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Scholars of political organizations and parties have long 
investigated lobbyists and the clients that they represent.  They 
have examined the differences between in-house lobbyists – who 
represent a client organization as employees of that organization 
– and contract lobbyists – who are hired on an ad hoc basis to 
represent a client for a specific project or projects, but are not 
formal employees of the client.  Contract lobbyists are often (but 
not always) employees of lobbying firms.  These firms play an 
important role in selecting and training thousands of lobbyists, 
while guiding their work with clients.  In doing so, they may 
influence the decisions of political parties, the development of 
issues, and the outcomes of policy debates.  However, scholars 
have devoted only minimal attention to these firms and how they 
are situated in the political landscape. 
 
Partisanship and Lobbying Firms 
In a recent article in the journal Research & Politics (July-
September 2019: 1-9), titled “The Partisan Ties of Lobbying 
Firms,” Alexander C. Furnas, Timothy M. Lapira, and I focus on 
how lobbying firms are connected with political parties and how 
those ties may be related to firms’ lobbying revenues.  We 
examined the revenue streams of 1603 lobbying firms that 
reported federal lobbying receipts in the United States between 
2008 and 2016.  Our regression models controlled for numerous 
firm-level co-variates, including firm alignment with House and 
Senate leadership, number of lobbying clients, diversity in 
clientele, firm type, whether the firm has international offices, 
number of domestic offices, and firm age. 
  
Our analysis yielded three notable findings.  First, lobbying 
firms have clear and relatively stable partisan identities.  A strict 
definition of a “partisan” firm (i.e., it gave 95 percent or more of 
its campaign contributions to only one party) led us to estimate 

that 42 percent of lobbying firms were “partisan” in nature.  A 
weaker definition of a “partisan” firm (i.e., it gave 85 percent or 
more of its campaign contributions to only one party) would 
indicate that 60 percent of lobbying firms were “partisan” in 
nature.   
 
Second, lobbying firms benefit financially when they are aligned 
with the party that controls the House of Representatives.  This 
alignment corresponded with approximately $5000 to $6000 in 
additional revenue per lobbyist per quarter.  We did not find 
convincing evidence that similar benefits accrued from 
alignment with the partisan leadership of the Senate. 
 
Third, changing control of the House of Representatives had 
clear financial implications for lobbying firms in 2011 when the 
Republicans reclaimed the leadership of the chamber.  
Republican-aligned firms gained roughly $10,000 in additional 
revenue per lobbyist that year as a result of the change, while 
firms aligned with the Democrats lost approximately $40,000 in 
revenue per lobbyist that year as a result of the change.  
However, we did not find statistically significant differences 
between the changing fortunes of Democrats and Republicans in 
2015, when Republicans regained control of the Senate. 
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Our results demonstrate that many lobbying firms have partisan 
commitments and that their revenues depend, both positively and 
negatively, on those commitments.  For these firms, electoral 
outcomes are not only about policy preferences, they are also 
about profits.  Thus, it is a mistake to assume – as is done 
routinely in the prevailing literature on lobbying – that lobbying 
firms are merely disinterested aggregators of lobbying talent.  
They have skin in the game.  This fact provides good cause to 
take a closer look at these political institutions. 
 
The Functions of Lobbying Firms 
Lobbying firms perform a variety of functions that make 
working for a lobbying firm different from working as an 
independent lobbying contractor.  First, lobbying firms organize 
the work of their lobbyists.  Second, lobbying firms market the 
work of their lobbyists to potential clients.  Third, lobbying 
firms are a stop on the career paths of their lobbyists.  What is 
the political relevance of these functions? 
  
First, lobbying firms have a critical organizing function.  The 
possible ways of organizing a lobbying team are innumerable.  A 
firm may have more than a hundred lobbyists or be composed of 
only a handful of associates.  Firms may focus entirely on 
lobbying or may combine lobbying with other professional 
services, such as legal advice and representation.  Firms may 
cover a wide range of issues or may specialize in particular 
areas, such as health, defense, or appropriations.  They may 
balance their contacts in a bipartisan fashion or may lean heavily 
on allies in a single political party.  Some firms may choose to 
emphasize lobbying representation by women while other firms 
give little attention to the gender balance of their lobbyists. 
  
