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Friendly Lobbying under Time Pressure

Emiel Awad Princeton University
Clement Minaudier City, University of London

Abstract: Lobbyists often target legislators who are aligned with them rather than opponents. The choice of whom to lobby
affects both what information becomes available to legislators and how much influence special interest groups exert on
policies. However, the conditions under which aligned legislators are targeted are not well understood. We investigate how
the pressure to conclude policies quickly affects the strategic decision of whom to lobby. We derive conditions on the cost
of delaying policies and on the distribution of legislators’ preferences for lobbyists to prefer targeting allies. We show that
the use of allied intermediaries has important implications for the duration of policymaking and the quality of policies.
Counterintuitively, an increase in time pressure can increase the duration of policymaking and a longer duration does not
always lead to better informed policies.

Agrowing empirical literature documents that lob-
byists often target legislators who already sup-
port their preferred policies.1 One of the reasons

lobbyists target these “friends” is that they can serve as in-
termediaries to persuade other legislators (Schnakenberg
2017; Awad 2020). Strategically sharing information with
selected allies impacts both lobbyists’ influence on poli-
cies and what information is available to legislators. The
decision of whom to lobby can be a significant source of
political influence and thus it is vital to better understand
its determinants.

We focus on an underexplored determinant of lob-
bying strategies: the time pressure faced by legislators and
lobbyists. When information on a policy is not immedi-
ately available, lobbyists need to incentivize legislators to
wait for new information before voting. Lobbyists must
therefore promise to provide sufficiently precise infor-
mation in the future to persuade impatient legislators to
delay the vote. We show that, as a consequence, time pres-
sure restricts the set of intermediaries that lobbyists can
rely on. When waiting is too costly, lobbyists no longer

benefit from lobbying legislators privately but lobby pub-
licly instead.

Delaying a vote to obtain more information is a
common concern for policy makers. However, legis-
lators often disagree on the value of waiting for that
information. For example, when the decision to grant a
permanent license to the ride-sharing operator Uber was
delayed by two months, London Assembly Members had
diverging views on whether this would generate valuable
information. Although some supported the extension to
obtain additional data from the company, the Chair of
the Assembly’s transport committee argued that the de-
lays would not generate valuable information: “What will
[Transport for London] learn in two more months that it
didn’t learn in the last 15 months?” (Mathewson 2019).

In this case, the assembly members expected the in-
formation from the company to eventually be publicly
available. In other cases, individual legislators are able
to delay a vote because they expect to receive informa-
tion from lobbyists privately. When a vote on the Biden
administration’s $3.5tn spending bill was delayed by a
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2 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

group of moderate Democrats in September 2021, one
of them suggested the bill was moving too fast and that
more information was needed: “Instead of rushing to
spend trillions on new government programs and addi-
tional stimulus funding, Congress should hit a strategic
pause on the budget-reconciliation legislation. [...] We
must allow for a complete reporting and analysis of the
implications a multitrillion-dollar bill will have for this
generation and the next” (Manchin 2021). The media
was quick to note that the legislators pushing to delay the
bill, which included a reform of the drug pricing legisla-
tion, were some of the main recipients of funding from
the pharmaceutical industry. They had regular direct in-
teractions with the industry’s lobbyists who could pro-
vide necessary information (Sirota and Perez 2021).

Both legislators and lobbyists are often under pres-
sure to act quickly. In the spending bill example, one
Democrat Representative pointed out that “the urgency
is important, [...] We want to have it happen as soon
as possible” (Kroll 2021). Chalmers (2013) witnessed
the same urgency among lobbyists in the European
Union: “Lobbyists [...] explain that there is an important
premium on providing timely information in the EU.
Information that is too late loses all of its value.” The
importance of timing in lobbying has been recently
highlighted in empirical studies of dynamic lobbying
(Kim, Stuckatz, and Wolters 2020; You 2017, 2020). Yet,
most theories of informational lobbying are either static
or do not consider that delaying policies can impose
costs on both legislators and lobbyists.

We propose a dynamic model of informational lob-
bying to address two main questions. First, how does
time pressure affect lobbyists’ choices of intermediaries
and their preferences for private versus public lobbying?
Second, how does the use of intermediaries affect the du-
ration and quality of policymaking?

In the model, a legislature decides between two
policies. A lobbyist, who prefers one of the two policies,
chooses how long to look for information and selects a
legislator with whom to privately share that information.
Information becomes more precise over time but waiting
imposes a cost on the lobbyist and legislators. Legislators
continuously choose whether to vote on the policy or
to wait longer. Upon observing the lobbyist’s verifiable
information, the targeted legislator can share an unver-
ifiable policy recommendation (an endorsement) with
other legislators, thus acting as an intermediary be-
tween the lobbyist and the legislature. Other legislators
draw inferences based on the targeted intermediary’s
endorsement and the time it took to obtain information.
They form beliefs about the benefits of either policy,
decide whether to hold a vote, and for which policy to
vote.

In equilibrium, a majority of legislators either votes
to stop the process immediately or waits until the lobby-
ist provides information. The lobbyist chooses a length
of investigation and an intermediary such that the me-
dian legislator is exactly indifferent between stopping the
process immediately and waiting for the lobbyist’s infor-
mation. The lobbyist faces a trade-off between choosing
a more friendly intermediary and waiting longer. An in-
termediary who is more friendly to the lobbyist is more
likely to be persuaded by the lobbyist’s information, but
makes a less persuasive recommendation from the me-
dian’s perspective. The median thus requires more pre-
cise information to wait, forcing the lobbyist to run a
longer investigation. This trade-off determines the equi-
librium duration and choice of intermediary.

Our first result is that an increase in time pressure
always induces the lobbyist to select an intermediary
who is more aligned with the median. A more aligned
intermediary’s endorsement is more valuable to the
median and makes waiting more beneficial. As time
pressure increases, the lobbyist needs to compensate
the median for waiting by selecting an increasingly
moderate intermediary.

Our second result is that, when time pressure be-
comes sufficiently high, the lobbyist no longer uses an
intermediary. Inducing the median legislator to wait for
an endorsement becomes too costly, so the lobbyist pro-
vides the information directly to her. This suggests that
private lobbying should only happen on policies where
time pressure is not too strong.

Our third result relates the duration of policymak-
ing to the cost of waiting. As time pressure increases,
one would expect policies to conclude faster. However,
because the lobbyist needs to incentivize the median to
wait, he needs to promise sufficiently precise informa-
tion. As time pressure increases, the lobbyist can there-
fore be forced to run a longer investigation, leading to a
longer policy process.

