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Abstract
While flows of policy information and the questaoquire this information are

generally accepted as important to the policymakimgess (Krehbiel 1991; Sabatier
and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Baumgartner and Jones 179@&s and Baumgartner 2005),
the means by which this policy information is atijuacquired by decision-makers has
been relatively understudied in policy literatuedate. Within Congress, the hearing
process provides an optimal opportunity for reléyaolicy information to be gathered
and put on display. Yet, very little is known abthg factors that drive policymakers to
choose particular witnesses to testify at congoesdihearings, and, in general, the

purposes for which the congressional hearing psoisestilized.

Utilizing my theory of information collection andsplay decisions, | attempt to
answer the following general research questidmat factors affect how congressional
committees decide to utilize the congressionalihggsrocess to collect and display
information presented by witnesséd@re specifically, | seek to understand the
conditions that drive how subsystem contexts affeaigressional policy makers’ use of
information collection and display strategies icteaf the stages of the congressional
hearing process including the selection of witngsedestify at hearings, the
presentation of information by the chosen witnesaled the questioning of witnesses

during the hearings.

Using original data collected from content analyslesommittee member
opening statements and witness testimony givemgdudmearings in the policy areas of
tobacco, biotechnology, and climate change, | sthdynstitutional and political

factors that determine the tone of testimony pregkim congressional hearings. I find

XV



that the degree to which certain factors affecttime of congressional testimony is
affected by the issue area that the hearing is exagnand in issues with multiple
dimensions, the dimension of the issue being exathiwhen holding hearings on
distributive issues that are likely to unite conteetmembers, members of committees
that are predisposed toward consensual politidawiliize the hearing process to collect
and display information that bolsters the overablof the committee venue holding
the hearing. When holding hearings on partisaressoat are likely to divide members
of different parties within a committee venue, coitbee chairs utilize the hearing
process to collect and display information thashbet their own positions on the issue
at hand. Finally, when holding hearings on newtaatinical issues that are likely to
heighten uncertainty amongst members concerningribyger action to take on the
issue, committees utilize the hearing process leatexpert and relatively neutral
testimony that will help to reduce uncertainty aggtrmembers on the proper policy

actions to take.
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Chapter 1. Introduction: The Importance of Studying Information
Collection and Display Decisions in Congressional ¢arings

Introduction

Past scholarly attempts to explain policymakinghwmitCongress have placed
great importance on the quest for policy informatmd the methods by which this
information is processed and utilized by relevanibes in explaining many facets of the
policymaking process within Congress (Krehbiel 1;984batier and Jenkins-Smith
1993; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Jones and Baun@ga005). First of all,
institutional informational theorists argue thabirer to achieve the goal of good
public policy (Fenno 1974), Congress is organizedrder to allow for policy experts
to inform the floor about the potential effectspalicies so that good public policy can
be created (Krehbiel 1991; Jones 1994, 151). Fumitwe2, scholars of public policy
change attribute changes in public policies to gkann how a particular policy issue is
framed in information presented at congressionafihgs (Baumgartner and Jones
1991, 1993; Talbert, Jones, and Baumgartner 1@8tes] Baumgartner, and Talbert
1993) and how policy actors process this infornmatising internal cues (Sabatier and

Jenkins-Smith 1993).

Yet, while flows of policy information and the qués acquire this information
are generally accepted as important to the poligymgaprocess, the means by which
this policy information is actually acquired by d@on makers has been relatively
understudied in policy literature, to date. Witlongress, the congressional hearing
process likely provides one of the best opportasitor relevant policy information to

be gathered and put on display. More specificaliywgressional hearings provide a



forum by which relevant stakeholders and experthiva policy issue area can present
relevant information on a policy issue and by whaongressmen, in turn, can directly
guestion these witnesses to determine the qualdyalidity of the information they

present.

Unfortunately, different groups with a stake in gfw@dicy issue have an incentive
to produce a wide variety of informational sign@solicymakers, and thus,
policymakers must choose from a nearly infinite yootlinformation when choosing
what information will be gathered and put on digplacongressional hearings (Simon
1983). Furthermore, due to the fact that congreadmage many lawmaking (Hall
1987) and constituent-oriented responsibilitiesn(fee1978), congressional committee
members can only devote a limited amount of timeateducting congressional
hearings, and thus, must make difficult decisiasoavhat information to consider in
these hearings and which information to ignoresuoh an information-rich
environment, where policy actors are subject ttageftime and computational
constraints”, it becomes necessary to utilize aegtrategies to effectively make
decisions on which information to gather and put@play in congressional hearings
(Simon 1983; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Bauingr and Jones 1993; Jones

and Baumgartner 2005; Krutz 2005).

Policy actors act within issue-specific subsysterhsse qualities constrain the
type of strategies they can realistically pursuemvimaking policy decisions within
these subsystems. In policy literature today, aewikiety of subsystem types have
been offered that could potentially affect how mf@ation is dealt with within

subsystems. These subsystem types inalndfeed subsystemsvhere policymaking is
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characterized by agreement amongst policy actdtsmthe subsystem on how policy
should be formed within the issue areampetitive subsystemshere policymaking is
characterized by a competition for influence amongsmbers of the subsystem
belonging to issue-specific coalitions, apkcialized subsystemghere policymaking
is characterized by a quest amongst members cluihgystem to become experts on a
policy issue and make the most informed policy siecis possible. It is my contention
that the type of subsystem that a congressionafhatige operates within is conditional
on the issue that a subsystem is seeking to addnelsthe political characteristics of

actors within the subsystem.

In light of the lack of systematic consideratiortioé forces driving information
collection and display in congressional hearinigs,following research question is
worthy of examinationwhat factors affect how congressional committeesdéeto
utilize the congressional hearing process to coléew display information presented
by witnesses®lore specificallyhow and under what conditions do subsystem contexts
affect congressional policy makers’ use of infororatollection and display strategies
in each of the stages of the congressional hegrmogess including the selection of
witnesses to testify at hearings, the presentaifanformation by the chosen witnesses,
and the questioning of witnesses during the heafiiig this chapter, | will describe the
need for research designed to explain the progesdizh congressional committee
members collect and display information during aesgional hearings and how this
process is impacted by the subsystem arrangenteitsharacterize policymaking

within congressional committees.



The Importance of Information and Congressional tegs

As stated earlier, the importance of informatiomtany different facets of the
congressional policymaking process is fairly wsliablished (Krehbiel 1991,
Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Sabatier and Jenkiith-$893; Jones and Baumgartner
2005). First, the quest for quality information teeen argued to lead to the
development of legislative rules and proceduresghavide incentives for legislators to
cultivate policy expertise in particular policy aseand to share this expertise with
fellow legislators (Krehbiel 1991, 5). Furthermotigg tone of policy information has
been argued to determine what types of policy balbroduced concerning a particular
issue area with policy changes occurring when tepgnderance of the information
presented about an issue shifts in valence inppeste direction from the direction of
information presented in the past (i.e. from negato positive) (Baumgartner and
Jones 1991, 1993; Talbert, Jones, and Baumgar®®&r, Jlones, Baumgartner, and
Talbert 1993; Jones and Baumgartner 2005; Workdames, and Jochim 2009).
Finally, although the belief systems of policy astwill usually cause them to discard
information that conflicts with their beliefs, resehers have also argued that under
certain circumstances, the revelation of new inftran can bring about a process of
learning that can lead policy actors to advocataliiberent policies than in the past

(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier and /20107).

Yet, while information is generally regarded as aripnt to the congressional
policymaking process, the means by which infornrmaisoactually collected by policy
actors has been relatively understudied by reseescto date. Among the methods by

which information can be collected by congressigudicymakers, the congressional
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hearing process likely provides one of the mostartgmt opportunities for relevant
policy information to be gathered and put on digfta other actors involved in the
policy process. Congressional hearings afford cesgjonal policymakers with the
opportunity to call almost anyone they choose s$tifiebefore them and extract
information out of these witnesses that is relevarnhe policymaking process. Those
invited to testify at hearings will typically viethe invitation to testify with excitement
and voluntarily choose to appear at these hearagg)e hearing presents an
opportunity to express their views and expertisamissue to policymakers and the
public (Palmer 2007). However, even when individuade reluctant to testify at
hearings, congressional committees and subcommitae require individuals to

appear before them by issuing subpoenas to thoseefirse to testify (Palmer 2007).