How firms organize their lobbying enterprises matters because it 
affects what tasks lobbyists perform and, thus, what effects they 
have on policy debates.  Lobbyists at a boutique health care firm 
are likely to work on a narrower set of issues than are lobbyists 
at a general-purpose lobbying firm.  Boutique lobbyists, 
however, may have access to more specialized contacts and 
resources on a topic, thus shaping the approach they take to an 
issue. 
  
Second, lobbying firms are a marketing mechanism.  Firms 
provide their imprimatur on individual lobbyists, who otherwise 
might be unknown to potential clients.  Firms assure clients not 
only that a lobbyist can be trusted but also about what their 
strengths are.  How a firm chooses to market itself matters to 
what kind of clients a lobbyist serves.  Of course, this 
perspective does not deny that lobbyists arrive at their positions 
with their own expertise and networks, which they would have 
regardless of which lobbying firm they joined.  Yet, for many 
lobbyists, the reputation of their firm is more reliable and better 
known than their own reputation – or it at least complements that 
reputation. 
  
Third, lobbying firms are a stop along a career path for lobbyists.  
Many lobbyists come to a firm directly from employment in 
government.  Others come from an association or another 
lobbying firm.  After their time at the lobbying firm, they may 
go back through the revolving door into government work.  Or 

they may move on to another advocacy organization.  The 
interests and contacts that lobbyists bring with them are relevant 
to the ways that their current lobbying firms are able to influence 
the political process.  Likewise, the experience that lobbyists 
have at their current firms will likely matter to how they act in 
their subsequent positions.   
 
Directions for Future Research 
The organizational, marketing, and career-shaping functions of 
lobbying firms suggest directions for future political science 
research on this topic.  Since very little is known about lobbying 
firms as political institutions, the field is wide open for new 
projects.  These studies could be conducted on an international, 
national, and/or subnational basis. 
  
A place to start is to investigate the policy niches formed by 
firms.  Broad groupings – such as health, defense, and 
environment – are easy to imagine.  But more complex, 
multidimensional niches are also likely.  For example, a niche 
focused on health appropriations lobbying in the House of 
Representatives brings together three distinct dimensions of 
specialization.  It would be valuable to know more about how 
firms select their niches, as well as how niche structures evolve 
over time.  When and how do new specializations emerge?  
Which specializations tend to be connected with one another?  
Which niches are especially disconnected from one another?  
How do bipartisan firms differ from Democratic and Republican 
firms in their issue specializations?  Research on firm 
specialization could shed light on how the lobbying community 
reacts to new policy trends or, potentially, helps to shape those 
trends. 
  
Lobbying firms may be influential not only because of what 
topics they are involved in, but also for the ways that they work 
with other organizations on these topics.  Studies on lobbying 
coalitions, for instance, have sometimes noted that lobbying 
firms may play a role in managing coalitions.  The 
organizational members of a coalition may combine their 
resources to finance payments to a lobbying firm that acts as an 
“honest broker” in coordinating the activities of the coalition.  
Further, it is not uncommon for lobbying firms to create 
lobbying coalitions; they point to an issue and then try to attract 
interested groups who will make recurring payments to the firm 
in exchange for coalition management.  These types of actions 
not only represent interests, but are catalysts to transforming 
interests.  Systematic research is needed to know how common 
these practices are and whose agendas they serve. 
  