Finally, we analyze how the quality of policymak-
ing depends on time pressure. Absent lobbying, greater
time pressure would induce legislators to rush the pro-
cess and generate less informed policies. In the presence
of lobbying, waiting costs have an ambiguous effect on
policy quality. Higher waiting costs force the lobbyist to
choose a more moderate intermediary and thus gener-
ate more precise information for the median legislator.
On the other hand, higher waiting costs can decrease the
duration of the investigation and reduce the informa-
tion’s accuracy. We find that, for sufficiently small or suf-
ficiently large waiting costs, time pressure increases the
quality of policymaking.

Our model provides a framework to interpret em-
pirical patterns of lobbying strategies and legislative
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FRIENDLY LOBBYING UNDER TIME PRESSURE 3

behavior. When legislators face significant time pressure,
lobbyists are forced to target more moderate allies. This
is consistent with evidence suggesting that targeting
allied legislators is a less valuable lobbying strategy for
highly salient policies (Baumgartner and Mahoney 2002)
or policies that are subject to more constituency pressure
(Hall and Miler 2008). Although legislators tend to act
faster on more salient issues (Spendzharova and Versluis
2013), salience and constituency pressure do not always
correspond to time pressure. Our results reveal that
time pressure is an important determinant of lobbying
strategies, which is worth studying empirically. Political
actors are under time pressure when delaying policies
is costly, which can occur for a number of reasons. One
reason delaying policies can be costly is that both leg-
islators and lobbyists dislike the status quo. The longer
they spend investigating the value of alternative policies,
the longer they must endure the status quo, and the
more pressure they face to replace it quickly. The source
of pressure could also be different for legislators and
lobbyists. Legislators might be under pressure because
they face a crisis to resolve (such as responding to the
COVID-19 pandemic) or because other interest groups
are pressing them to quickly change the status quo (such
as grassroots climate activists pressing for action on
climate change). Lobbyists themselves can feel pressure
to act quickly if they fear that legislators will obtain in-
formation internally or from a competing interest group.
We study several extensions of our model to analyze
these alternative sources of time pressure.

Related Literature

Our article relates to the interest group literature and in
particular to studies of the determinants of legislator tar-
geting with informational lobbying.2 Several theories of
lobbying assume that an interest group can only publicly
provide information to a collective body. These theories
mainly focus on how information transmission is shaped
by the preferences of the legislature (Alonso and Câmara
2016; Schnakenberg 2015). A key takeaway is that inter-
est groups have more influence the more aligned policy
makers are to the lobbyist and the more disagreement
there is among policy makers. In other models, inter-
est groups can privately provide information to legisla-
tors (Bardhi and Guo 2018; Chan et al. 2019). Caillaud
and Tirole (2007) study how the private provision of in-
formation can help achieve the interest group’s goals by

2There is also a literature on legislator targeting with other forms
of lobbying, for example, Chen and Zápal (2022) and Judd (2022).

letting some legislators observe information, and subse-
quently rely on them to persuade their peers.

Within the lobbying literature, several papers have
proposed to rationalize the empirical regularity that
lobbyists frequently interact with aligned legislators.
Austen-Smith and Wright (1994) suggest that lobbyists
do this to counteract persuasion by competing interest
groups. Hall and Deardorff (2006) argue that it is easier
for lobbyists to help allies exert effort toward achieving
a shared policy objective. Groll and Prummer (2016)
show that both the ideological preferences of legislators
and their position in a network affect whether they are
targeted by lobbyists. In Ellis and Groll (2020), lobbyists’
preferences for targeting allies depend on legislators’
resource constraints. Schnakenberg and Turner (2021)
show that, due to signaling effects, lobbyists contribute
to the campaigns of allies when donations are sufficiently
likely to affect the likelihood of winning the election.
Schnakenberg (2017) shows that when access is costly,
lobbyists send a cheap talk message to friendly legislators
who then persuade a majority. Awad (2020) studies a
model of cheap talk and verifiable evidence and focuses
on the choice of allied intermediaries to improve pre-
sentation of information from the lobbyist’s perspective.
Minaudier (2022) shows that, in a static setting, lobbyists
are more likely to lobby friends when legislators have
access to internal information.

Unlike ours, these papers do not consider that infor-
mation may take time to arrive. We show that this can
restrict the possibility of targeting friends and is there-
fore crucial. Bennedsen and Feldmann (2002) and Dellis
(2021) do allow the lobbyist to search for information as
in our model, but this search is only costly for the lobby-
ist, not for the legislators. We show that, when legislators
also bear this cost, lobbyists face additional constraints
on the strategies they can choose.

From a technical perspective, our article also relates
to the dynamic persuasion literature. The idea that an in-
formation provider needs to generate sufficient informa-
tion to induce the receiver to wait has been explored in
Che, Kim, and Mierendorff (2022). Our article studies a
similar question with multiple receivers but restricts the
sender to providing concealable information through an
intermediary rather than allowing him to choose more
general information structures.

Model

We consider a lobbyist L and a continuum of legisla-
tors indexed by i ∈ [0, 1]. Time is continuous and the
game ends at some time, normalized to 1: t ∈ [0, 1].
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4 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

Legislators need to choose between two policies
x ∈ {0, 1}. The relative value of each policy depends on a
state of nature, ω, distributed uniformly between 0 and
1: ω ∼ U [0, 1] and constant over time. The lobbyist can
receive a signal s about ω, whose precision increases over
time. That is, the longer the lobbyist waits before obtain-
ing the signal, the more likely it is that it indicates the true
state. If the signal is obtained at some time t ∗ ∈ [0, 1],
the signal is equal to the true state, s = ω with probability
t ∗ and with probability 1 − t ∗ the signal is uninformative
s = s̃ ∼ U [0, 1], uncorrelated with the true state.

Actions. The lobbyist moves first and publicly
chooses two actions at time t = 0. First, he chooses how
long to carry out some research on ω. We denote by
� ∈ [0, 1] the length of time he decides to investigate. In
addition, he chooses one legislator, j ∈ [0, 1], as an in-
termediary and commits to transmitting information to
only that legislator. We also allow the lobbyist to commit
to share information publicly, which we denote j = ∅.

After the lobbyist moves, each legislator observes the
lobbyist’s choice of � and j and votes at every instant
t ∈ [0, 1] on whether to delay the policy choice or to hold
a vote on the policy. We call this first vote a procedural
vote and denote pit ∈ {0, 1} legislator i’s procedural vote
at time t , with pit = 1 denoting voting to stop. If a major-
ity votes to stop, then the legislature holds a vote on the
policy. Each legislator then votes for either option x = 0
or x = 1. Let xi ∈ {0, 1} denote legislator i’s policy vote.
The option that receives a majority of votes is then im-
plemented.

