations people largely from the position of practice,
there is a set of problematic relationships to be explored from the vantage

point of public relations theoretical perspectives.

Commercial lobbying can be related to either of two competing perspectives
about public relations. These perspectives are the application of concepts
developed in political studies. The linkages between public relations
practice, theoretical perspectives and their philosopical underpinning have

been analysed by Grunig and White (1992).

Public relations perspectives are the product of a small, applied but
developing academic discipline, largely led by Americans, which attempts to
theorise the activity of public relations in relation to management, political

and communication studies. The emerging results are three perspectives (the
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systems, the critical and the rhetorical) with the dominant one in the US and
the UK being the systems perspective, first fully stated by Grunig & Hunt
(1984). The systems perspective regards lobbying as a public relations
function (it is usually labelled the public affairs component of public
relations: see Mackey [1994] for an introduction to paradigmatic thinking
about the latter) and it is seen as one-way or two-way communication
between organisations and external public groups. Indeed the preferred
form of public relations is two-way symmetrical communication and Grunig

wrote (1989; 29) that organisations employing this form:

use bargaining, negotiating, and strategies of conflict resolution to
bring about symbiotic changes in the ideas, attitudes, and
behaviours of both the organisation and its publics.

The group environment in which this activity unfolds is, in other words,
pluralistic and Grunig (38) identified ‘interest group liberalism’, complete
with open competition among groups, as a pre-supposition for this preferred
form. For Grunig, lobbying and his favoured (two-way communications)
form of public relations are largely synonymous.

Pearson (1992; 114) developed this public relations - as - pluralism theme in a
review of public relations histories. He quoted Hiebert (1966) who wrote in a
biography of Ivy Lee, one of the founders of modern American public
relations, that:

Ivy Lee and public relations played a significant role in preserving
the pluralism of American society by opening channels of
communication and allowing opposing groups to understand each
other.

Hiebert is also referenced with: “Without public relations, democracy could
not succeed in a mass society.” This liberal, pluralist perspective is reflected

in American textbooks on public relations. For example, Baskin and Aronoff
(1988; 338) wrote about lobbying:

Although the term has acquired an unsavory connotation of graft
and influence peddling, lobbying has long been recognised as a
legitimate activity. James Madison, writing in 1788, held that an
essential characteristic of a representative society is that the
various interest groups in society are permitted to compete for the
attention of government officials.
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Cutlip, Center & Broom (1985; 15) wrote that ‘lobbying is an outgrowth of . . .
a democratic system functioning in a pluralistic society” and later (451) that
‘It is a basic democratic right that every idea, individual and institution shall
have a full and fair hearing in the public forum . .. * while Wittenberg and
Lesly (Lesly, 1991; 75) called attention to “. . . the many years of punching,
pushing, tugging and shoving by the multiple interests that demand to be
heard and attended to in the American democracy. ..‘ Canfield and Moore
(1973; 305) and Ross (1977; 166) take similiar positions.

Crable & Vibbert (1986, 36) wrote that:

Instead of waiting until an issue of critical importance arises,
organisations can engage in a more or less continual dialogue with
citizens' groups, public officials, and special interest groups in

their environment.

In the UK, commercial lobbyist Ian Greer (1985) develops the liberal, pluralist
theme. He writes, inter alia, about ‘how the law-maker is only as good as the
information he is given.” His choice of title is indicative - Right To Be Heard -
and he says (9):

In a democratic society, we have not only the right but also the
duty to inform our political representatives of our views on
matters than affect us.

From the viewpoint of this liberal public relations perspective, lobbying is
pluralism in progress. It is pluralism happening. It is the activity of the
interests competing with each other and pressing their cases on public policy.
And it is arguable that there is public benefit in these representations because
often legislation is ‘better” as a result. Jenny Jeger, one of the founding
directors of lobbying firm GJW (2n), shared this view of democratic benetfit,
when she rejected the view that lobbying is anti-democratic:

What the question says is nobody should ever criticise any
element of any piece of legislation; legslation is beautifully
drafted; there are no tlaws in it; people should be un-informed
about legislation in front of them; members of the Shadow Cabinet
who have no resources to find things out except by those who
volunteer should not be informed about arguments; should not be
meeting people who are against legislation or who want a point

put they can’t find accepted by the Government; that civil servants
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should not talk to outsiders about how to draft legislation; should
not seek advice; that everybody has so much time to do all this
properly and thoroughly and carefully.