Another set of questions pertains to the effects of marketing by 
lobbying firms.  How do the ways that lobbying firms present 
themselves correspond with the kinds of clients that they work 
for?  What kinds of lobbying firms attract large, wealthy clients, 
and which kinds attract smaller, less-affluent clients?  How does 
the nature of a firm affect the market value of lobbyists’ 
services?  Do lobbyists who have similar qualifications 
command different revenues when working for different firms?  
If so, what explains these variations?  Addressing these 
questions would speak directly to how lobbyists working for 
firms have experiences that depart from the experiences of 
lobbyists operating independently. 
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Marketing may not only influence lobbying clients but may lead 
to reactions from competing lobbying firms.  Firms may attempt 
to infiltrate the niches constructed by their competitors.  Or they 
may propose to offer an alternative range of services.  Some of 
these efforts may become trends.  If they do, then the nature of 
lobbying representation could be driven, in part, by the desire of 
lobbying firms to compete with one another, rather than by 
clients’ representational needs.  These strategies are typically 
present in any market but are generally not incorporated into 
models of the lobbying profession. 
  
The social networks generated through the unfolding of 
lobbyists’ careers prompt a variety of questions about the 
consequences of lobbyists’ mobility.  Observing the flow of 
people from government perches to particular lobbying firms 
could be revealing of lobbyist-legislator power dynamics.  
Which lobbying firms draw disproportionately from the most 
auspicious seats of power?  Are these high-demand lobbyists 
distributed widely across the system or are they concentrated in 
a small number of elite firms?  Likewise, political scientists 
would be keen to know more about the journey of lobbyists back 
to government.  Are lobbyists from certain firms advantaged in 
obtaining new posts?  Do they bring with them ideological or 
policy positions that were developed during their time at the 
firm? 
  
These questions could be investigated with respect to any 
national, subnational, or supranational government that requires 
lobbying registration and reporting of lobbying activities.  
Examples of such entities include the European Union, Ireland, 
Canada, the United States, Peru, Wisconsin, and Arizona.  It 
would be valuable to explore how these systems differ in terms 
of their tendencies toward having revolving-door lobbyists, 
inequalities in firm revenues, polarization based on partisanship, 
or other features that may be pertinent.  Scholars might situate 
such investigations in the context of variations in the strength 
and features of lobbying laws.  Do the fortunes of lobbying firms 
depend on political culture, the strength and structure of legal 
institutions, or something else?  Research in this vein would 
deepen what is known about the comparative politics of interest 
group systems. 
 
Why to Pay Attention to Lobbying Firms 
Political scientists have been attentive to how political 
organizations attempt to influence policy processes since the 
early years of the political science profession.  Most of their 
focus has been placed on political parties, interest groups, and 
social movements.  While this focus has not been misplaced, it 
nonetheless has been incomplete.  Lobbying firms are not new.  
But it is wise to inquire if they have taken on new roles, and/or 
become more consequential, in the aftermath of an era that 
witnessed sustained growth in the incomes and numbers of 
professional lobbyists. 
 
The tightening of lobbying laws and enhanced requirements for 
transparency have made lobbying firms more amenable to 
political research in many places around the world.  The task of 
political scientists is to situate these firms within the institutional 
and cultural frameworks of their corresponding governmental 
institutions.  Doing so would help to better understand how 

lobbying firms interact with lobbyists and other political 
organizations to ultimately influence political processes.  Ideally, 
new research would help to clarify the role of lobbying firms in 
democratic politics.  
 

 
FROM HEADQUARTERS 

AWARD CITATIONS 
 

Emerging Scholar Award 

The Emerging Scholar Award is given to a scholar who has 
received his or her Ph.D. within the last five years (2014-2018) 
and whose career to date demonstrates unusual promise. This 
year’s award goes to Danielle Thomsen of the University of 
California-Irvine. The committee consisted of Stephen Medvic 
(chair), Kay Lehman Schlozman, and Ann-Kristin Koelln. The 
committee explained their decision: 

Professor Thomsen is a prolific scholar whose research explores 
some of the most pressing concerns in contemporary American 
politics. To date, she has published a book with Cambridge 
University Press, eight articles, and several book chapters and 
book reviews. Her book, Opting Out of Congress: Partisan 
Polarization and the Decline of Moderate Candidates, 
establishes a theory of candidate emergence based on party fit. 
In it, Professor Thomsen argues convincingly that moderates, 
who are out of step with the prevailing ideologies of their parties’ 
leadership, have increasingly chosen not to run for Congress 
because they find the rewards of serving in Congress to be less 
appealing than do ideologues. The book is a significant 
contribution to the literature on political parties, congressional 
elections, and polarization. 