Before the lobbyist’s investigation ends (t < �), play-
ers have no information about ω. At t = �, the lobbyist
observes the signal realization s and chooses whether to
disclose it to the legislator j that he selected as an in-
termediary. The signal s is hard evidence so the lobby-
ist cannot lie about it, but can withhold it. Let ŝ ∈ {s, ∅}
be the evidence reported by the lobbyist to the interme-
diary. Legislator j observes ŝ, updates her beliefs about
ω, and then sends a message to endorse either x = 0 or
x = 1. Let m j ∈ {0, 1} be the endorsement shared by leg-
islator j. The intermediary’s endorsement is cheap talk
and not verifiable.

Still at t = �, other legislators observe legislator j’s
endorsement, before voting on the procedural vote and
on a policy vote, if it is held. If a policy vote is held at any
time t , the chosen policy is then implemented, the game
ends, and payoffs are realized. If no policy vote has been
held at any t < 1, the legislature holds a policy vote at
t = 1.

To summarize, the timing is as follows:

1. Nature draws ω from the uniform distribution
over [0, 1].

2. The lobbyist publicly chooses a length of in-
vestigation � ∈ [0, 1] and an intermediary j ∈
[0, 1] ∪ {∅}.

3. At every t ∈ [0, 1], the legislators hold a proce-
dural vote. If a majority agrees to hold a policy
vote, the policy vote is held and a policy is cho-
sen.

4. At time �, if a policy vote has not been held be-
fore, the lobbyist observes s, and shares ŝ ∈ {s, ∅}
with legislator j.

5. Legislator j observes ŝ, and publicly endorses
m ∈ {0, 1}.

6. Every other legislator i �= j observes m but not
ŝ, chooses whether to hold a vote on the policy
pi ∈ {0, 1} and if a majority votes to stop, votes
for policy x ∈ {0, 1}.

Preferences. Each legislator i is identified by a pa-
rameter x̂i ∈ [0, 1] distributed according to some distri-
bution with full support on the interval [0, 1]. The me-
dian legislator’s preference parameter is denoted by x̂M >
1
2 . Legislator i’s payoff from policy x ∈ {0, 1} is given by:

ui(x, ω) =

⎧⎪⎨
⎪⎩

1 if x = 1 and ω ≥ x̂i,

1 if x = 0 and ω < x̂i,

0 otherwise.

(1)

Therefore, legislator i prefers policy x = 1 if the state is
at least x̂i and policy x = 0 otherwise. By contrast, the
lobbyist prefers policy x = 1 independently of the state:
his payoff is v(x) = x.

In addition, both the legislators and the lobbyist bear
a cost k proportional to the time spent before choosing
the policy.3 Therefore, if at time t , some legislator i and
the lobbyist expect policy x to be chosen at time t ′ > t ,
then their expected utilities are:

Uit (x, t ′) = Eω[ui(x, ω)] − k(t ′ − t ) and

Vt (x, t ′) = x − k(t ′ − t ).

Equilibrium and strategies. We look for weak perfect
Bayesian equilibria in pure strategies. This requires se-
quentially rational strategies and beliefs that satisfy Bayes
rule wherever possible. To rule out unintuitive equilibria,
we make several assumptions, which are standard in the
lobbying and bargaining literature.

3The assumption that the lobbyist and legislators face the same cost
k is effectively a normalization of the lobbyist’s benefit from policy
x = 1 as noted in Che, Kim, and Mierendorff (2022).
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FRIENDLY LOBBYING UNDER TIME PRESSURE 5

1. Sincere voting on the policy vote. Each legislator
votes for the policy that maximizes her expected
utility given her beliefs. This rules out, for ex-
ample, equilibria where legislators always vote
for the same policy because none of them are
pivotal.

2. As-if pivotal voting on procedural votes. Legisla-
tors vote as if they are pivotal on the current and
all future procedural votes. Legislators anticipate
the outcome of any current or future policy vote
given point 1. above and optimally choose when
to hold this vote.

3. Sincere endorsements. When an intermediary is
selected to make an endorsement, she does so
sincerely. That is, the intermediary makes en-
dorsement m = 0 if she prefers policy x = 0 and
endorsement m = 1 otherwise.4

A formal definition of our equilibrium concept is pro-
vided in the Supporting Information (SI, p. 1).

Discussion of Assumptions

Commitment. We assume that the lobbyist can
commit both to a choice of intermediary and to a length
of investigation before information is generated. These
assumptions are often consistent with the behavior of
lobbyists. For example, lobbyists gain access to legisla-
tors through campaign donations (see, e.g., Kalla and
Broockman 2016; Fouirnaies and Hall 2018) before poli-
cies are tabled, thus committing to interact with spe-
cific legislators.5 Moreover, lobbyists often commission
reports or surveys from lawyers or consultancy firms or
might request data from their clients Chalmers (2011).
This requires them to set a deadline to obtain the infor-
mation and prevents them from learning new informa-
tion until then. In other cases, these assumptions might
not be realistic. We discuss how they affect our results in
section “Extensions.”

Legislators’ preferences. The legislators’ preferences
have a stark structure: They prefer one policy over the
other as soon as the underlying state is above a threshold.
Above that threshold, a higher state does not make their

4Assuming sincere endorsements is not necessary for the strategy
profile we characterize to be an equilibrium. However, babbling
equilibria are also possible if we do not assume that intermediaries
are restricted to sincere endorsements.

5We do not allow the lobbyist to target several legislators. This is
without loss of generality as Awad (2020) shows that lobbyists can-
not gain from targeting multiple legislators when preferences are
“nested.”

preferences for that policy stronger. In this sense, their
preferences are similar to those assumed in case-base
models of judicial politics (see, e.g., Lax 2011). How-
ever, these preferences can still be interpreted as spatial
preferences where legislators with a lower threshold are
more aligned with the lobbyist, and those with a higher
threshold are on the opposite side of the ideological
spectrum.

Time-independent state of nature. We assume that
the state remains constant over time. In the real world,
the state of nature can change over time in some policy
areas. If the values of the state are sufficiently correlated
over time, allowing the state to change would simply
dampen the incentives to investigate for both players.
If instead the state changes drastically, the information
provided by the lobbyist might become irrelevant by the
time the decision is made. This would effectively increase
the cost of delaying the end of the investigation and
would be factored into the cost k. In the extreme, if the
state is constantly changing, the legislators would need to
update the policy constantly. Our results apply to policies
that are difficult to reverse and whose consequences can
be predicted to some degree.

Other means of information acquisition. In practice,
waiting longer is not the only way for lobbyists to in-
crease the precision of information. Lobbyists can also
use monetary resources to acquire information. In the
SI (p. 21), we show that the model can be extended to
allow the lobbyist to invest resources to accelerate infor-
mation acquisition. As long as the marginal cost of doing
so is not too large, the lobbyist would invest resources
which would allow him to choose a friendlier intermedi-
ary. However, our main results remain unchanged.