Additionally, there are no formal rules on who deminvited to testify at these
hearings. Congressional committees and subcommiteae call the main experts in the
policy area, those representing all of the readendabwpoints in the area, or can even
stack the hearing in a way where only those reptegga particular point of view in
the debate on the issue will be invited to tegfifgimer 2007). When the witnesses
arrive to testify before these congressional cote®st and subcommittees, through the
guestion and answer period of the hearing procesgressional committee and
subcommittee members can seek clarification onraegis or information presented by
witnesses during the hearing, assist in bolstahrgarguments made by those called to
testify, or call into question the validity of argents made by witnesses (Palmer

2007).Thus, through the congressional hearing gg@ngressional committees are



afforded the institutional power to collect infortiwa from virtually any individual

actor they so choose.

Furthermore, congressional hearings also affor@@ssional committees and
subcommittees the opportunity to display inform@atilbey have gathered to a wide
variety of individuals. Although congressional coittees and subcommittees can close
their hearings off to the public, most congressidwarings are open affairs that can be
viewed by the public, as well as other importartbescin the policy process (Palmer
2007).Some of the hearings are televised, as #leyglace, on the C-SPAN cable
outlets (Hallowell 2008). However, after a heariaiges place, congressional
committees and subcommittees will normally prinitten transcripts of the content of
the hearings, unless extenuating circumstances inakeessary for them not to do so
(Palmer 2007). Clearly, other members of Congressay attention to these hearings,
as simply holding a hearing on an issue has baerdfto demonstrate to the floor that a
committee believes that an issue is important (ursand Hirsch 2007, 179; Oleszek
1989; Diermeier and Feddersen, 2000; Edwards anadW¥899; Edwards, Barrett, and
Peake 1997) or that there are enough significatilpms with a piece of legislation
that it should not be passed (Brasher 2006). Furtbiee, members outside the
committee do appear to believe in the ability aig@ssional hearings to display
information to a wider audience, as they themsdiestfy at these hearings (Kingdon
1984; Gormley 1998; Mattei 1998; Burstein and Hr2007). A communications
study found that, other than coverage of congrassicampaigns, media coverage of

congressional hearings make up 85% of all mediareme of Congress (Gandy 1982).



Finally, Congress as an institution places a giteat of importance on
collection and display of information in congressbhearings, as the institution spends
a great deal of time on the activity. Between 12894, Congress conducted, on
average, 11 congressional hearings per day on@waidety of topics In fact, the
organization of Congress, as a whole, conductsawnyroongressional hearings that
typical congressman often cannot even feasiblydtéd hearings hosted by each of the
committees and subcommittees he or she is a mevhldeecause many of these
hearings must be run at the same time (Hall 198f7¢ourse, the process of holding
hearings is very costly in time and money. Foranse, congressional hearings require
the organization of Congress to hire and pay casgoeal staff members to conduct
extensive research on the topics being discussib dtearing, including interviewing
those testifying at hearings prior to the hearaidgrtg place (Oleszek 1989, 98).
Furthermore, the process of conducting congreskiwmaings takes time away from
congressional policy makers that could be useadddyze more legislation on issues
important to citizens or to provide services tostdgoents that may be of utmost
importance in whether these constituents decidedl@ct said congressman. Thus,
clearly Congress, as an institution, places a gteal of importance on the act of
gathering information in congressional hearingghay conduct a large amount of

hearings and devote a great deal of time and ressuhat could be utilized on other

! Information on the number of hearings per Congress was collected from Baumgartner and Jones’s
Policy Agenda Project website, which can be found here: http://www.policyagendas.org .

Information on the number of days Congress was in session that was used to calculate the average
number of hearings per day that Congress was in session can be found at the Library of Congress
website here: http://thomas.loc.gov/home/ds/ .




important activities in order to conduct said hegsi Yet, while it is clear that
congressional hearings could potentially be a paw&vol through which

congressional committees and subcommittees caectalhd display information,
existing research on the topic of congressionalihgs has strayed from analyzing how
congressional policymakers choose the tone and typmformation to collect and

display in these hearings.

Controversy over the Purpose of Hearings

While congressional hearings clearly have the gi@kto be used as important
tools in the policymaking process, past studietheir use have largely arrived at
divergent conclusions on how the process is agtudilized by congressional
committee members to collect and display infornratideally, most Americans would
like to think that congressional committee memheiteze the hearing process to call
witnesses that will genuinely assist members inintathe policy decisions that will
provide the greatest benefit for society. Informaél theorists have long argued that
Congress is organized into different congressionaimittees in order to allow for
policy experts to inform the floor about the potaheffects of policies so that good
public policy can be created (Gilligan and Krehldig87, 1989, 1990; Krehbiel 1991).
More specifically, informational theorists arguattthe outcomes of particular policies
are uncertain. This uncertainty poses a diffictdtylegislators who prefer to choose
policies where the outcome is certain. Certaintgudtomes allows legislators to plan
to take credit for policies that they know will ®eed and avoid embarrassment in

voting for policies with harmful outcomes for thewmnstituencies (Krehbiel 1991, 62).
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Thus, individual legislators value expertise ondlécomes of policies because it
increases the certainty of the outcomes of policigbat experts in a policy area are
more knowledgeable about the effects of a polieytthe Congress as a whole

(Krehbiel 1991, 62).

Informational theorists further argue that legiskatules and procedures will be
developed that provide incentives for legislatorsultivate policy expertise and
specialization in particular policy areas and tarsithis expertise with fellow
legislators (Gilligan and Krehbiel 1987, 1989, 19R@ehbiel 1991). In order to test this
proposition, most past informational theorists hased tests of whether a committee is
representative of the floor in terms of ideologieating scores to determine the validity
of the informational perspective (Krehbiel 1990919 However, testing whether or
not committees are predominantly representativtaefloor and not homogeneous
seekers of benefits does not directly test whatbagressional institutions are actually
utilized to gather expert information that can sseminated to the floor. More work
must be done, including determining whether coneegtactually conscientiously use
institutions with the committee structure (mostaidy committee hearings) to gather

expert information about certain issue areas.

While informational theorists remain relatively agtic on the subject, as
Diermeier and Feddersen (2000) argue, the congreddiearing process likely
provides the best opportunity for relevant polieformation to be gathered in order for
congressmen to gain a better understanding ofiayaesue and pass this policy
information to members of the floor. Nonethelegsteamatic evidence on whether

congressional hearings are actually utilized tonmf the policy making process is quite
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sparse. Furthermore, the evidence that does axi$teosubject has been decidedly
mixed. On the one hand, some theorists have fduaitchearings can have a powerful
effect in gathering information on a particularuss For instance, the content of certain
bills has been affected by conflicts amongst thesefying in congressional hearings
about framing of an issue (Burstein and Hirsch 200B; Baumgartner and Jones
1993; Johnson 1995; Weeks et al. 1986). Furthexmoterest group testimony, about
whether a particular bill was favorable or not, laadeffect on whether the bill was

actually adopted (Burstein and Hirsh 2007).

Finally, as Burstein and Hirsch (2007, 179) furthete, anecdotal evidence also
suggests that information presented at hearingegully affects congressional action
in certain issue areas. For example, congressimalng testimony about the Equal
Pay Act of 1963 presented evidence that assisteacates of gender equality in
gaining backing for prohibiting sex discriminatisnemployment, under Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Burstein and HirscbZ, 179; Burstein 1998). Also,
testimony presented at congressional hearings oangehate crimes had a powerful
influence on the content of hate crime legislatesmwell as the likelihood that it would

be enacted (Burstein and Hirsch 2007, 179; Jent899).

If congressional committee and subcommittee memigdize the hearing
process to genuinely collect policy-relevant infatian, we naturally would expect that
this information-seeking mindset would have a samisal effect on the types and tone
of the testimony of witnesses selected to testiffrant of particular committees and
subcommittees. First of all, one would logicallyexgt that committees would call the

types of witnesses that are most likely to giveltighest quality policy information:
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non-partisan, non-ideological policy experts (@eademic researchers, think-tank
researchers, etc.). Secondly, as Leyden (1995,dEYyibes, one would also expect
that committee and subcommittee chairs would icstheir staffs to seek out withesses
that are representative of the diverse set of viegmp on an issue in order to provide as

many different informational perspectives aboubhcy problem as possible.