From this perspective, therefore, lobbying - in both its commercial and in-
house versions - is legitimated and is so from two aspects. There is the
functionalist legitimation that it is a communications system which
negotiates, bargains and resolves conflict (Grunig and Hiebert). Secondly
there is the constitutionalist endorsement that it enhances American and
British politics. Greer suggested that it is a ‘right’; Jeger argued that it leads
to more effective legislation.

The constitutionalist argument can be expanded into the above-mentioned
‘hyphen effect” where lobbying is a smoothing interface between
Government which needs information about the effects of its actions, and
outside interests which need access to public policy-making in order to
protect their interests. Norton and Grantham (1986; 7) wrote:

While the activities of some lobbyists constitute a problem,
professional consultancy firms can and often do help provide a
link between Whitehall/Westminister and outside bodies. They
constitute something of a hyphen in the relationship. The benefit
1S a two-way one.

Broadly the evidence of the literature review supports the explanatory power
of the liberal, pluralist perspective ot public relations. From this perspective,
- it is clear that commercial lobbying, as a sub-set of lobbying, is an activity
which undertakes the ‘hyphen effect’ between groups and government. It is
also clear from this perspective that lobbying as public relations is essentially
a liberal, pluralist activity in the political studies sense. Here the liberal,
pluralist perspective of public relations and the liberal, pluralist perspective
of group activity are one and the same and are describing the same benign

activity in the same language but from ditferent disciplinary stances.
From these two perspectives, any critique of commercial lobbying:

lies not so much in what they do (which can be beneficial to the
making of public policy) but rather in the manner in which they -

or at least some of them - do it and in those who undertake it.
(Norton & Grantham, 7)
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What can a liberal, pluralist perspective of public relations offer to this
research? Its major effect will be to divert the spotlight away from questions
of legitimacy, either functional or political /consititutional, and to focus
instead on questions of effectiveness and efficiency. The spotlight will be
turned away from the following categories of question. Is the hyphen an
accessible and open bridge for all groups? Or is the bridge closed to all but

the wealthy and the powerful? Is this good, bad or immaterial to the society
in which it happens.

Olasky (1987) has given an answer to these questions and it is negative. He
declared that he wrote for ‘political conservatives and libertarians.” He
argued that contact between the business interest and government is inimical
to free enterprise and to political freedom and that public relations

practitioners should stop making that contact. For him, the hyphen makes
for a degraded society:

For over a century, many major corporate public relations leaders
have worked diligently to kill free enterprise by promoting
government-big business collaboration. Over and over again,
many corporate public relations executives have supported
economic regulations with the goal of eliminating smaller
competition and ensuring their own profits. They have sold such
restrictions on freedom by promising better service, but their

frequent inability to deliver has left residue of public disbelief in
the promises of corporate America. (2)

For Olasky, the hyphen is a negative, part of the machinery of ‘corporate
collaborationism” which he defines as alliances of large corporations with
each other and with the Federal Government.

with public relations perspectives -

Relationshig ritical theory.
A competing perspective to the liberal, pluralist one is that of critical public

relations theory as exemplified by Smythe (1981), Gandy (1982 and 1992) and
again it is argued that it is closely derived from a broader political studies

perspective. In this case, the basic paradigm is neo-Marxist in its ideological
form. Smythe argued (71) that public relations is part of a ‘Consciousness
Industry’ creating acquiesence to monopoly capitalism. Gandy (1982)
developed an explicit theory of how this acquiesence was achieved - his
concept of ‘information subsidy.” He sought to explain how the mass media
agenda is set and for what purposes, and how this affects the distribution of
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power and values in society. He argued (8) that there is a market for
information in society ‘characterised by both shortage and supply.” Because
information is ‘at the heart of individual and collective decision-making,
control of information implies control of decision-making.” The exchange of
information is determined largely on an economic basis and ‘mal-
distribution in economic resources will be reflected in mal-distribution of
information.” This mal-distribution is aided - if not caused - by ‘information
subsidies” which reduce the price of information creation and distribution.
He concluded:

[t is through the provision of information subsidies to and through
the mass media that those with economic power are able to

maintain their control over a capitalist society. (8)

He described the role of public relations, which includes the lobbying
function, in the production of information subsidies (64):

It is the modern public relations firm that plays the central role in
the design and implementation of information subsidy efforts by
the major policy actors. Unlike the advertising agency, it is the
responsibility and general practice of public relations specialists to
generate unpaid publicity. Itis, in fact, the public relations
specialist who is most often relied upon to deliver the undercover
subsidy where the source and the source’s self-interest is skillfully

hidden.