Intermediary’s communication. We restrict the in-
termediary to make a binary cheap talk recommendation
through her endorsement. Upon seeing some evidence
ŝ, the intermediary is strictly in favor of either policy 1
or policy 0. As a result, the intermediary could not gain
from using a larger set of messages. We also show in the
SI (p. 22) that if the intermediary could share the hard ev-
idence, she obtained from the lobbyist, she would prefer
not to share it or would share it in a way that is outcome-
equivalent to the binary endorsement.6

6However, relaxing this assumption would allow for other equilib-
ria, including ones in which the intermediary is forced to disclose
all the lobbyist’s evidence and the lobbyist no longer gains from
private lobbying.
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6 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

FIGURE 1 Optimal Policies Given Signal s and Precision t

Notes: The left panel shows the set of signal realizations for which a legislator with threshold x̂i < 1
2

chooses policy
x = 1 given duration t . The right panel shows this set for a legislator with x̂i > 1

2
.

Equilibrium Behavior

Our objective is to understand how time pressure affects
the lobbyist’s strategy. As a first step, it is helpful to un-
derstand how the legislators would structure information
acquisition themselves. We begin by characterizing the
duration that the median legislator would set if she were
an agenda setter. The second step is to derive the duration
that the lobbyist would choose if he were constrained
to publicly sharing information. Finally, we characterize
equilibrium strategies when the lobbyist can choose both
the duration of the investigation and the intermediary.

Legislature’s Preferred Duration

If the median chooses the investigation’s duration, she
trades off more precise information with the cost of de-
laying policymaking. The precision of information af-
fects legislators differently depending on their prefer-
ences. A legislator with threshold x̂i > 1

2 chooses policy
x = 0 by default because it is more likely that the state is
below her threshold than above it and instead, a legislator
with threshold x̂i ≤ 1

2 chooses policy x = 1 by default.
When the legislators in favor of policy x = 0 observe

a signal s, they switch to policy x = 1 if they observe a
sufficiently high signal (s ≥ x̂i) and the information is
sufficiently precise (� ≥ 2x̂i−1

2x̂i
). Similarly, a legislator in

favor of policy x = 1 switches to supporting policy x = 0
if she sees a signal below her threshold that is sufficiently
precise (� > 1−2x̂i

2(1−x̂i )
). Figure 1 illustrates the set of signals

and lengths of investigation for which legislators switch

their policy choice. Crucially, without a sufficiently long
investigation, a legislator does not switch her vote.

Anticipating this voting behavior, the median
chooses the duration � to maximize the probability of
making the correct policy decision net of the waiting
cost. The median knows that for any � ∈ [0, 2x̂M −1

2x̂M
), she

(and therefore a majority of legislators) would still vote
for policy x = 0 independently of the signal s, so her
expected utility is strictly decreasing in that region. For
� ∈ [ 2x̂M −1

2x̂M
, 1], her expected utility is linear in � and in-

creasing as long as the cost of waiting (k) is not too large.
As a result, the optimal length of investigation is either
�∗

M = 0 or �∗
M = 1. Waiting till the deadline is optimal if

the marginal gain of waiting is above the marginal cost,
k, and if the net expected utility at � = 1 is larger than
the expected utility at � = 0.

Remark 1. In equilibrium, the majority’s optimal policy
duration is �∗

M = 1 if the cost of waiting is sufficiently low:
k < 1 − x̂M , and �∗

M = 0 otherwise.

Public Disclosure

If the lobbyist must provide information publicly, he
faces two constraints. First, when the information ar-
rives, it must persuade the median to support policy
x = 1. Second, he needs to persuade the median to wait
long enough for the information to arrive.7

The lobbyist chooses the duration of the investiga-
tion to maximize the probability that the median chooses

7We show in the SI (p. 2) that there is always a majority of legisla-
tors that supports the median’s votes on the procedural and policy
decisions so we can focus on the median’s behavior.
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FRIENDLY LOBBYING UNDER TIME PRESSURE 7

policy x = 1, net of the cost of waiting. When informa-
tion is generated, the lobbyist needs to ensure that the
information is sufficiently precise that the median is per-
suaded by a favorable signal (s ≥ x̂M ).

In addition, the lobbyist faces a constraint at the start
of the game. He needs to provide sufficiently precise in-
formation that the median legislator is willing to wait.
Because the median legislator expects policy x = 0 to
be chosen if the process stops immediately, her expected
payoff equals the probability that the state is below her
cutoff: P(ω < x̂M ) = x̂M . Therefore, the lobbyist needs
to promise to wait long enough that the median legisla-
tor’s expected utility at �∗ is at least x̂M .

When these two constraints are satisfied, the proba-
bility of persuading the median is simply the probability
that the signal s exceeds the threshold x̂M , which is equal
to 1 − x̂M and is independent of the duration. Therefore,
as soon as a duration � satisfies both constraints, the lob-
byist has no reason to investigate longer because wait-
ing is costly. When waiting is so costly that the median is
never willing to wait, the process stops immediately.

Remark 2. When the lobbyist publicly provides informa-
tion, the optimal �∗ is given by:

1. �∗
P = (1−x̂M )(2x̂M −1)

2x̂M (1−x̂M )−k if k ≤ 1 − x̂M .
2. �∗

P = 0 if k > 1 − x̂M .

When time pressure is not too high, the median
would run the longest possible investigation if she could
choose the duration herself. Instead, when the lobbyist
chooses the duration, he chooses the shortest duration
such that the median is willing to wait and the endorse-
ment is persuasive.

Selective Disclosure through Intermediaries

We now analyze the case where the lobbyist can choose
both the duration of the investigation and an interme-
diary with whom to share the information. We begin by
deriving the set of intermediaries and duration such that
the median follows the intermediary’s endorsement and
is willing to wait for that endorsement. We then solve for
the optimal duration and choice of intermediary for the
lobbyist within this set.

Persuading the Legislature to Support the Lobbyist’s
Policy. For a given duration of investigation, the set of
intermediaries that can help the lobbyist achieve his pre-
ferred policy is determined by two requirements. First,
the intermediary needs to find the information suffi-
ciently precise that she chooses (and endorses) policy
x = 1 when the signal is high enough and policy x = 0

otherwise. Second, the intermediary needs to have pref-
erences sufficiently similar to those of the median that the
median follows the intermediary’s endorsement. In other
words, the intermediary herself needs to be persuadable,
and her subsequent endorsement must be persuasive.