In terms of the first expectation, as | will dissuater, congressional hearing
researchers have given only sparse attention tmtbehat policy experts play in the
congressional hearing process. As such, we reallyod know whether congressional
committees and subcommittees call large numbeesérts to testify at hearings.
However, with respect to the second expectatiomes@searchers have uncovered
evidence which suggests that congressional conesitad subcommittees, under
certain circumstances, call witnesses represettimgvide spectrum of viewpoints on a
particular issue. For instance, in a study of tlleg/strategies of committee and
subcommittee chairs in witness selection, DeGregd®92) finds that 74.4% of
committee staff members interviewed made an eftoensure that a wide range of
beliefs were represented when selecting withessestify at congressional hearings.
According to DeGregorio (1992, 979-980), staff menslseek to call witnesses from a
balance of different perspectives for the follownegsons: “(1) their chairman demands
it; (2) the adversarial atmosphere requires thdahihity of political cover; (3) a sound
decision process necessitates all the facts.” @ssgnal committees and
subcommittees also may seek to call withessesanititde cross-section of perspectives

on an issue in order to avoid challenges to thetisions from floor members on the
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grounds that the consequences of a policy haveewt fully explored (Wright 1996,

42; McQuide 2007, 62).

Furthermore, in a study of the factors influending selection of lobbyists to
testify at congressional hearings, Holyoke (20083alvers that committees, like the
agricultural committee, whose members are outlireterms of their preferences on
issues are likely to call interest groups lobbyikts disagree with the position of the
committee on issues that are relatively less ingpro the committee and interest
groups operating in that issue domain. Holyoke &0Bowever, also finds that outlier
committees are also more likely to call interestugr lobbyists that agree with their
position during hearings dealing with issues tmatimportant to the committee and
interest groups. Thus, outlier committees likelly vatnesses that disagree with them to
testify during hearings dealing with less importastes to build a credible reputation
so their information can be trusted by the floomaore important issues (Holyoke
2008, 30-31). Nonetheless, it is still clear theager certain circumstances, committees
are concerned with calling witnesses that espowseiety of different viewpoints to

testify in congressional hearings.

With this said, many researchers argue that coraenittembers do not select
witnesses with a mind toward collecting the bestsae information on a particular
policy issue. At the extreme end of the spectriomestheorists argue that
congressional hearings serve no greater purposethaindow-dressing” event or
“propaganda channel” through which congressionairadtees and subcommittees can
display carefully selected information to actorssmle the committee (i.e. members on

the floor, interest groups, the general public,)etcorder to drum up support for
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positions espoused by committee members and/anfadeedit” for providing policy
benefits to constituents (Truman 1951; Berry 1934vidson and Oleszek 1985).
According to this perspective, committee staff memslthoose withesses with a mind
toward selecting individuals that are likely to pop committee leaders’ positions on
policy issues (Berry 1984). As Huitt (1954, 354jewin a study of member behavior in
the House Committee on Banking and Currency, “fegroup seemed to come into the
hearings with a ready-made frame of reference shakich were compatible were

fitted into it; facts which were not compatible ewshen elaborately documented, were

discounted, not perceived, or ignored.”

Furthermore, according to critics of the informafbtheory, committee
members enter hearings with prepared questionsr@ypically confident of the
content of the testimony to be received from kegnesses, because committee staff
members have heavily vetted these witnesses irviates held before the hearing takes
place (Oleszek 1989). Finally, skeptics of the infational value of congressional
hearings note that hearings are frequently onlysghaattended by committee
members, which demonstrates that members themsi#vest find much informational
value in the testimony presented in from of congjmggal committees (Oleszek 2004).
As such, according to these theorists, committemloees generally do not gain any
informational value from congressional hearings dadhot tend to be persuaded by the

information presented at such hearings.

While there is a degree of validity to evidencemuping the argument that
congressional hearings are no more than “dog-ang-ploows”, this argument suffers

from a series of flaws. First of all, althoughsttrue that many hearings are only
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sparsely attended, this may not be an indicatiahdbmmittee members do not care
about the information being presented in theseilgsarSince hearings are often
scheduled at the same time as other important essgmal policymaking events (i.e.
markup hearings, floor votes, hearings in othermittees/subcommittees, etc.),
committee members must often make decisions betatending a particular hearing
and attending some other important event (Hall 1L98f{us, committee members may
choose to not attend a hearing not because thaegtdappreciate the value of the
information presented at the rather, but ratheabse they have a more important

engagement that they must attend.

Furthermore, as Diermeier and Feddersen (2000arg2e, holding
congressional hearings can be very costly actsvii®r instance, congressional
hearings require congressional committees to mdepay congressional staff members
to conduct extensive research on the topics baswysised at the hearing, including
interviewing those testifying at hearings priothe hearing taking place (Oleszek
1989, 98). Congressional committees must also g@iégrfor any expenses (i.e. travel,
lodging, etc.) involved with ensuring that withnessan appear at a committee hearing
(LaForge 2010). Furthermore, the process of comiycongressional hearings takes
time away from congressional policy makers thatadtde used on other policymaking
activities (i.e. writing legislation, forging comgimises on bills, providing services to
constituents, attending other committee meetintgs) gat may be of utmost
importance in determining whether constituents rei#llect committee members in

subsequent elections (Diermeier and Feddersen 3200,
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Yet, despite these significant monetary and oppatsticosts, congressional
committees and subcommittees still spend signifipantions of time conducting
congressional hearings. According to Baicy Agenda Projechetween 1989-2004,
Congress conducted an average of 11 congressieaahljs per day on a wide variety
of policy topicg. Thus, clearly congressional committees and subtittees place a
great deal of importance on the act of gatherirdydisplaying information in
congressional hearings, as they conduct a largeiainod hearings and devote a great
deal of time and resources that could be utilizedther important activities in order to

conduct these hearings.

Finally, as | will discuss later, a significant anmb of evidence suggests that
congressional committees and subcommittees songettaek witness lists with
individuals who espouse a patrticular point of vieva policy debate. However, such
evidence does not mean that the whole hearing ggasenly a “window dressing”
event that has no higher meaning or purpose outdideneans to disseminate
propaganda to support a particular viewpoint. Retance, congressional committees
and subcommittees may stack hearing testimony @hdesutilizing the process to
establish expertise in a particular issue areato gr retain jurisdictional control over
legislation in the policy area (Jones, Baumgartaed, Talbert 1993; Talbert,

Baumgartner, and Jones 1995; King 1997; Baumgardoees, and MacLeod 2000).

? Information on the number of hearings per Congress was collected from Baumgartner and Jones’s
Policy Agenda Project website, which can be found here: http://www.policyagendas.org .

Information on the number of days Congress was in session that was used to calculate the average
number of hearings per day that Congress was in session can be found at the Library of Congress
website here: http://thomas.loc.gov/home/ds/ .
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Furthermore, even if a committee stacks hearingnesy to over-represent a
particular viewpoint, it does necessarily mean twemhmittee members do not gain any
informational value out of the testimony presenteat. example, although committees
and subcommittees routinely call representativaatefest groups to testify with a
mind toward selecting witnesses that will supploet ¢hair’s position in a debate,
committee staff also search for witnesses repregginterest groups that have the
organizational resources to provide costly politarad policy information to
congressional policymakers (Leyden 1995; McQuidg720Additionally,
congressional committee members may stack heasgtignony, because they
genuinely believe the witnesses they have seleeilégdrovide the most “accurate”

information or will espouse the “correct” argument debate.

In light of the information above, it is not acctedo represent the hearing
process as a “window dressing event” or a “dogpordy show” that has little to no
meaning just because committees occasionally s¢éstiknony at these hearings. Even
within the community of scholars that have foundlewce for stacking of witness
testimony, most still acknowledge the utility oingwessional hearings to the
congressional policymaking process. For exampilepabh punctuated equilibrium
theorists find evidence of committees stackingrnesty to fit particular viewpoints,
they also find that changes in the tone of polidgimation presented in congressional
hearings can produce policy changes when the pdgpance of the information
presented about an issue shifts in valence inppeste direction from the direction of
information presented in the past (i.e. from negato positive) (Baumgartner and

Jones 1991, 1993; Talbert, Jones, and Baumgar®®&r, Jlones, Baumgartner, and
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Talbert 1993; Jones and Baumgartner 2005; Workdames, and Jochim 2009).
Furthermore, although the belief systems of padictors will usually cause committees
members to discard witness testimony that confligts their beliefs, Advocacy
Coalition Framework (ACF) scholars have also fotirat the revelation of new
information can bring about a process of learniveg teads policy actors to change their
positions on policy issues (Sabatier and JenkingkSh®93; Sabatier and Weible

2007).