Professor Thomsen’s work also contributes to our understanding 
of gender and politics and of campaign finance. In particular, she 
has studied patterns of women’s representation, partisan 
differences in the emergence and success of women candidates, 
and the gender composition of candidates’ donor networks. 

The Committee found Professor Thomsen’s research questions 
to be important, the data sets she employs to be rich and varied, 
and the quality and number of her publications to be impressive. 
In addition, we commend her for disseminating her work in 
public venues like the Monkey Cage and for her considerable 
service to the discipline. For these, and other, reasons, we are 
happy to honor her with POP’s Emerging Scholar Award. 

Jack Walker Award 

The Jack Walker Award recognizes an article published in the 
last two calendar years (2017, 2018) that makes an outstanding 
contribution to research and scholarship on political 
organizations and parties. This year’s award goes to Alexander 
Hertel-Fernandez of Columbia University, Matto Mildenberger, 
and Leah S. Stokes, both of the University of California, Santa 
Barbara, for their article “Legislative Staff and Representation in 
Congress,” published in the American Political Science Review 
(2018, 113(1): 1-18 doi:10.1017/S0003055418000606). The 
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selection committee, Jennifer Victor (chair), Matt Grossman, 
and David Hopkins, said of the article: 

One of the most important and enduring political questions is 
whether the views of citizens are represented by the actions of 
public officials—and, if they are not, why not. Political science 
has sometimes struggled to answer this question, in part because 
of a traditional division between scholars who study public 
opinion and scholars who study elites or institutions. This paper 
is an outstanding example of a new kind of scholarship that uses 
innovative methods to bridge this traditional divide. It 
effectively identifies the critical role of political parties and 
interest groups as key institutions that intermediate between the 
preferences of the mass public and the behavior of political 
leaders.  

The authors of this article show that legislative staff rely on 
information from interest groups to help the staff learn about 
constituents’ needs and preferences, but that this information 
tends to overstate concerns that favor the groups that 
communicate them. Thus, the most important source of 
legislative staffers' advice to policymakers is misperceived, due 
to reliance on interest groups. Their innovative experiments in 
elite surveys further show that staffers may respond more to 
campaign contributors but not to citizens groups. This is an 
important step forward in understanding how parties and interest 
groups distort policymakers’ views of their constituents. 

Leon Epstein Outstanding Book Award 

The Leon Epstein Outstanding Book Award recognizes a book 
published in the last two calendar years (2017, 2018) that made 
an outstanding contribution to research and scholarship on 
political organizations and parties. This year’s award goes to 
Devin Caughey of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology for 
his book The Unsolid South: Mass Politics and National 
Representation in a One-Party Enclave (Princeton University 
Press, 2018). The committee, Michael Franz (chair), Scott 
Ainsworth, and Bruce Larson had this to say about the book: 

How should we understand politics in the South during Jim 
Crow? Devin Caughey lays out three models—elite dominance 
(i.e., authoritarianism by economic elites), ruptured linkages 
(democracy in name and in limited practice, but wholly 
inadequate), and white polyarchy (functional democracy for 
whites only). Professor Caughey investigates how well each 
explains political representation in the one-party South during 
and following the New Deal period (roughly 1932-52). While 
Professor Caughey says no account fits perfectly, he finds the 
strongest evidence for white polyarchy, with competitive 
primaries providing a forum for non-elite white voters to have 
political voice and enforce political accountability. Importantly, 
he finds that white polyarchy does not translate to the state and 
local level. He concludes that the national two-party system 
helped structure the responsiveness primarily of congressional 
delegates.  

Professor Caughey deploys a remarkable array of data, including 
hundreds of public opinion polls to demonstrate the rightward 
shift of Southern whites between the 1930s and 1950s. He 

convincingly shows that Southern white voters (and Members of 
Congress) were very much in favor of the economic policies of 
the early New Deal period and that that support frayed 
(especially on some issues) as those policies came to be seen as 
threats to the “region’s system of racial hierarchy” (p. 64). 