Intermediary’s endorsements. Suppose the lobbyist
has access to legislator j with threshold x̂ j . For the inter-
mediary’s endorsement to be informative, it is necessary
that she sometimes prefers policy x = 0 and sometimes
policy x = 1 upon observing evidence ŝ ∈ [0, 1]. If, for
instance, she preferred policy x = 1 no matter the sig-
nal ŝ she observed, she would always make the endorse-
ment that leads the legislature to choose policy x = 1 and
information transmission would break down. Upon ob-
serving a signal s, legislator j prefers policy x = 1 if the
signal is sufficiently high and precise. She therefore gives
endorsement m j = 1 when she observes evidence above
her threshold s ≥ x̂ j and the investigation lasted suffi-
ciently long. Otherwise, she gives endorsement m j = 0.8

Following the intermediary’s endorsement. Suppose
that the intermediary gives an endorsement m j = 1 if
and only if s ≥ x̂ j and the investigation lasted sufficiently
long. What is the set of intermediaries j and duration
� that leads a majority to follow the intermediary’s en-
dorsement? Because all legislators other than the inter-
mediary observe the same information, the median is de-
cisive. Therefore, we focus on the inferences drawn by the
median legislator and her decision following an endorse-
ment. Upon endorsement m j = 1, the median infers that
the signal belongs to the interval [x̂ j, 1], so the probabil-
ity that the state is above x̂M is P(ω ≥ x̂M |s > x̂ j ). The
median prefers policy x = 1 if that probability is above 1

2 .
This is the case provided that the intermediary’s thresh-
old is not too far from the median’s threshold and the
information is sufficiently precise. Endorsement m j = 1
from an intermediary with threshold x̂ j ≤ x̂M after an in-
vestigation of length � persuades the median legislator to
vote for x = 1 if

� ≥ (2x̂M − 1)(1 − x̂ j )

2(1 − x̂M )x̂ j
. (2)

If this condition does not hold, the median and all
legislators to her right vote for policy x = 0 for any
endorsement. Finally, if the legislator’s threshold is less
than that of the median, x̂ j ≤ x̂M , the median legislator

8Given this strategy, the lobbyist knows that the intermediary will
not endorse x = 1 when she observes evidence s < x̂ j . In that case,
the lobbyist prefers to conceal his evidence. Therefore, the lobby-
ist’s strategy is simply to disclose the signal, ŝ = s, if s ≥ x̂ j and to
conceal it, ŝ = ∅, if s < x̂ j .
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8 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

FIGURE 2 Persuasive Intermediaries and
Duration

Notes: The median is persuaded by an intermediary’s rec-
ommendation if the intermediary’s threshold and the du-
ration are above the solid line.

always prefers policy x = 0 when the intermediary gives
endorsement m j = 0.

An intermediary with a threshold larger than that of
the median (x̂ j > x̂M ) can also make endorsements that
persuade the median. Because the intermediary is harder
to persuade than the median, the median always follows
the intermediary’s endorsement in favor of policy x = 1.
The necessary condition to persuade the median is there-
fore that the intermediary is persuaded to support policy

x = 1: � ≥ 2x̂ j−1
2x̂ j

.

Figure 2 illustrates the set of intermediaries x̂ j and
lengths of investigation � that satisfy these conditions. As
the duration increases, the set of intermediaries that can
be used by the lobbyist (the blue area) expands. A longer
duration means that the information is sufficiently pre-
cise that an intermediary with a threshold far below that
of the median is persuasive and an intermediary with a
threshold far above that of the median is persuadable.

Using intermediaries has two effects. First, it in-
creases the likelihood that the lobbyist finds persuasive
evidence. When the lobbyist must disclose information
publicly, he only obtains his preferred policy when his
investigation generates evidence s ∈ [x̂M , 1]. When the
lobbyist can use an intermediary with threshold x̂ j < x̂M ,
he increases the set of persuasive signal realizations to
[x̂ j, 1] ⊃ [x̂M , 1]. Second, using an intermediary garbles
the information available to the other legislators. This
makes them more likely to choose the wrong policy and
therefore decreases the value of information. For in-
stance, the median would choose policy x = 1 following

s ∈ [x̂ j, x̂M ) with an intermediary, but not when s is
public.

Persuading the Legislature to Wait. The lobbyist needs
to choose � and j such that a majority is willing to wait
until the end of the investigation. The duration of the in-
vestigation affects the total waiting cost that the legisla-
tors expect to face and therefore their decision whether
to start the process at all. The choice of intermediary af-
fects the value of the information that is generated at the
end of the process and therefore the benefit of waiting for
that information.

Each legislator faces the following choice. If the in-
vestigation stops immediately, they anticipate that a ma-
jority of legislators would vote for policy x = 0, because
the state is more likely to be below the median’s thresh-
old than above it (x̂M > 1

2 ). Legislator i’s expected pay-
off from stopping immediately is therefore the probabil-
ity that the state is below her threshold, which equals x̂i.
Stopping at any point between time t = 0 and the time at
which the lobbyist is expected to share information with
the intermediary is worse than stopping immediately, as
the legislature would still vote for policy x = 0, but the
legislators would bear the cost of waiting.

At the end of the investigation, when the lobby-
ist shares information, the legislators expect two possi-
ble scenarios: either the lobbyist has observed evidence
above the intermediary’s threshold s ≥ x̂ j and the inter-
mediary endorses policy x = 1, or s < x̂ j and the inter-
mediary endorses policy x = 0. Because the legislators do
not expect any additional information to arrive after that
point, all legislators would vote to stop the process.

Hence, at time t = 0, legislators anticipate that if
they do not stop the process immediately, it will continue
until the end of the investigation �∗, at which point, pol-
icy x = 1 will be chosen with probability P(s ≥ x̂ j ) and
policy x = 0 with probability P(s < x̂ j ). In addition, all
legislators to the left of the median anticipate that they
will prefer policy x = 1 when it is chosen, and all legis-
lators to the right of the median anticipate that they will
prefer policy x = 0 when it is chosen. Therefore, it is suf-
ficient to persuade the median to wait until time t = �∗

for a majority of legislators to vote to continue at every
point until �∗.

The median votes to continue the process until time
t = �∗ if the utility she expects to get from the informa-
tion at �∗ net of the cost of waiting is greater than the
expected utility she expects to get if policy x = 0 is cho-
sen immediately. She is therefore willing to wait if:

P(m j = 1)P(ω ≥ x̂M |m j = 1) + P(m j = 0)

P(ω < x̂M |m j = 0) − k� ≥ x̂M .
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FRIENDLY LOBBYING UNDER TIME PRESSURE 9

This condition requires a sufficiently long investiga-
tion given the choice of intermediary:

� ≥ (2x̂M − 1)(1 − x̂ j )

2(1 − x̂M )x̂ j − k
. (3)

Optimal Lobbying Strategies. For a given choice of in-
termediary, the probability of persuading the median to
choose policy x = 1 is independent of the duration as
long as the duration is above the minimum threshold
defined by inequality (2). Similarly, persuading the leg-
islature to wait does not depend on duration as long as
inequality (3) is satisfied. However, increasing the dura-
tion allows the lobbyist to choose an intermediary with a
lower threshold who is easier to persuade. A longer dura-
tion, however, decreases the lobbyist’s utility through the
cost of waiting. The lobbyist therefore faces a trade-off
between selecting an intermediary who is easier to per-
suade and running a shorter investigation. All else equal,
the lobbyist would prefer a lower duration and an in-
termediary with a lower threshold. However, the lobby-
ist also needs to promise sufficiently precise information
to ensure that legislators wait. The lobbyist can achieve
this by either increasing the duration or choosing a more
moderate intermediary.