Nonetheless, different scholars have found sigaifi@vidence suggesting that
congressional committees do stack hearing lisketoonsistent with particular points of
view in a policy debate. However, a substantiarde@f disagreement exists amongst
hearing scholars on the factors that determine thevtone of witness testimony is
stacked by committees and subcommittees in congreddiearings. On the one hand,
punctuated equilibrium theorists argue that diffiees in the tone of information
presented at congressional hearings will be detetnby the perceived institutional
bias of the committee holding the hearing. Accogdimthis perspective, before a
policy issue makes its way to the floor, competinglitions seek to influence the tone
of the information presented about an issue inraoil the issue down to a
dimension that is most favorable to their viewpantthe issue once the issue reaches
the floor for debate (Jones 1994; Jones 2001; Ttadioel Potoski 2002; Jones and
Baumgartner 2005). Congressional committees plaiy gart in the process by
prioritizing information that is sympathetic to theespective favored sides in policy
debates during congressional hearings (Baumgaatiiedones 1993; Talbert, Jones,

and Baumgartner 1995; Jones, Baumgartner, and rT419@3).
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Committees that currently have control over agyoéirea and have an interest in
maintaining the status quo conception of an issillecall witnesses to testify that will
present testimony that is consistent with the stgtwo conception of the issue so that
they can maintain control over policymaking in tissiue area (Baumgartner and Jones
1993). Committees that are sympathetic venuesdltioms who disagree with the
dominant image of a policy issue use the hearinggss to reach out of their respective
formal jurisdictions and compete for influence withmmittees who have traditionally
held control over the image of an issue (JonespBmutner and Talbert 1993; Talbert,
Baumgartner and Jones 1995; King 1997; Baumgardoees, and MacLeod 2000).
These competitions for influence between committdlesv for new perspectives to be
heard on an issue, which eventually leads to thakatown of dominant policy images
and increases the likelihood that substantive paiange will occur (Hardin 1998;
Baumgartner, Jones and MacLeod 2000; Sheingate .2806@/ever, this change is not
immediate and takes significant changes in the edmaformation about an issue over
significant periods of time before a punctuatiotha state of policy occurs (Jones and

Baumgartner 2005).

In this conception of witness selection in cong@sa hearings, differences in
the tone of testimony and the types of witnesskextaal to testify at hearings will be
apparent when comparing the withesses selectatfexedt committees. Each
committee will select witnesses that fit their memrg) respective favored conceptions
of the issue in order to influence how policy viaé formed in that issue area. Past
empirical evidence on the issue areas of pesticidedear power, and tobacco policy

have confirmed these expectations in demonstrétiaigparticular congressional
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committees tend to be biased in terms of the togic®ngressional hearings and the
types of witnesses called to testify at partichkearings (Talbert, Jones, and

Baumgartner 1995; Jones, Baumgartner, and TalBé@; Worsham 2006).

For instance, in the case of tobacco policy, wgeesvere selected to testify that
fit the policy goals and biases of the committealsling the hearing. Since agricultural
committees sought to protect the economic inteisisbacco farmers, members of the
tobacco industry (i.e. tobacco farmers, tobaccoufatures, tobacco sellers, etc.)
made up the vast majority of witnesses that wergdd to testify in front of these
committees while health experts and advocatesabe likely to bring up the
detrimental effects of tobacco use made up a veglipercentage of the withesses
testifying (Talbert, Jones, and Baumgartner 1966g3, Baumgartner, and Talbert
1993; Worsham 2006). By contrast, the health cotesstin Congress, who members
sought to expose the health effects of tobaccoaadked large percentages of health
experts and advocates to testify while calling siggntly fewer representatives of the
tobacco industry who would be most likely to bruqgthe economic benefits of tobacco
products in their testimony (Talbert, Jones, andrBgartner 1995; Jones, Baumgartner,

and Talbert 1993; Worsham 2006).

While differences between committees in the tygfesitnesses called to testify
in congressional hearings are the focus of punetuatjuilibrium studies, the effects of
differences in the characteristics of the leadémmittees on witness selection in
congressional hearings are largely downplayed ¢h studies. In particular, according
to punctuated equilibrium theorists, the beliefd partisanship of those with control

over a committee do not play a large role in deteirmg the types of witnesses that

19



testify in hearings or policy changes in a paracydolicy area. For instance, policy
changes and changes in the tone of informatiorepted in front of congressional
committees were found to be related with partideanges in only one of the seven
issues studied by Baumgartner and Jones (1993nyoblicy. Sharp punctuations in
other issue areas like nuclear energy, pesticateschild abuse were related to factors
unrelated to changes in the parties and belieesysbf those controlling particular
committees. Furthermore, Jones and Baumgartnebj200nd that about % of all
major public laws between 1946-1997 were enactied tfe first session of Congress,
which is a long time period away from electionst tt@uld potentially change

partisanship.

On the other hand, many researchers of withesstemlestrategies in
congressional hearings emphasize the importantdeafharacteristics of leaders of
committees to the process of determining the tgh@dtnesses testifying in hearings.
Proponents of this line of thinking subscribe t@saon of congressional committees
where competing coalitions with vastly differenties concerning an issue fight for
control over the policy issue within a particulanmumittee (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith
1993; Sabatier and Weible 2007). Due to time amdpedation constraints and the fact
that there are nearly limitless sources of inforarain a particular issue, members of
these coalitions must use their respective bejigtesns to determine what types of
information to collect and how to process the atadgpty of different types of
information (Simon 1983; Sabatier and Jenkins-Sh@&83, 1999; Sabatier and Weible

2007). According to Advocacy Coalition FrameworkJR) theorists, the main

20



proponents of this viewpoint on information proéegsand collection, policy actors
hold the following types of beliefs (Sabatier anéitfe 2007, 194-196):

e Deep core beliefs very general normative assumptions about humarnenatu
and the role of government in providing for the lgood that span across all
policy issues

e Policy core beliefs -more specific normative assumptions concerningrdine
policy issue

e Secondary beliefs -very specific assumptions about single policy issiat

are not considered to encapsulate an entire pisistie

ACF theorists argue that deep core and policy belefs are very difficult to change
even through technical and scientific informatioonf respected sources (Sabatier and
Weible 2007, 198). Thus, when information comesanflict with deep core or policy
core beliefs, policy actors tend to discount tHerimation and label those that deliver
the information as belonging to the opposing cmalitn the issue (Sabatier and Weible

2007, 194).

Significant evidence demonstrates that deep caliefb have a significant
impact on whether or not individuals accept infotiovafrom scientific experts as being
true (Liftin 2000; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 19R8thman and Lichter 1987). For
instance, in the policy subsystem of nuclear enprgguction, there is a general
consensus amongst scientific experts that the pakeisk involved in expanding
nuclear power capabilities in the United Stategligtively small (Rothman and Lichter
1987). Yet, despite being exposed to this cleasensus amongst scientific experts,
reporters and non-scientific expert elites tence&pond to their ideologies in assessing
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the safety of nuclear technologies with more liberdividuals considering nuclear
technology to be unsafe (Rothman and Lichter 198uithermore, despite being
exposed to the same information concerning thesis§environmental policy at Lake
Tahoe, environmental groups who were predisposedgport information arguing that
water quality was a problem in the region and ipoaate it into their decision making
processes while business and property rights gravgps more reluctant to support the

same information (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993).

With respect to the specific case of informatiotertion and display strategies
when selecting withesses to testify at congressioearings, many researchers have
found a degree of evidence that congressional cttesrthairs are affected by their
belief systems and personal biases when seleciingsses. These researchers have
generally found that staff members will seek ounesses to testify who fit the
predisposed viewpoints of the chair of the comraitiad stack the witness list with
witnesses who will present testimony that fits pnedisposed viewpoints of the chair of
the committee (Hinckley 1971; Leyden 1995; DeGrepd992, 1998) For instance,
through interviews with committee staff membersyden (1995, 434) finds that staff
members will sometimes be instructed by the cloasetarch for witnesses that can
assist in “selling” a chair’s point of view to tigeneral public and other legislators.
Furthermore, although finding that committee stgtgserally try to balance
perspectives in selecting witness testimony, De@ie1992, 979) also finds that a
sizable portion of committee staff members intamad do not make a deliberate
attempt to hear from a range of views in testimang actually see the hearing process

as a “time to sell” the committee’s chairs belief®ther congressional policymakers.
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Finally, as stated earlier, Holyoke (2008) discevliat committees, like the agricultural
committee, whose members are outliers in termbeaif preferences on issues are likely
to call interest group lobbyists that agree withitiposition during hearings dealing

with issues that are important to the committeeiatetest groups.