The book will appeal to APD scholars and those focused on 
authoritarian regimes, but we support this book for the Epstein 
Award because of its application to the study of parties. 
Professor Caughey asks us to re-consider how strongly we 
should affirm the dictum that “modern democracy is unthinkable 
save in terms of parties.” A lot of democracy is possible within a 
party, he posits. Professor Caughey’s work is a fresh and elegant 
treatment of politics and representation in the one-party South 
that will shape research in this area for years to come. 

POP Best APSA Paper Award (2018) 

The POP Award recognizes the best paper delivered on a 
Political Organizations and Parties-sponsored panel at the 
preceding APSA annual meeting.  The 2018 prize for the 2017 
meeting was awarded at the 2019 meeting to Alexander Furnas 
of the University of Michigan, Michael Heaney of the University 
of Glasgow, and Timothy LaPira of James Madison University 
for their paper entitled “The Partisan Ties of Lobbying Firms.” 
The committee, consisting of Thomas Holyoke, Diana Dwyre, 
and Jesse Crosson, had this to say about the paper: 

This is a very strong and innovative paper addressing, among 
other things, the principal-agent problem in lobbying, which 
usually is conceived of as addressing the question of how 
interest groups and their members can constrain the actions of 
their lobbyists. This paper makes a major contribution by 
refocusing the problem on the activities of lobbying firms, 
recognizing that lobbying is not a singular activity. The authors 
use data from reports filed under the Lobbying Disclosure Act to 
determine the income of these firms and data on campaign 
contributions of the lobbyists to determine their partisan ties.  

Their results show that lobbying firms depend for their 
professional and financial success, to a large degree, on these 
partisan ties, though the results are qualified. Partisan ties with 
the House majority party bring more revenue to a lobbying firm, 
but the same is not true for ties to the Senate majority party. 
Nonetheless, such dependence on connections to majority party 
legislators calls into question a lobbying firm’s loyalties. As 
long as revenue is a motivating factor, lobbying firms will need 
to do all they can to cultivate and maintain their relations with 
House majority party lawmakers, perhaps at the expense of the 
people or organizations they are supposed to represent.  

This paper has recently been published in Research & Politics 
(https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168019877039). 

POP Best APSA Paper Award (2019) 

The POP Award recognizes the best paper delivered on a 
Political Organizations and Parties-sponsored panel at the 
preceding APSA annual meeting. The award for a paper 
presented at the 2018 meeting goes to Matt Lacombe of 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2053168019877039
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2053168019877039
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Northwestern University for his paper “The Political 
Weaponization of Gun Owners: The NRA’s Group Social 
Identity.” The committee, consisting of Heath Brown (chair), 
Marie Hojnacki, and Robin Kolodny, had this to say about the 
paper:  

This paper centers on an important question for scholars of 
interest groups and political parties, namely: why are gun 
owners so devoted to the National Rifle Association, and why is 
the NRA so effective at mobilizing them? To answer this 
question, Matt Lacombe (now an assistant professor of political 
science at Barnard College) analyzes a range of data spanning 
nearly a century, including content analysis of hundreds of 
editorials from the Rifleman, the NRA’s member magazine, and 
op-eds from daily newspapers. As opposed to conventional 
approaches to the study of influential groups, which focus on 
inside lobbying and campaign activities, this paper focuses 
entirely on outside lobbying.  

The paper demonstrates that a critical cause of the political 
activity of gun owners is the NRA’s historic cultivation of a 
distinct, politicized gun owner identity. For example, NRA 
editorials do not center solely on detailed debates about gun 
policy, in fact, 80 percent of editorials in the Rifleman use 
“identify-forming” language, including allusions to patriotism, 
honesty, and bravery. Professor Lacombe shows that, as opposed 
to anti-gun op-eds which infrequently address identity, pro-gun 
op-eds in newspapers are much likely to vilify so-called “out-
group” opponents of guns and lionize “in-group” gun owners.  