Gandy (1992) has updated these views in the light of the ‘Information Age’
which is characterised by work changes ‘where increasingly larger shares of
the workforce are engaged in the production of information goods and
services.” (158) He argued that public relations will play a part, via
information subsidies, in the US’s international role of spreading the
messages of deregulation and privatisation.

Firstly it should be noted that this public relations model shares one
characteristic as with the previous liberal, pluralist model: it is largely the
micro development of a larger macro view. Secondly, it has developed a
theoretical concept in ‘information subsidy” which parallels, in
communication studies, the economic concept of cost subsidy and which at

the level of conceptual tool has considerable explanatory power.
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But there are methodological problems about demonstrating empirical
support for this perspective. These are the same obstacles as those facing the
larger critical theory and neo-Marxist projects. The first relates to the general
difficulty facing all Marxist statements about dominant group activity
producing ‘false consciousness.” Does the ‘modern public relations firm’ of
Gandy (or the commercial lobbyist of this research) recognise what they do
in the same terms as Gandy? Are they conscious of operating a subsidy for
the purposes attributed to them: and if not, how is Gandy’s case
demonstrated, as opposed to asserted?

The general argument here is that it is unlikely that the public relations firm
(or commercial lobbyist) will reject the conventional, self-enhancing values
associated with the liberal perspective of public relations and see themselves
from the critical theory stance. There is no data so far showing that they do
reject the liberal perspective and Gandy (1982) offered little empirical
evidence: he listed (69) some public relations techniques in an implied critical
way but he did not offer case studies or interview data of information
subsidies being constructed. Gandy (1992) is largely theoretical assertion.
An analysis by Turk (1985) of the effect of information subsidies operated by
state agencies to get their material into Louisiana newspapers was

inconclusive in that only about half of the coverage came from subsidised

SOUrces.

The claim of validity for a critical theory perspective on public relations and
on commercial lobbying has yet to be demonstrated and whether it can be

done through empirical evidence is an open question.

A demonstration of theoretical validity, as opposed to empirically based
validity, could be argued through critical theory in the manner of the
Frankfurt School (Bottomore, 1984). Such an argument is essentially non-
empirical, if not anti-positivist, and could be set out as follows. Commercial
lobbying is an information subsidy in operation in that it furthers a powerful
organisation’s interests vis-a-vis public policy. The subsidy is paid to a
lobbying firm to construct an information good, in the economist’s sense, on
behalf of the commissioning organisation and that organisation is likely to be
a large business. The creation and presentation of the good and the
persuasion employed to get it accepted is often done in a confidential way
through private meetings with Ministers, civil servants and MPs. The
characteristics of this process are control of economic resources by powerful
business interests and privileged access to decision-makers.
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However, this current research rejects any notion of validity claimed through
critical theory as too metaphysical and therefore methodologically unsound.
Instead, it roots its claim on validity, as will be argued below, in a nominalist
approach to observation and interviews. It therefore searches for data which
supports as large a measure of inter-subjective agreement as possible on the

meaning of researched phenomena.

But the critical model of public relations does offer an alternative model to
the liberal, pluralist one and it therefore has the value of creating an
opposing and challenging theoretical pole: the theoretical tension between
the two may be fruitful in generating new analysis. The concept of
‘information subsidy’ is useful in creating this tension. It is also possible that
the evidence of fieldwork will demonstrate the model to be fully or partially

valid.

Overall, this section concludes that the liberal pluralist perspective on public
relations developed by Grunig and Hunt accounts for the observation that
much of the public relations of business is competitive against other groups.
But it makes no explicit elaboration of a public relations practice called
commercial lobbying.

Political studies perspectives on commercial lobbyinc

The above section looked at competing public relations perspectives as
explanatory models of commercial lobbying. It also concluded that the
perspectives are largely, if not exclusively, re-expressions of broader,
political studies perspectives on group behaviour. This re-emphasises the
derived and applied nature of public relations theory and raises a question
about its theoretical under-development.

It is appropriate, therefore, to apply a broader perspective to this research.
Can political studies perspectives on groups explain commercial lobbying,
even implicitly? A literature review undertaken for this section has shown
that the broader political studies literature is not explicit about hired
lobbying where it theorises about lobbying by groups. The task of this
section is to examine whether these perspectives have the implicit capacity to

account for commercial lobbying.