As the proceeding section clearly demonstratesarebers studying withess
selection in congressional hearings have arrivag@at different conclusions
concerning the factors that drive information cdtilen strategies. Each of the different
sides in the debate has arrived at their respectimelusions through systematic
analysis of congressional hearings. Yet, the canahs reached by these different types
of researchers as to how congressional committeeb®es determine which witnesses
to select at congressional hearings have beenywditferent. How can several different
researchers conducting systematic studies arrigaddt different conclusions

concerning the factors influencing witness selecitocongressional hearings?

In all likelihood, each of the different theorefip@rspectives for understanding
witness selection strategies in congressional hgaugontains a degree of validity. The
key to truly understanding the witness selectiatpss in Congress is to uncover the
factors and conditions that determine when onefsketctors will take precedence over
other sets of factors in driving witness selectiecisions. Unfortunately, most
researchers have not tried to apply a conditidmadity to explaining congressional
committees’ witness selection and information axilten and display strategies.
Researchers have used conditional theories in ptiegito explain congressional
committee organization (Hall and Grofman 1990; ialan 1998) and the factors that

influence policymaking in the policy subsystemshwitwhich congressional
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committees operate (McCool 1998; Worsham 1998; W&lb08). For instance, in the
case of congressional committee organization, Madtz (1998) argues that the way
congressional committees operate and the factatsuii motivate their decisions are
dependent on the salience of the issues being sskttdy a committee, the strength of
loyalty toward political parties within the comna#, and institutional factors like the
capacity of members outside the committee to motii® action of committee

members.

In terms of the factors influencing how policies &rmed within policy
subsystems, scholars have argued that policy stdvsymolitics are influenced by
factors like the characteristics (i.e. conflictoalconsensual nature) of the issue being
addressed by the subsystem, the diversity of Isediefongst actors within the
subsystem, and the availability of benefits to is¢rithuted amongst interested parties
within the subsystem (McCool 1998; Worsham 1998iIé¢e2008). The types of
interactions that occur amongst policy actors wittifferent types of subsystems has
been argued to affect many different policymakintivéies including the ability of
policy actors to control what legislative items raakon the governmental agenda
(Worsham 1998) and the ways in which policy actms information in policymaking
activities (Weible 2008). For example, Weible (2D8&jues that policy actors are most
likely to use information for the purpose of makegolitical point in subsystems
where there is a high degree of conflict betwedierint groups of actors within the

subsystem.

Unfortunately, scholars have not attempted todesipply conditional theories

of subsystem politics and congressional organimadtacongressional hearing witness
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selection politics. In particular, both sets oéddature suffer from a series of flaws with
respect to their application to congressional Imggpolitics. In the case of
congressional organization literature, conditidhalories of committee organization
focus exclusively on the conditions that lead fitedent types of congressional
organization without realizing the intimate relaiship that committee organization has
with the subsystem context within which it operatésthermore, current committee
organization literature also does not consideiirti@ications that different committee
organization/subsystem contexts have on differ&ges of policy creation, including
information collection. In the case of public pgligderature, conditional theories of
subsystem types do not consider the importancarikdtating institutions, like political
parties, play in subsystem politics. Additionaklg, of yet, these conditional theories of
subsystem effects on information production anlization remain untested in
empirical reality. This project intends to fill tigaps in congressional hearing and
policy information literatures by demonstrating ttunditional nature of information
collection and display strategies through empirieats of the factors that influence the
tone and types of testimony and how these factuaage in different issue areas. As |
will argue and demonstrate empirically in subsetjgbapters, the
subsystem/committee context and its effect on médion collection and display in
congressional hearings will ultimately be deterrdibg two sets of conditions: the

issue context and the characteristics of actonsimvthe policy subsystem.

Current Research’s Focus on Interest Group Witnesse

25



As stated earlier, congressional hearings aréivela understudied institutions
in current political research. Of the research domeongressional hearings, a large
portion focuses on the role congressional hearpteys as a forum for interest groups to
express their viewpoints and provide policy infotima directly to congressional
policymakers. Testifying at congressional hearings generally been found to be an
important activity for interest groups seekingdblbly the government (McQuide 2007).
For instance, in a survey of interest group acgsjtnearly all interest groups (99%)
surveyed noted that one of their representativdgédstified in a congressional hearing
(Schlozman and Tierney 1986). Interest group laktsyalso rated testifying at
congressional hearings as the second most impdotalnying activity behind only

meeting personally with congressional policymaKdiswnes 2001).

Due to the importance interest groups place difyiegy in congressional
hearings, it is not surprising that many reseachare attempted to understand the
factors that influence the likelihood that intergsiup lobbyists will be invited to
testify at hearings. In this strain of researcltenest group representatives’ participation
in hearings is used as a measure for how successfudst groups are in gaining access
to congressional policymakers (Leyden 1995). Eabearch focused on how different
characteristics of interest groups helped theibyidis/representatives gain access to
congressional policymakers by testifying at congi@sal hearings. For instance,
interest groups with greater organizational resesice. number of lobbyists
representing the group’s interests in Washingtdrether the group has a political
action Committee, and number of staff member) aveerhkely to be called to testify at

congressional hearings than groups without thesmurees (Leyden 1995). In exchange
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for the benefits that groups with organizationalo@rces can provide to committee
members, committees agree to invite witnessesstytén front of the committee

(Leyden 1995).

In addition to the aforementioned resources valedommittee members,
committees also value the different types of infation that interest groups can provide
about the political and policy ramifications of t@n policy proposals. As Wright
(1996, 42) describes, congressional hearings peaidopportunity for congressional
committees to display to the public informationtttieey have heard in private
conservations between committee staff members amdbars of interest groups. Due
to the fact that congressional hearings are tapddametimes televised and the
transcripts for the hearings are released to thégommittee members can be
confident that interest groups will not changettipeisitions on a particular policy issue
at a later date out of fear that past statementdaused against them if they change
their positions (Wright 1996, 42). Even when comeatmembers hear the same
arguments/information from interest group lobbyisist they have heard in private
conversations, the lack of new information/arguraeain still have informative value
because it gives committee members more confidenite lines of debate on a

particular issue (Wright 1996, 42).

Interest groups can provide several different sypeinformation to
congressional committees through the hearing psodesMcQuide (2007) describes,
political researchers have described two genepastyf information that interest
groups can provide to congressional policymakesbtigal information and policy

information (Webber 1979; Sabatier and Whitemarb18&ansen 1991; Leyden 1993;
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Heitshusen 2000; Lowery and Brasher 2004). In gégnpolitical information refers to
information on how particular policy decisions witipact the favorability of the views
of committee members’ constituents toward a mendet,thus, the electoral prospects
of a member (Hansen 1991; Whiteman 1995; LoweryBnadher 2004; McQuide
2007). On the other hand, policy information refiernformation about the nature of a
policy problem, the likely economic and social aemsences of different proposed
solutions to solve the problem, and recommendabonshich policy proposals will
serve as the best solution for a problem (White@®95; Lowery and Brasher 2004;

McQuide 2007).

Researchers have found that congressional conamittensider the types of
information that will be provided by interest gr@awvhen deciding who will be called
to testify at congressional hearings on partictdaics. In turn, interest group
representatives seek to provide the type of inftionahat will be most valued by
committee members in order to be selected to yestiparticular hearings. For instance,
Esterling (2004, 2007) finds that technical policformation is valued by
congressional policymakers and interest group Istéynore than one would
necessarily expect. Interest groups with increéselhical expertise and the ability to
make instrumental fact-based arguments were mkeby lio be called to testify at
congressional hearings than interest groups whiul et provide such information
(Esterling 2004). In turn, in the context of delsadeiring congressional hearings on
Medicare, interest groups were more likely to pdgevtampaign contributions to

members who demonstrated the ability to make fased analytical arguments during
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hearings rather than emotional appeals that ddemibnstrate an understanding of the

issue at hand (Esterling 2007).