The article also demonstrates evidence of a causal relationship 
between the NRA editorials and subsequent pro-gun op-eds in 
daily newspapers. By connecting the editorials to the op-eds, 
Professor Lacombe reveals a key link in the chain of interest 
group influence. Overall, these findings help explain the ability 
of interest groups to use resources to shape public policy by 
influencing the political behavior of members of the mass public.  

This paper has recently been published in The Journal of Politics 
(81(4): 1342-1356. https://doi.org/10.1086/704329). 

Samuel Eldersveld Career Achievement Award 

The Samuel Eldersveld Career Achievement Award recognizes a 
scholar whose lifetime professional work has made an 
outstanding contribution to the field. The award winners this 
year were Virginia Gray of University of North Carolina and 
David Lowery of Penn State University for their joint – and 
individual – work on organized interests. The award committee, 
consisting of Frank Baumgartner, Patrick Bernhagen, and 
Gregory Koger, described the work of Professors Gray and 
Lowery: 

Together, Professors Gray and Lowery have pioneered the 
population ecology approach to the study of organized interests. 
Among the hundreds (literally) of articles each has published, 
they have produced several key publications, including their 
book, The Population Ecology of Interest Representation: 
Lobbying Communities in the American States (University of 
Michigan Press, 1993). This approach, at the time, challenged 

existing group-level accounts of organized interest formation 
and longevity. Whereas scholars in the Olsonian tradition had 
looked only at internal factors to ascertain the odds of group 
creation, maintenance, and longevity, Professors Gray and 
Lowery promoted the view that we must also look at the 
surrounding environment. Taking their cue from studies of 
biology, they noted that studying the internal dynamics of 
organisms without considering the fit between the organism and 
its environment would never create a complete theory. They 
applied this reasoning to the study of group maintenance and had 
a big impact on the field. This impact is immediately apparent 
when one looks at the contemporary study of interest groups – 
not only in North America, but also in Europe and Australia. 
Citations to their classic contributions continue to accumulate, 
largely because a new generation of scholars – some their 
students, others simply attracted by the conceptual framework 
and its robustness across national contexts – are actively testing, 
refining, and reformulating their initial insights. 

It is worth noting that, in addition to this work, Professors Gray 
and Lowery have also made substantial contributions in other 
fields: Professor Gray in US State Politics and Professor Lowery 
in US State Politics and Public Administration and the study of 
Bureaucracy and Local Politics. 

The research of Professors Gray and Lowery has had an impact 
in the United States and well beyond. Professor Lowery has held 
a senior and influential post at the University of Leiden (the 
Netherlands). Professor Gray has been a welcome – and active – 
participant at many European workshops, conferences and 
meetings. Jointly, their presence has been energizing to the field 
in the US and Europe. Both have published more than 20 articles 
with graduate student coauthors, introducing an enormous group 
of young scholars to the study of interest group politics, and 
ensuring both the population ecology perspective, and the study 
of organized interests have strong foundations in future 
generations of scholars. 

The Samuel Eldersveld Career Achievement Award recognizes 
scholars whose lifetime professional work has made an 
outstanding contribution to the field. Professors Gray and 
Lowery most certainly qualify, in terms of research impact, 
mentorship and development of the field. 

The nomination for this award was forwarded by Prof. Darren 
Halpin of Australian National University and included 
supporting statements from more than a dozen nominators from 
three continents and many generations. 

 
SCHOLARLY PRECINCTS 
 

APSA 2019 Annual Meeting 

Papers of Interest 
 

“From Competition to Polarization: How Populists Change Party 
Systems and the EU.” Milada Anna Vachudova, University 
of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/704329
https://doi.org/10.1086/704329
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“Contests, Factions, and Party Organization.” Giovanna 
Invernizzi, Columbia University and Carlo Prato, Columbia 
University. 

“Single-Member Districts and One-Party Authoritarianism: Case 
of Jim Crow South.” Joseph W. Robbins, Valdosta State 
University and Bernard Tamas, Valdosta State University. 

“Who Talks to the Chief, Who Builds the Party?” Anja Osei, 
University of Konstanz. 