Our first main result is to characterize the choice of
intermediary and duration that optimally resolves this
trade-off for the lobbyist. We use the following defini-
tions to characterize equilibrium strategies.

Definition 1. An investigation is thorough if � = 1 and is
rushed otherwise.

Definition 2. Lobbying is private if the lobbyist shares
the information privately with a selected intermediary with
threshold x̂ j �= x̂M . Lobbying is public if x̂ j = x̂M .

Proposition 1 below summarizes the lobbyist’s op-
timal choice. Figure 3 depicts the equilibrium lobbying
strategy as a function of the cost of waiting and the me-
dian’s threshold and Figure 4 illustrates the equilibrium
duration in these strategies.

Proposition 1. Given a median ideal point x̂M ∈ ( 1
2 , 1),

there exist three thresholds k1(x̂M ) < k2(x̂M ) < k3(x̂M ),
such that, in equilibrium, the lobbyist chooses �∗ and x̂∗

j

as follows:

1. If k ≤ k1(x̂M ), the lobbyist runs a thorough inves-
tigation and engages in private lobbying.

2. If k ∈ (k1(x̂M ), k2(x̂M )), the lobbyist runs a
rushed investigation and engages in private lobby-
ing.

FIGURE 3 Equilibrium Lobbying Strategies

Notes: Different combinations of median threshold and waiting cost
induce the lobbyist to choose different strategies.

3. If k ∈ [k2(x̂M ), k3(x̂M )], the lobbyist runs a
rushed investigation and engages in public lobby-
ing.

4. If k > k3(x̂M ), the lobbyist does not lobby (�∗ =
0).

Proposition 1 identifies four cases depending on the
level of time pressure. When waiting is not very costly,
the lobbyist prefers a longer duration to select a more
friendly intermediary. As a result, the optimal duration
of the investigation is the maximum possible duration
(�∗ = 1), which allows the lobbyist to choose an inter-
mediary with a low threshold.

When the cost is higher but not too high, the lobby-
ist finds it too costly to wait until the deadline and rushes
the investigation. This forces him to choose a more mod-
erate intermediary. As the cost becomes high, the lobbyist

FIGURE 4 Equilibrium Duration Given Waiting
Costs

Notes: The duration is nonmonotonic in the waiting cost. This fig-
ure is drawn for x̂M = 0.6.
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10 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

runs out of intermediaries to use and switches to public
lobbying. Using intermediaries would require such a long
duration to induce the median to wait that the lobbyist is
happy to send the information directly to the median or,
equivalently, to share it publicly.

Finally, if the cost is too high, the lobbyist cannot
persuade her to wait and gives up on persuasion.

Time Pressure, Intermediaries, and
Duration

Proposition 1 establishes that the lobbyist uses different
strategies when the cost of waiting and the median voter’s
threshold change. In this section, we look at how time
pressure affects the choice of intermediary, the equilib-
rium duration, and how well-informed policies are. Our
main result is that higher time pressure always induces
the lobbyist to choose a more moderate intermediary.
However, we also show that higher time pressure can lead
to both longer or shorter equilibrium duration.

Choice of Intermediary

To illustrate the role of time pressure, consider first a situ-
ation without waiting costs (k = 0). In this case, the lob-
byist no longer needs to persuade the legislators to wait.
He is still constrained to choose a sufficiently large du-
ration because a message that is not sufficiently precise
will not persuade the intermediary to ever change her
preferred policy. He is also constrained to choose a suffi-
ciently moderate intermediary whose endorsement per-
suades the median. The optimal strategy in this case is a
special case of Proposition 1.

Corollary 1. Without waiting costs (k = 0), the lobbyist
selects intermediary x̂∗

j = 2x̂M − 1 and the longest feasible
investigation l∗ = 1.

With k > 0, the median is no longer willing to wait
for information if she does not expect that information
to be sufficiently precise. Therefore, the lobbyist must
promise more information, which can be achieved by
sharing information with an intermediary closer to the
median. We call such an intermediary more moderate. A
friendly intermediary is one who would have chosen the
lobbyist’s preferred policy in the absence of information.
Instead, the lobbyist engages in confrontational lobbying
when he targets a legislator who needs additional infor-
mation to be persuaded.

Definition 3. An intermediary is more moderate if her
threshold is closer to that of the median. Lobbying is

FIGURE 5 Equilibrium Intermediary Given
Waiting Costs

Notes: The intermediary becomes more moderate as the waiting cost
increases. This figure is drawn for x̂M = 0.6.

friendly if the lobbyist targets an intermediary with a
threshold below 1

2 and is confrontational if he targets an
intermediary with a threshold above 1

2 .

Proposition 2 shows that the more pressing a policy
matter is, the more aligned the intermediary will be with
the median, as illustrated in Figure 5.

Proposition 2. As the waiting cost k ∈ (0, k3(x̂M )) in-
creases, the intermediary becomes weakly more moderate.
When waiting costs are low, the lobbyist engages in friendly
lobbying. For intermediate waiting costs, he engages in con-
frontational lobbying. For sufficiently large waiting costs he
engages in public lobbying.

As time pressure increases, the median requires
more surplus to be willing to wait. The lobbyist can
achieve that in two ways. Either by increasing the dura-
tion of the investigation or by choosing a more moderate
intermediary. Increasing the duration imposes a cost
on both the lobbyist and the legislator. Therefore, the
marginal cost of increasing the duration to persuade the
legislators to wait is higher than that of choosing a more
moderate intermediary.

Duration

The model also generates predictions about the duration
of policymaking. When waiting costs are not too high,
the equilibrium duration is positive. When costs are suf-
ficiently low (k ≤ k1(x̂M )), the lobbyist finds it optimal
to wait until the deadline (�∗ = 1) so the equilibrium
duration corresponds to the duration that would have
been chosen by the median. The equilibrium duration
also corresponds to that chosen by the median when the
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FRIENDLY LOBBYING UNDER TIME PRESSURE 11

costs are very high, because the median is never willing to
wait. However, for intermediate costs, the lobbyist’s in-
vestigation is rushed. A majority prefers to obtain more
information but the lobbyist only promises just enough
information to ensure the median waits.