Many researchers have uncovered that the typgaination valued by
particular congressional policymakers may depenthercontext in which the hearing
takes place. For instance, Heitshusen (2000) fimaisthe types of information valued
by congressional committees in certain issue akified subsequent to the reforms
that decentralized the U.S. House during the 19A&sording to this line of thought,
committees with more ideologically moderate memlageesless likely to be firm in their
beliefs on a particular issue, and thus, are mkedylto value policy information that
may be crucial in helping them decide what the pr@wlution is to a particular policy
problem (Heitshusen 2000). By contrast, committ@#s more ideologically extreme
members are more likely to have already made upnads on particular issues, and
thus, are more likely to value information thatesshow particular policy decisions
will be perceived politically by interest groupsdamembers’ constituencies
(Heitshusen 2000). In the case of environmentatpohfter committee
decentralization reforms, environmental groups sietg in political information
were more likely to be called to testify during thast-reform period, because of the
increased likelihood of testifying in front of theore ideologically pro-environmental
Energy and Commerce Committee (Heitshusen 2000¢0oBtrast, in the case of labor
policy, committees specializing in technical polinjormation were more likely to
testify after the reforms due to the increasedihl®d of testifying in front of
committees that were more moderate in their prata® on labor policy like the

Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means commitisgisiiusen 2000).
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McQuide (2007) further finds that the type of infation valued by committees
when selecting withesses to testify at hearindmrgely based on the issue context
being addressed by a hearing. For instance, im,dess-technical issue areas, like
agricultural policy, political information is motiely to be valued by congressional
committees due to the fact that committee membes heady established firmly-held
beliefs on an issue and do not need technicalywoiformation to convince them of the
acceptability of a particular policy proposal (Ma@&i 2007). By contrast, in newer,
technical issues, like biotechnology policy, polinformation is more likely to be
valued due to the fact that congressional comnsithee uncertain about the impacts
that particular policy decisions will have on sagiand need technical policy

information to inform them of the proper actiongake (McQuide 2007).

Finally, interest groups may also be selecteddasehe likely content of their
testimony. For instance, committees, particuladgnposed of members that are
ideologically outliers, frequently pressure reprgagves of interest groups to express
the committee’s official position when testifyinga congressional hearing (Holyoke
2008). Many times, if interest groups do not adcegupport the committee’s official
position on an issue, their representatives willoeinvited to testify at a congressional
hearing (Holyoke 2008). As such, interest grougsssimetimes compromise and
support a position with which they do not wholeledlly agree in order to be afforded
the opportunity to testify in front of congressibhaaring (Holyoke 2008). With this
said, interest group lobbyists were less likelgdmpromise their positions in order to

gain access to the congressional hearing forum wheeissue being addressed was very
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important to the interest group and the level sadreement/conflict amongst the

different groups in the issue area was greaterydka 2008).

From the preceding discussion, it is relativebaclthat a large purpose of
congressional hearings is the exchange of bereditgeen interest groups and
congressional policymakers. In this exchange, asgjonal policymakers receive
benefits that only interest groups can provideofimfation and organizational resources)
in exchange for allowing interest groups to haveram to express their positions
directly to congressional policymakers and the joudl large. Due to the fact that the
largest stream of congressional hearing reseatsé&s on interest group participation
in the process, many might understandably feeltttmaforementioned exchange of

benefits is the most important role that hearirigg pn congressional policymaking.

However, while interest group participation in gogssional hearings is clearly
an important facet of the hearing process, thesotifiocus on interest group witnesses
by hearing scholars obscures the role that othestpf withesses may play in the
hearing process. As Quadrel and Rich (1989) noteniners of private interest groups
make up only one portion of the types of witnegkastestify in front of congressional
committees. Other types of withesses include casgvaal representatives,
representatives of federal executive agencies apdrtments, individuals representing
state and local governments, and experts from dealogical private research firms

and universities (Quadrel and Rich 1989).

Unfortunately, research coverage of the role ttia¢r types of witnesses play in
the hearing process is far less extensive thamarasexploring the role that interest

groups play in the hearing process. In particule,role that non-partisan research
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experts play in hearing politics has only receiaééntion relatively recently (see Rich
2001 and Esterling 2011). Yet, as | will discussuibsequent chapters, these types of
witnesses make up significant percentages of wssegestifying in technical policy
areas like climate change and biotechnology. A sihhe role that these types of
witnesses play in hearing politics should not bergd in favor of a sole focus on
interest group witnesses. As such, this dissertatioject seeks to explore the role that
all types of witnesses play in the hearing proeeskhow different types of withesses
may be relied on more by certain types of comnsttaé certain points of time, and

when examining certain issue areas.

Lack of Examination of Tone of Testimony

When examining congressional hearings, most resees have focused on the
topics of congressional hearings and the groupaditin of those testifying to
determine whether or not committees use the hearmgess to select witnesses likely
to espouse particular points of view concerninguigular policy issue (Quadrel and
Rich 1989; Baumgartner and Jones 1991; Jones, Batmeg, and Talbert 1993;
Talbert, Jones, and Baumgartner 1995; Leyden 1198Bshusen 2000; Worsham
2006). The decision to use group affiliations taaswee the overall level bias or balance
in the witnesses selected to testify in front atipalar congressional committees is
understandable considering the relative ease imgadich data by comparison to other
methods of measuring tone of witness testimonythiéamore, until recently,
congressional hearing documents had not been waiyeavailable in electronic

format, which made tracking down and analyzingdtwetent of actual witness
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testimony quite difficult. Finally, since witnesanticipation in hearings has most
frequently been utilized to study interest grouphging effectiveness, the actual
content of hearing testimony has normally not besny useful to analyze in most past

studies.

As Esterling (2004, 251) indicates, many reseaschave raised questions
about the reliability and validity of data colledtt'om congressional hearing
documents due to the fact that few studies havieedicongressional hearings as a
source of data for systematic research (McQuidé& 268). Fortunately, with recent
advances in the online availability of congressidrearing transcripts on sites like

ProQuest Congressiondlt(ps://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcojrgnd GPO Access

(http://lwww.gpoaccess.gov/chearings/index.himmore researchers have been able to

make use of the vast amount of information conthinecongressional hearings for the
purpose of conducting systematic research (fomteeeamples, see Esterling 2004,
2007, 2010; McQuide 2007; Holyoke 2008). As congiaasal hearings are utilized
more frequently as a data source, researchergawllmore confidence in their validity

and reliability.

With this said, many still question whether thediand effort necessary to
analyze the content of hearing testimony is wdrehlienefits that may be derived from
conducting such research. In the case of this relsgaoject, the benefits of directly
studying the content of hearing testimony are qel#ar. The overarching goal of this
project is to understand what types of factorsurfice what witnesses are selected to
testify at congressional hearings. As stated eadi@e of the factors that have been

hypothesized to affect the selection of withessele degree to which the viewpoints
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of the witnesses match the viewpoints of committesars. Thus, it is important to
understand the tone of witness testimony in ord@etermine whether the degree to
which the testimony matches committee chair’s belygtems is an important

determinant of withess selection strategies.

Some may argue that the tone of witness testimanybe inferred from the
group affiliations of the witnesses testifying aahings. However, in many cases, the
tone of a particular witness’s testimony will na évident simply by analyzing the
group affiliation of the witness testifying. Considhe case of academic experts who
have been called to testify in front of a particldammittee. The vast majority of the
time, these experts will represent an institutiuat is respected for its perceived
neutrality. As such, it is next to impossible tdedenine the tone of most expert
witnesses’ testimony simply by studying the grotfpiaion of the witness. Since
congressional committees have relied to a largenéxin expert witnesses in the
technical issue areas | will be examining, simplydging the group affiliations of
witnesses will not be sufficient in order to deterenthe tone of the content they are

presenting in their respective testimony.