“When are Parties Ethnic, National, Religious, or Populist?” 
Sherrill Stroschein, University College London. 

“Coalition Inclusion Probabilities. A Dynamic Measure of Party 
Competitiveness.” Mark A. Kayser, Hertie School of 
Governance, Berlin and Jochen Rehmert, Hertie School of 
Governance. 

“Party System De-institutionalization and its Consequences on 
Democracy.” Vincenzo Emanuele, LUISS Guido Carli, 
Rome and Alessandro Chiarmonte, University of Florence. 

“Expectation of Coalition Formation in Multi-Party Settings.” 
Shaun Bowler, University of California, Riverside; Gail 
McElroy, Trinity College, Dublin; and Stefan Müller, 
Trinity College Dublin. 

“Before Reagan: The Early Anti-Abortion Movement and the 
Republican Party.” Neil O’Brian, University of California, 
Berkeley. 

“Heaven on Earth: Explaining Religious Party Formation and 
Strength.” Mario Rebelo, University of Oxford. 

“What’s in a Cue? A Reputational Model of Party Cue Effects 
on Public Opinion.” Martin Bisgaard, Aarhus University 
and Rune Slothuus, Aarhus University. 

“The Effect of Far Right Success on Mainstream Party Positions 
on Equality.” Peter Allen, University of Bath and Ana 
Catalano Weeks, University of Bath. 

“Using Gender Quotas to Fight Intraparty Battles.” Sergio Jesus 
Ascencio Bonfil, NYU Abu Dhabi. 

“Voters’ Perceptions of Women’s Representation Within 
Political Parties.” Jens Wäckerle, University of Cologne. 

“Electoral Incentives and Electoral Systems: Five Advantages of 
Two Party Systems.” Ian Shapiro, Yale University and 
Frances McCall Rosenbluth, Yale University. 

“Populism and the Decline of Party Democracy.” Nadia 
Urbinati, Columbia University. 

“Parties, Politics, and the Provision of Security.” Kelly Stedem, 
Brandeis University. 

“Interest Group Influence on Subordinate Policies.” Richard L. 
Hall, University of Michigan. 

“On Whose Door to Knock? Lobbyists’ Strategic Targeting of 
Members of Congress.” David Ryan Miller, Washington 
University in St. Louis. 

“Hiring Revolvers as a Route to Influence?” Benjamin Egerod, 
University of Copenhagen; Jens Adriaan Van der Ploeg, 
University of Copenhagen; and Anne Rasmussen, 
University of Copenhagen. 

“You Win, I Lose: On the Spatial Interdependence of Lobbying 
Outcomes.” Benjamin Egerod, University of Copenhagen 
and Wiebke Marie Junk, University of Copenhagen (KU). 

“For the People or for the Party? State Building in China’s Anti-
Poverty Campaign.” Jing Vivian Zhan, The Chinese 
University of Hong Kong and Haoyue Zhou, The Chinese 
University of Hong Kong. 

“Old Party, New Tricks: The Emergence of Party Power in 
Japan.” Jordan Hamzawi, University of California Davis. 

“Who Gets in the News?: A Case Study of Populist Party’s 
Campaigns in Japan.” Fumie Mitani, College of Law Nihon 
University. 

“Law and Order, the Coercive State and Pakistan’s Party 
Systems.” Adnan Naseemullah, King’s College London and 
Pradeep Chhibber, University of California, Berkeley. 

“Cursed Inheritance? Vote Secrecy and Official Party Decline in 
Brazil.” Daniel W. Gingerich, University of Virginia. 

“Ruling Party Defectors and Opposition Success in 
Authoritarian Regimes.” Sebastian Dettman, Singapore 
Management University. 

“Armed & In Office: Why Violent Parties Succeed in 
Democratic Elections.” Mary Beth E. Altier, New York 
University. 

“Political Parties and the Constitution.” Wayne Batchis, 
University of Delaware. 

“The End of Federal Patronage and Its Effect on Southern GOP 
Organizations.” Boris Heersink, Fordham University; 
Jeffery A. Jenkins, University of Southern California; and 
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