This conflict of interest between the lobbyist and the
legislators generates a nonmonotonic effect on equilib-
rium duration. In particular, the duration may increase
as time pressure increases. Proposition 3 summarizes the
effect of time pressure on duration. This effect is illus-
trated in Figure 4.

Proposition 3. If the equilibrium duration of policymak-
ing �∗ is either 0 or 1, then it is independent of the waiting
cost k. Otherwise, as the waiting cost k increases, the equi-
librium duration of policymaking �∗ initially decreases in k
and then increases in k.

Intuitively, the increase in duration occurs because
the legislature needs to be persuaded to wait. The lobby-
ist would like to stop as early as possible to avoid addi-
tional waiting costs, but if the investigation is not long
enough, a majority would stop immediately and choose
policy x = 0. As waiting costs increase, the surplus that
needs to be promised to the legislators becomes higher,
so the lobbyist must investigate longer to make informa-
tion more precise.

The decreasing region is due to the lobbyist’s trade-
off when choosing whether to target a more moderate
intermediary or to run a longer investigation. In that re-
gion, the marginal cost of a more moderate intermediary
is lower than the marginal cost of a longer investigation.
Hence, the lobbyist runs a shorter investigation and
persuades the median to wait by committing to target a
more moderate legislator. Eventually, the lobbyist can no
longer persuade the median to wait by targeting a more
moderate intermediary, and therefore runs a longer
investigation.

Implications for Policymaking

The model also generates implications about how well-
informed policies are. If information takes time to gen-
erate, one would expect that the longer a policy takes to
conclude, the more information is available, and the less
likely the median is to choose the wrong policy. As a re-
sult, the more patient legislators are, the higher the qual-
ity of policymaking should be. However, we show that
when information is generated by lobbyists this is not
necessarily true. A longer duration can correspond to less
well-informed policies, and higher waiting costs can lead
to better informed policies.

We measure the quality of a policy, how well-
informed it is, as the probability that it is the correct policy
for a majority. Policy x = 1 is the correct policy for legis-
lator i if the state exceeds her threshold: ω ≥ x̂i, whereas
policy x = 0 is the correct one otherwise. Let F (k, x̂M )
denote this probability. Proposition 4 summarizes the
nonmonotonic relationship between time pressure and
the quality of policy, illustrated in Figure 6.

Proposition 4. When waiting costs are sufficiently low
(k ≤ k1(x̂M )) or sufficiently high (k > k2(x̂M )), the qual-
ity of policy is weakly increasing in the waiting cost. For in-
termediate waiting costs (k ∈ (k1(x̂M ), k2(x̂M ))), the qual-
ity of policy can be increasing or decreasing in the waiting
cost, depending on the median’s preferences.

When the lobbyist provides information, the length
of the investigation is not the only determinant of the
quality of policymaking. As information is provided
through an intermediary, the median observes garbled
information. If the intermediary and the median are
less aligned, the median observes less precise informa-
tion. Therefore, the quality of policy increases as the
intermediary becomes more moderate. Because higher
waiting costs force the lobbyist to select a more moderate
intermediary, it can increase the amount of available
information.

When higher waiting costs lead to a weakly longer
policy duration (if k ≤ k1(x̂M ) or k > k2(x̂M )), higher
waiting costs unambiguously lead to better policies.
When higher waiting costs lead to a shorter policy du-
ration, however, the quality of policy can increase or
decrease depending on which of the two effects—more
moderate intermediary or shorter duration—dominates.

Extensions

We now discuss the robustness of our results to relax-
ing some of our assumptions. In particular, we analyze
the case where the lobbyist cannot commit to a length of
investigation or to an intermediary. We then explore two
potential sources of endogenous time pressure: the possi-
bility for legislators to obtain their own information and
the interest group competition.

Commitment to duration. Lobbyists cannot always
publicly commit to a length of investigation. Without
commitment, the lobbyist would stop investigating as
soon as he has acquired enough information to persuade
the median. Anticipating this, the median would prefer
to stop immediately. In the SI (p. 13), we show that, to
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12 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

FIGURE 6 Policy Quality Given Waiting Costs

Notes: The quality of policy is nonmonotonic in the waiting cost. The right panel zooms in on the region of
k ∈ (k1(x̂M ), k2(x̂M )). The figure is drawn for x̂M = 0.6.

solve this commitment problem, the lobbyist can seek ac-
cess to a legislator who is harder to persuade than the
median (x̂ j > x̂M ). Recall that any legislator needs an

investigation that lasts at least � ≥ 2x̂ j−1
2x̂ j

to find a sig-

nal s ≥ x̂ j persuasive. Therefore, committing to interme-
diary x̂ j > x̂M prevents the lobbyist from deviating to
a shorter investigation. If he did, he would always fail
to generate a favorable endorsement from that interme-
diary. By choosing a sufficiently extreme intermediary,
the lobbyist convinces a majority that he will generate
enough information to make it worth their wait. Without
commitment, the lobbyist can therefore still benefit from
private lobbying and time pressure still increases both
duration and policy quality. However, the intermediary
now becomes more extreme as time pressure increases.9

Commitment to intermediary. Lobbyists are not
always able to commit to a given intermediary at the
start of the legislative process. Without commitment,
the lobbyist could, in principle, choose a different inter-
mediary once he observes the evidence. Whether such
a deviation is profitable depends on the beliefs that the
legislators form about the signal observed by the lobbyist
upon hearing an unexpected endorsement. We show
in the SI (p. 14) that the equilibrium characterized in
Proposition 1 remains an equilibrium in this modified
game. In this game, the legislators can form beliefs
that lead a majority of them to vote in favor of policy
x = 0 whenever they observe an endorsement made
by a different legislator than the one with whom they

9This commitment problem would also arise if the lobbyist could
observe and disclose information before the end of the investiga-
tion (at some t < �∗). A potential benefit of observing early infor-
mation would be for the lobbyist to stop a hopeless investigation.
The lobbyist would only gain from obtaining early information if
that benefit outweighs the cost from losing commitment power.

expected the lobbyist to share information. As a result, it
is unprofitable for the lobbyist to deviate to sharing evi-
dence with any other legislator. Although it coexists with
other equilibria, the equilibrium we characterized is the
lobbyist-preferred equilibrium, and is payoff-equivalent
to any other equilibria for the median legislator.