In addition to the problems with identifying theneof testimony presented by
witnesses representing organizations with a rejpumddr neutrality, even witnesses
representing organizations with a fairly clear péred bias on an issue may not always
present testimony that is consistent with that.dtas instance, past research has
uncovered that individuals have presented inforomagibout particular issues that
diverges from what one may expect given their ogdional affiliation (Jenkins-Smith

and Silva 1998). Furthermore, committee staff galhemterview prospective
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witnesses prior to allowing them to testify at tearing, and thus, have some
knowledge of the content of their testimony priothe hearing taking place (Palmer
2007; Davis 2007). In the course of these intergiestaff members sometimes will ask
prospective witnesses to refrain from expressimgaceviewpoints at a hearing in
exchange for the opportunity to express their viewwgs on the issue being addressed at
the hearing (Staff Interviews 2010). As such, thgaaizational affiliations of withnesses
cannot always be utilized to determine the condéhiearing testimony even in cases

where the organizational bias of the withess maynselear.

In order to more directly examine how the ovet@atle of witness testimony is
determined, this dissertation analyzes hearing miecis to determine the tone of
witness testimony. As stated earlier, few studegelutilized hearing documents as a
source of data. This study will demonstrate tharcselvantages of utilizing hearing
documents to gather information about the hearmggss that could otherwise not be

obtained.
Conclusion

As this chapter demonstrates, existing congreaslwgaring research has
suffered from three main flaws. First of all, exigtresearch has mainly focused on
interest group participation in congressional heggito the detriment of understanding
why other types of witnesses (i.e. experts andwkerbranch officials) are called to
testify in congressional hearings. This dissertaieeks to fill this hole by taking a
closer look at the role all types of witnesses pathe hearing process. Second of all,
existing congressional hearing research has noemeght use of the wealth of the

information that can be obtained by analyzing thietent of congressional hearing
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documents. Finally and most importantly, existiegung research has not attempted to
understand why congressional hearings operatedifeyently under different
circumstances. For instance, why do congressiamahattees stack hearing testimony
at certain times while balancing testimony at otitaes? In the next chapter, | will lay
out a theory that attempts to understand why casgveal hearings may operate very
differently depending on the subsystem, issue paritical contexts within which a

hearing takes place.
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Chapter 2. Understanding the Dynamics of Informatio Collection
and Display Decisions in Congressional Hearings

Introduction

In the previous chapter, | discussed why witnetscien and the dynamics of
hearing politics are important and relatively ursthedied topics in political science
literature. In this chapter, | will first use infoation collected from interviews with
committee staff members to help gain a better wgtdeding for how the preparation for
congressional hearings is conducted. Then, usisgrtformation as a backdrop, | will
lay out a theory of congressional information odilen and display strategies that will

inform the analyses conducted in later chaptethisfproject.

Process and Procedures of Congressional Hearingp&ation

While congressional hearings are public affaieg,tbn many occasions, garner
a great deal of media attention, the preparatiothise hearings is conducted in private
mostly by staff members of congressional commit{@atmer 2007; Davis 2007; Staff
Interviews 2010). As such, the process that makebei preparation for congressional
hearings is fairly poorly understood by the pubfior the purposes of truly
understanding how congressional committee membak imformation collection and
display decisions in congressional hearings,imjgortant to first take a step back from
the public proceedings that make up the end progfumbngressional hearings and take
a look at the process and procedures that guidertdtriction of the final congressional

hearing product. In this section, | will draw frddongressional Research Service
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reports and other second-hand accounts of the essignal hearing process, House and
Senate committee rules, and interviews with corsipesl staff membetswith an
intimate knowledge of the congressional hearing@ss, to present a comprehensive

picture of the process and procedures that guiglggpation for congressional hearings.

Deciding to Hold a Hearing.The first stage of the congressional hearing potethe
decision on whether or not to hold a hearing oardiqular topic. Committee and
subcommittee chairmen have the discretion to @dtings on topics they deem
important to collect testimony from interested axgert parties (LaForge 2010).
However, the amount of discretion that committeg subbocommittee chairs have in
deciding to hold a hearing depends in large pathertype of hearing that is being
held. Congressional committee chairs may hold a&watiety of different types of
congressional hearings. These types of hearingdedhe following:

e Considering the merits of potential or pending d&gion

e Reviewing the performance of bureaucratic officialthe implementation of a

program
e Investigating the potential wrongdoing of publi¢iagls or private citizens
e Reviewing the acceptability of presidential nomioas and terms of

international treaties

® Interviews were conducted with 10 congressional majority and minority staff members in both the
House and Senate in the summer of 2010. The interviews lasted between 30 minutes to an hour and
consisted of open-ended questions concerning staff members’ personal duties in preparing for
congressional hearings. Interviews were taped if respondents provided permission and notes were
taken during all interviews. To ensure confidentiality, | have omitted any information that could be
connected back to individual respondents.
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e Reviewing budget requests made by the presideatfdeting how to
appropriate the authorization of federal funds

e Investigating policy topics in absence of any pagdegislative actions

On the one hand, committee chairs have a relatleghtevel of discretion in
determining whether to hold hearings for the puepafsreviewing budget and
appropriations requests. According to Section 2321 the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1970 and Clause 4 (a)(1) of Rule X of thdd’wof the House of Representatives,
within thirty days after the president’s budgetseguests are transmitted to Congress,
the House Committee on Appropriations is requiceddld hearings where
administration officials are given the opporturtitydefend the president’s budgetary
requests (Heitshusen 2007). Typically, the taskcaofitinizing the more specific
components of the president’s appropriations ragussielegated by the
Appropriations Committee to its different constittisubcommittees (LeLoup 1984;
LaForge 2010). While the Senate rules do not reghie Senate Appropriations
Committee to hold hearings on appropriations reg#se process that takes place in
the House is typically followed by the Senate Agpiations Committee as well
(LeLoup 1984, LaForge 2010). Nonetheless, partibula the House, the
Appropriations Committee does not have much digoren determining whether or not
to hold a hearing on presidential budget requéstike hearings held for other
reasons, it is expected that appropriations heamvil be held whether the chair wants
to hold these hearings or not. However, even ircse of appropriations hearings,

committee and subcommittee chairs still have soeggek of discretion in determining
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the amount of hearing days to devote to particapguropriations requests (LaForge

2010).

Congressional committee and subcommittee chairs hayreater degree of
discretion in deciding whether to hold hearingsdasider the merits of passing
legislation that does not involve the appropriatdhederal funds and in determining
whether to hold hearings to review the acceptgolitpresidential nominations. Unlike
hearings concerning presidential budgetary requidstee are no rules in either
chamber mandating that congressional committees molcs hearings on all legislation
and nominations that come before the committeet¢Hesen 2007; Rybicki 2009). In
fact, at times, nominations and legislation maygpess through the legislative process
without ever receiving a formal congressional hagarFor instance, according to the
Congressional Research Service, about half of oh@mees requiring congressional
approval to assume their positions are confirmetiout a hearing scrutinizing the
credentials of the candidate ever taking place tleisher, and Bond 1998; Rybicki

2009).

In the case of legislative hearings, congressioaaimittees and subcommittees
do not have the time and resources to conductr@nigean every single initiative that is
referred to them (Krutz 2005). Thus, congressiaoaimittee and subcommittee chairs
must use discretion in determining whether or odtdld hearings on certain initiatives.
Congressional scholars disagree to some extetteotitcumstances under which
congressional committees will decide to hold hegion particular initiatives. On the
one hand, some scholars argue that committee aesrde to hold hearings on

particular initiatives to signal to the floor theaparticular initiative has been given the
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proper scrutiny and is worthy of passage. For mstaWalter Oleszek notes the

following about the place of legislative hearingghe legislative process:

The decision to hold a hearing is often a critaiht in the life of a bill.
Measures brought to the floor without first undengathe scrutiny of
hearings will likely receive sharp criticism...Theportance of the
committee stage is based on the assumption thaixgerts — the
committee members — carefully scrutinize a propasad hearings

provide a demonstrable record of that scrutiny $@é& 2004, 93).

On the other hand, other scholars argue that caeerehairs decide to hold hearings to
demonstrate to the floor that there are enoughfgignt problems with a piece of
legislation that it should not be passed (Braslh@62 Whatever the reason that
committee and subcommittee chairs decide to haddiigs on particular pieces of
legislation and on certain presidential nomineesentot holding hearings on others, it

is clear that chairs have a great deal of disanatianaking these decisions.