A starting point is to relate commercial lobbying to a typology of groups.
Commercial lobbyists are in contact with the protective and promotional
type of interest groups developed in Hague and Harrop’s typology (1989;
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121-125) rather than with the customary and institutional types of groups.
Hague and Harrop (115) also noted about pluralistic models that they
compete for the attentions of government.

Ihe classical pluralist “fit"

The literature review suggests that commercial lobbying (lobbying capacity
hired by an interest) will ‘fit" with pluralist models of politics associated with
Truman, Dahl (3n) and Lindblom (and, it will be argued, particularly with
the latter). This is because lobbying, persuasive contact with government, is
a consequence of competitive group activity.

Truman’s model of pluralism raises fruitful questions of ‘fit’, particularly
when relations with business interests are explored. Truman (37) noted that
any group in society may function as a political group making a claim on
government. Thus ‘An economic group, such as a corporation, that seeks a
special tax ruling in that respect functions as a political interest group.’
Groups compete for access to decision-makers and access is influenced by the
social standing and the internal organisation of a group, and also by the
nature of the governmental institutions.

His model identifies business - which is the majority client of hired lobbyists
- as a powerful interest. He said (265): ‘Perhaps the most basic factor
influencing access is the position of the group or its spokesmen in the social
structure.” He added with specific references to business interests:

The deference accorded a high-status group not only facilitates the
acceptance of its propaganda but also eases its approach to

government.

In contrast, he gave the examples of ‘labor organisations” which had
difficulties of access owing to ‘handicaps in status.” Dahl also identified
business people as economic notables: ‘their authority is particularly great

when policies impinge directly on business costs, earnings, investments and
profits . ..” (1961; 76)

But it should be noted that while Truman’s model attributes high-status to
business interests and therefore much lobbying influence, it does not offer
any very specific or elaborated theoretical explanation of why business needs
to lobby, let alone hire lobbyists. He also noted that not all interests in the US
are organised (511) but argued that associations of people with shared
attitudes will organise into a political interest group if there is sufficient

43



disturbance in the behaviour or expectations of those associated people.
Here Truman has made observations with some power to explain
commercial lobbying. Firstly disturbance to the behaviour or expectations of
an interest, such as business, leads it to organise lobbying which could
include hiring in capacity. Secondly there is actual or potential
countervailing power opposing high-status business interests. Heinz et al.
(1993) also remarked on the countervailing power concept in their study of
American interest representation. Where there is countervailing power, it 1s

argued here that business may use an extra resource to help it lobby.

Holtzman (1966; 8) has developed this disturbance-in-relationships concept
as a disequilibrium theory of why interest groups are active in society: when
their stable patterns of interaction are upset or threatened and - critically - the
resort to private action fails to reproduce a favourable stability, they turn to
the state to re-establish those patterns. What is useful here for the
commercial lobbying phenomenon is that interests will only resort to a

hyphen function such as lobbying government after inter-group mediation
has failed.

Fit” with other model
But other authors would doubt that group/commercial lobbying activity

supports a classical pluralist model such as Truman’s. Rather they would
say that it re-inforces a hegemony of powerful interests. Domhoff (1978)
described himself as holding a ‘class-hegemony paradigm.” He identified
‘the special interest process” as one of the four ways in which the American
dominant class maintained its position and has a place for lobbying. He
wrote (25):

Ruling class domination of government can be seen most directly
in the workings of lobbyists, backroom superlawyers, trade
associations, and advisory committees to governmental

departments and agencies.

He noted that the people in the above groups who operated this special
interest process were neither well known nor prominent members of the
ruling class. They did not have to be: the process was structural.

The position of McConnell (1966) is less hegemonic than Domhoff but still
concerned about the primacy of interest groups over broader interests.
Writing before Lindblom (1977), the powerful position of private business
interests concerned McConnell because he argued - with case studies of
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business, labour, land use and reclamation - that group politics were in
conflict with a national politics in the USA. While he described, along with
Lindblom, a scenario of advantage or privilege for some groups, he went
further and expressed a Madisonian concern over a threat to the public
interest from private interests. He wrote, shortly after Olson (1965) that
‘relatively homogeneous groups have been effectively organised and have
assumed a strong degree of power over particular areas of public policy
through close collaboration with segments of government . . . (338) A British
critique which is concerned with overweening interests is by Rivers (1974; 8)
who warns about groups ‘manipulating society to accord with their own

J

interests.” Neither McConnell nor Rivers were explicit about hired lobbying.