Pressure from legislators’ internal information. One
reason lobbyists feel under pressure to share information
early is that legislators could be running a parallel inter-
nal investigation. In the SI (p. 17), we analyze how this
affects the lobbyist’s strategy. We assume that there is no
cost of waiting but instead allow the legislators to run an
investigation. The longer they investigate, the more likely
they are to discover the state. Legislators can stop their
investigation at any time before �. The lobbyist’s equi-
librium strategy depends on how quickly the legislators
can obtain internal information. In particular, we show
that when they can obtain this information not too fast
or too slowly, the lobbyist shortens his investigation and
chooses a more moderate intermediary. In this case, the
legislators are likely to learn the state from their own in-
formation. The lobbyist therefore needs to move earlier
to reduce the chances that the legislators discover the true
state and ensure that they use his information instead.
As a result, the legislature’s ability to acquire information
creates an endogenous form of time pressure, which also
leads the lobbyist to run a shorter investigation and tar-
get a more moderate intermediary. Another implication
is that higher time pressure does not necessarily generate
more incentives for the legislature to acquire its own in-
formation because acquiring internal information affects
the information provided by the lobbyist.10

10Minaudier (2022) shows that internal and external information
can be either strategic complements or substitutes in a static set-
ting, even without explicit costs of acquiring information.
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FRIENDLY LOBBYING UNDER TIME PRESSURE 13

Pressure from competing interest groups. One source
of pressure for lobbyists is the presence of competing in-
terest groups. A competing lobbyist could provide infor-
mation early on to induce the legislature to stop the pro-
cess and prevent the other lobbyist from sharing its own
biased information. We show in the SI (p. 20) that, with
two opposed lobbyists who face no time pressure, (1)
if a lobbyist chooses the same duration and intermedi-
ary as without competition, the competing lobby would
have an incentive to preempt this information provision;
and (2) both lobbyists choosing the maximum duration
and targeting the median legislator is always an equilib-
rium. Like time pressure, competition forces the lobbyist
to choose a more moderate intermediary. Just like time
pressure in the main model, however, competitive pres-
sure does not necessarily lead to a shorter process.

Alternatively, competing interest groups not repre-
sented by professional lobbyists may put pressure on the
legislators to act quickly. Consider a group of citizens
who prefer policy x = 0 but do not have the resources
to collect information like the lobbyist in our model. In-
stead, this group might be able to pressure the legislators
by organizing grassroots activities such as protests or me-
dia campaigns until the government acts. In our model,
this would correspond to increasing k. Because in equi-
librium a higher k forces the lobbyist to choose a more
moderate intermediary, it increases the probability that
policy x = 0 is enacted. Therefore, competing interest
groups with no resources to lobby the government would
have incentives to endogenously generate this sense of ur-
gency. However, note that if the interest group does not
prefer policy x = 0 over policy x = 1 but simply wants
the status quo changed as soon as possible, our model
suggests that increasing the pressure k on legislators to
act quickly could backfire, because it can lead to a longer
duration in equilibrium.

Empirical Implications

Implications for lobbying studies. Scholars have mostly
focused on two policy dimensions: the ideological
preferences of legislators and the need for expertise.
This is the case in studies measuring lobbying returns
(de Figueiredo and Silverman 2006; Richter, Samphan-
tharak, and Timmons 2009; Goldstein and You 2017),
lobbying connections and revolving doors (Blanes I Vi-
dal, Draca, and Fons-Rosen 2012; Bertrand, Bombardini,
and Trebbi 2014; Shepherd and You 2020; Miller 2022),
and campaign donations (Bombardini and Trebbi 2011;
Kim, Stuckatz, and Wolters 2020).

Our results show that time pressure is another im-
portant dimension of policies affecting lobbying deci-
sions. Two policies facing the same distribution of leg-
islator preferences and need for expertise can induce
different lobbying strategies depending on the pressure
to act quickly and the time it takes to obtain informa-
tion. Proposition 2 generates testable predictions relat-
ing how pressing a policy matter is and the lobbying
strategies that one should expect. Less pressing issues are
more likely to involve private lobbying, whereas more
pressing issues are more likely to involve open lobby-
ing or lobbying of more moderate and pivotal legislators.
Propositions 2 and 3 taken together also generate testable
predictions about the type of information that differ-
ent legislators receive. Counterintuitively, a more friendly
legislator—who is easier to persuade—receives more pre-
cise information. This occurs because of the subtle trade-
offs involved when more precise information takes time
to gather but delaying decisions is costly.

Measuring time pressure. There can be various
sources of time pressure, which, in our model, cor-
responds to the cost of delaying policies. First, some
policies might face inherent urgency. This is the case for
crisis legislation such as during the COVID-19 pandemic
or the Michigan water contamination crisis. Both the
lobbyist and the legislators agree that it is better to
resolve the crises sooner rather than later, but disagree
on how to resolve it. Second, some policies might not
be inherently urgent but both the lobbyist and the leg-
islators might dislike the status quo more than either
version of a reform. The longer the delay in agreeing on
a reform, the longer all parties have to endure the status
quo. Finally, time pressure might arise endogenously
because of interest group competition or because the
legislature acquires information internally, as we showed
in the section “Extensions.”

Our model suggests that time pressure is an impor-
tant determinant of lobbying strategies. When it is an ex-
ogenous feature of policies, it could be measured based
on the ideological preferences of lobbyists and legislators
for new policy proposals over the status quo. Other insti-
tutional features such as the number of key policies that
legislators want to address in priority during their man-
date could also proxy for time pressure. Measuring time
pressure is more challenging when it is generated endoge-
nously but our results show the importance of account-
ing for competing lobbies and the capacity of legislatures
to generate internal information.

Finally, our model suggests that for a given level of
urgency, the cost of delaying policy decisions should be
assessed in relation to the speed of obtaining informa-
tion. For a given level of time pressure, information that
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14 EMIEL AWAD AND CLEMENT MINAUDIER

takes more time to arrive is effectively equivalent to in-
creasing the cost of waiting. We should therefore expect
relatively new and complex policy areas such as nan-
otechnologies or artificial intelligence to put legislators
under more time pressure than issues where more infor-
mation is already available, such as the health impact of
smoking even if legislators faced the same urgency to re-
solve them.

Conclusion

This article proposes a theory of informational lobbying
in which lobbyists can use allied legislators as intermedi-
aries but in which information acquisition takes time. We
characterize the lobbyist’s equilibrium strategy and gen-
erate testable predictions about the choice of intermedi-
aries and policy duration.

Our results show that policies in which legislators
face higher time pressure force the lobbyist to target
more moderate intermediaries. However, more time
pressure does not necessarily lead to more expedited
policies. Both the time pressure faced by legislators
and their policy preferences affect the long-run quality
of policies. More patient legislators do not necessarily
obtain more information as they allow the lobbyist to
target more extreme intermediaries. More time pressure,
rather than leading to rushed deliberations, can lead to
better informed policies.

Time pressure is therefore an important considera-
tion in the debate about the influence of special inter-
est groups. Time pressure affects who lobbyists talk to,
whose campaign lobbies donate to, and whom to hire
when engaging in revolving-door lobbying.
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