Olson’s thesis (1965) that interests large in numbers are less likely to organise
than small interests is relevant to the differential power of groups. It
provides an explanation of why numerically few producer groups such as
businesses can be more effectively organised as groups than their customers,
much more populous groups. (Mazey and Richardson [1992; 105] noted that
producer groups are ‘usually the most effective lobbyists’ in EU institutions.)
His application of this differential to the UK’s relative economic decline led
him (1982) to attribute that decline to organised producer groups.

McFarland (1976) predated the latter Olson thesis with an analysis which
married Michels’s law of oligarchy to group lobbying - organised, narrowly
based elites tend to defeat unorganised majority interests.” (28)

Downs (1957) took the market as a model for democratic politics: ‘our main
thesis is that parties in democratic politics are analogous to entrepreneurs in
a profit seeking economy . . . they formulate whatever policies they believe
will gain the most votes.” (295) He introduced lobbyists into the model as a
non-governmental intermediary between voters, parties and government

who, as influencers, provide information on policy decisons.

Those most affected by a decision are those likely to bear the cost of
providing information on policy and therefore to be the most well informed
and the most listened to by government. A small producer group is more
likely to incur lower costs in providing information than a large dispersed
group such as consumers. Downs illustrated this with an example on tariff
legislation where the cost to consumers of collating data, making informed
judgements and supplying relevant information is much higher than for
producers. Producers are theretore more likely to supply the information.
(There is similarity between this model and Gandy’s information subsidy
[1982].) ‘Under these conditions, government is bound to be more attentive
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to producers than consumers when it creates policy.” (255) He added (256):
‘Economically speaking, government in a democracy almost always exhibits

an anti-consumer, pro-producer bias.’

This research can relate lobbying generally - whether in-house or hired - to
Downs’s thesis in the following way. Lobbying is a cost to the public policy-
making system which can be transformed into a benetfit by the process set
out below. Government has to take into account the information provided
by lobbyists about the effects of its decision-making. Voters do not express
views on most of government’s decisions outside of elections but
government wants an estimate of the effects of their decisions. Lobbyists are
non-governmental intermediaries who claim representativeness and who
have information about policy effects. If Government takes the lobbyist’s
information into account and the outcome is a representative decision (1. e.
one in line with what voters want), then the cost of lobbying has been
transformed into the benefit of a governmental action which voters would

approve of in an election.

But can commercial lobbying, as a sub-set of the general lobbying category,
be related to this market analogue of political decision-making and so add to
the descriptive power of Down’s model? It could be argued that it adds to
the costs and benetfits of the policy-making system by increasing the supply
of accurate information about policy consequences from a bigger number of
interests. This would increase the representativeness of decision-making and
increase the appeal to voters of governmental decisions. Demonstration of

this argument is another matter.

What Olson and others above offer by way of inferred explanation about
commercial lobbyists is that their majority clients - businesses - are producers
likely to be better organised than more populous groups; better resourced to
pursue their interests, and therefore they may hire lobbyists as an extra

resource.

But none of these authors was explicit about hired lobbyists. There is also
the larger problem of any hegemonic group model (like producer group
ones) bringing forth convincing empirical support. It is needed for it is
manifest that business/businesses have varying experiences of advantage
and disadvantage in liberal, market societies and that some businesses fail
altogether. The neo-pluralist model can account for such negative business

experiences.
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A neo-pluralistic perspective

The classical pluralist model is not developed enough in its analysis of the

business interest to explain why large businesses hire lobbyists. It cannot
take the argument much beyond the implication that Truman’s high status
groups such as business do lobby. It does not have much power to explain
why individual businesses lobby against other businesses; why some
lobbying fails.

Marsh and Locksley (1983; 1-21) noted that the power of capital was
‘qualitatively as well as quantitatively different’ from other groups.
Dunleavy and O’Leary (1987; 293-297) noted that for neo-pluralists ‘business
interests occupy a position of special importance compared with other social
interests when it comes to influencing public policy-making.” Smith (1990)
further developed the classical, reformed and neo-pluralist typology by
identifing the amounts of influence attributed to the business interest as the
distinguishing feature between the categories. He described the key feature
of neo-pluralism as the assumption that the business interest in the modern
Western state is privileged as opposed to advantaged (316) and that the
distinction springs from structural power. He was following Lindblom
(1977) who argued that the state needs the economy to be successful and that
it therefore has to give to business inducements to ensure that end. The neo-
pluralist argument of Smith/Lindblom is that the market economy gives
business the power to make many decisions and that these many decisions
are outside of government control. These decisions are in the hands of
business with whom government must collaborate to make the economy
prosperous. (See Wilson, G. K. [1985; 6] for an elaboration of Lindblom that
business incurs opportunity costs in the form of lost profits when the state

does not co-operate with it and that business needs state involvement.)

Wilson in Jordan (1991) asserted the structural power of business, writing
about the American experience of commercial lobbying (75) that:

American politics has often been criticised as being even more
biased to the wealthy than politics in other democracies. The rise
of contract lobbying [commercial lobbying] strengthens this
criticism as contract lobbyists are necessarily more available to
those with money to pay them.
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Alderman, one of the first UK academics to identify commercial lobbying as
an area needing more analysis, made a similar point (1984;133) in the UK
context that the cost of hiring lobbyists makes them available only for
wealthy interests.

A privil interest?

Smith’s distinction is based on the assumption that there is a significant
difference between advantage which is variable according to circumstance
and privilege which is entrenched. Grant (1994; 41) noted that privilege can
mean both an observable quantity of extra advantage and a value judgement
about worthiness.

But if business is privileged in Grant’s first sense, why does business lobby in
a general sense and hire lobbyists in particular? If the business interest is
strong, why hire: if lobbyists are hired, is business weak? The response to
this apparent paradox starts with the recognition that the category ‘business’
is a complex entity in a Western, liberal, market economy. To accord it a
privileged position in one or both of the senses above would not necessarily
deny that business has strong and weak characteristics in different political
circumstances; different sectors; in different sized units (Grant, 41) and, as
Vogel has argued (1989), in ditferent historical periods.

The elaboration of the neo-pluralist perspective by Lindblom offers a way of
handling this complexity. So far, the argument has used the undifferentiated
category ‘business’ and it may be an adequate term at the level of macro
theory which Lindblom sought to develop in Politics and Markets. He was
describing (132 footnote) Western nations which demonstrated polyarchy
(defined by Dahl [1971; 202]) as a regime where the opportunities for public
contestation are available to the bulk of the population) and he was relating
the two categories ‘business’ and ‘government’ to that concept.

He noted unequal resources among groups and how the inequality was
maintained in ways which include commercial lobbying (141):

The second characteristic [of polyarchy] is that participants in
polyarchical politics remain grossly unequal in wealth. Some can
hire a supporting organisation; others cannot. Some can hire
public relations consultants, broadcast time, newspaper space and

other public platforms; others cannot.
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Lindblom also noted (179) that there is conflict between government and
business and (187) ‘businessmen do not get everything they want. But they
get a great deal. And when they do not get enough, recession or stagnation

4

is a consequence.” So at the level of macro categories, business (what Grant
[1987; 3] called the aggregate of businesses) has to compete for power and
influence with government in some circumstances. Seeking extra resource

such as hiring lobbyists may be an indicator of this competition.

But Lindblom went on to deconstruct the category ‘business” and argued that
there is conflict between different business sectors and disagreement over the
benefits they seek. He stated (178):

On some issues, of course, privilege granted to one segment of the
business community represents the withdrawal of a privilege from
another.

Thus at this micro level of the category ‘business’ (the level of business
sectors and of individual firms) as well as at the macro level, businesses have
unsatisfied demands. Grant (1993) illustrated this double layering of
dissatisfaction in his review of interest groups in the EU (4n).

Lindblom’s elaboration of neo-pluralism allows a fuller explanation of the
business/commercial lobbyist link than is available from other pluralist
perspectives. It offers the following implicit response to the question: why
do businesses lobby, including using hired lobbyists? Business is the most
powerful and best resourced group in a liberal, market economy but it is
more or less susceptible at different times to influence against its interest by
government and by a few powerful groups. Business lobbies, therefore, as a
bloc because it wants benign government policies towards the market.
Businesses lobby as sectors or as single units because they want competitive
advantage over peers in markets. They add to their existing lobbying
capacity by hiring in more capacity where extra resource could gain

advantage.

But the Lindblom position still has a weakness for this thesis in that it offers
no specific explanation of why business(es) hire in lobbying capacity. It takes
the argument to the point of positing a generally strong business lobby but
not specifically lobbying by hired lobbyists. The implication is that business
will lobby using any lobbying type appropriate and that there is nothing so
salient in the lobbying type known as commercial lobbying for it to be worth

a distinct theoretical account.
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