Nonetheless, while subcommittee and committeashave the discretion in
deciding which legislation and nominations is desegy of the attention provided by a
congressional hearing, chairs do not have theetiserto hold hearings on nominations
and legislation that have not been referred to tbeare not in their respective
jurisdictions. For instance, committees in the Hoaannot hold hearings to question
potential presidential nominations because the Eldags not have jurisdiction over
these matters. However, if hearings are held fasoas not related to any legislative
action (i.e. the production of legislation or thentirmation of presidential nominees

and treaties), committee chairs are afforded nearlynited discretion in determining
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what topics to focus on in congressional hearihgaon-legislative hearings and
hearings that do not involve powers delegatedédS#nate, congressional committees
and subcommittees are allowed to hold hearingdroost any topic area the chair of
these entities choose, even if the topic areatsarithe formal statutory jurisdiction of
the committee or subcommittee conducting the hgdialbert, Jones, and
Baumgartner 1995; King 1997). As such, in manyansés, committee and
subcommittee chairs have fairly wide discretionl@ciding whether a particular topic is

worthy of a formal congressional hearing or not.

Due to the wide degree of discretion that committed subcommittee chairs
have in deciding whether or not to hold hearingsentain topics, these chairpersons
are faced with many requests from other actorstfieepublic, interest groups, fellow
majority committee members, minority committee memspto hold hearings on topics
that are important to them. Often, committee s#alfflisten to requests for hearings or
even suggest possible topics for exploration théraseand will prepare a
memorandum for the chair to suggest a possible fopiexploration that will include
why the hearing is necessary, who should be intddte hearing, the number of
hearing days needed to hold the hearing, the ntynpairty’s views on the hearing, and
possible political ramifications that will resuibin the hearing being held (Palmer
2007, 2009a). With respect to non-legislative hegaj committee chairs often
ultimately schedule a hearing for a variety of cgesincluding, but not limited to,
drawing media attention to a particular topic, destmting activity on a topic that is
already gaining media attention or attention fréwa public/interest groups,

demonstrating expertise in a particular topic anearder to stake a claim to jurisdiction
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in that area, and gathering information on an iskaeis of interest to the chair himself
or other committee members (Talbert, Jones, andnBattner 1995; King 1997; Davis

2007).

Announcing and Scheduling a HearingAfter a committee or subcommittee chair has
deemed a topic worthy of exploration via a formahgressional hearing, committees
and subcommittees must begin the process of anmauand scheduling the hearing.
Once again, committee chairs have relatively autong power in determining when a
hearing takes place. In general, subcommittee £radgo have the power to schedule
hearings on any topics they would like at any ttimesy choose. However, in some
committees, committee rules explicitly state thaicommittee chairmen must obtain
the approval of the committee chairman before fdgnsgheduling a hearing in order
to ensure that committee rooms are available aa@dda@ subcommittees
simultaneously scheduling hearirftgSome committee rules also require that
subcommittee chairs coordinate with each other vdobeduling hearings (Davis

2011e).

Most of the time, the process of scheduling andanaing a hearing date is
relatively apolitical. Committee staff will oftercisedule a hearing with a mind toward
ensuring that enough members will be present &bésh the quorum necessary to hold
the hearing (usually one or two members), commldaders (both majority and

minority) will be present at the hearing, membeitha vested interest in the issue will

* See the House Energy and Commerce Committee’s rules
(http://energycommerce.house.gov/media/file/PDFs/112th rules.pdf) as an example.
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be allowed to attend, committee rooms are avaijald, where possible, hearings are
not scheduled at the same time as other commitnoéctsmmittee members to ensure

as much participation as possible (Palmer 2007920Davis 2011a, 2011e).

Nonetheless, the scheduling of a congressionairtgeean involve some
political considerations. Due to the chair’s cohtreer the scheduling process, majority
staff members have the ability to schedule a hgatate with a mind toward ensuring
that potential witnesses, whose testimony the cdtaenor subcommittee chair feels
will be crucial to the goals set forth in the hagriwill be able to testify at the hearing.
As such, majority staff members very rarely rumistheduling conflicts when
attempting to get their preferred witnesses taffeat a congressional hearing. On the
other hand, since minority members have no forroalgrs in scheduling hearings,
minority party members are more likely than theangy to run into scheduling
conflicts that prevent them from calling their mpstferred witnesses to testify (Staff
Interviews 2010). More specifically, since minomtyembers have no power in
scheduling hearings and must cater to the whintlseomajority, minority members’
preferred withnesses may not always be able tdyastithe date set by the majority
staff (Staff Interviews 2010). Although this happeslatively rarely, some minority
staff members noted that they have had to settleitoesses that were not their first
choices due to scheduling conflicts involving thaiginal witness selections (Staff
Interviews 2010). Thus, the scheduling of a heaciang be strategically planned for
political purposes and can have political ramifimas for the types of withesses called

in a particular hearing.
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After a hearing date has been scheduled, the caeeat subcommittee chairs
must formally and publicly announce the hearinggedatother committee members and
the public. House Rule XI, clause 2(g)(3) and Seiratle XXVI, paragraph 4(a) both
stipulate that committees and subcommittees argrezljto publicly announce the date,
place, and subject of any hearing it conductsastlene week in advance of the
scheduled date of the hearing (Palmer 2007; D&4&, 2011€).This rule allows
other committee members to properly prepare foh#aging and for the minority
ranking member to have enough time to select tleass or witnesses that will
represent the minority’s point of view in the heariNonetheless, in both chambers,
this rule can be circumvented if the committee hetees that there is “good cause” to

not give a week’s notice prior to a hearing (Pal2@0d7; Davis 2011a, 2011e).

The procedures for determining whether there i®tgoause” to provide a
shorter period of notice for a hearing differ degieg on the chamber conducting the
hearing. In the House, the standing rules indittedéthe hearings may be held with less
than a week’s notice if the chair and the rankinganty member agree that there is a
need to do so or a majority of committee or subcd@temmembers vote to waive the
requirement in the presence of a quorum for comagctfficial committee business
(Davis 2011a, 2011e). Senate standing committes provide flexibility to individual
committees in determining the procedures to waieeréquirement of one week’s

public notice before a hearing. The Congressiomalelarch Service notes the following

> This rule applies to all committees except the Senate Committee on Appropriations and the Senate
Committee on the Budget.
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variations between committees on the requirememnt&iving one week hearing

notice requirements in the Senate:

[T]he rules of the Committee on Environment andllRUlYorks state
that hearings held with less than a week’s noecglire the concurrence
of the ranking minority member, and in any caséiceanust be made at
least 24 hours in advance of the hearing. The Cdt@enon Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry permits hearings with lésmn a week’s public
notice if the committee or subcommittee chair datees that the
hearing is noncontroversial or that “special cirstamces” require swift
action, and a majority of the committee or subcotteaiconcur’

(Palmer 2007).

Although providing public notification before a gy is most of the time a
relatively apolitical activity, the process can daolitical ramifications and the
decision on when to give public notification fohearing can be made by committee
and subcommittee chairs in a strategic fashionokfimmembers and their staff would
prefer to be informed about a hearing as soon ssilgle in order to properly prepare
lines of questioning for potential withesses antié@ble to ensure that their most
preferred witnesses are given enough notice sdtibgtare able to testify at the
hearing. However, as noted above, in all House cit@®s and some Senate
committees, the chair has the option of waivingdhe week notice requirement

without approval from any minority members. Accoglto one minority committee

® Both of these rules are still in effect as of August 16, 2011 according to their committee websites.
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staff member, this option has been utilized byrttagority in some instances, and has
caused stress for minority staff members in trymgrepare lines of questioning for
potential witnesses and in trying to determine whititess or witnesses the minority

will call at the hearing (Staff Interviews 2010).

Selecting Witnessed.ikely the most crucial part of hearing preparatisaetermining
the witnesses that will testify at the hearinggémeral, committee and subcommittee
chairs have fairly wide-reaching power over theness selection process. Committee
and subcommittee chairs are responsible for oviergélee process of selecting
witnesses and sending the formal invitation to ¢éheslected to testify at a particular
hearing (Sachs 2003; Palmer 2007; LaForge 2010 Mtie to no input from other
members if they so choose, committee and subcoemsrstiairs can call almost anyone
they choose ranging from experts to administradificials to members of interest

groups and private citizens to testify before tregra hearing (LaForge 2010).

Although those invited to testify at hearings wyibically view the invitation to
testify with excitement and voluntarily choose fipaar at these hearings, even when
individuals are reluctant to testify at hearingscangressional committees and
subcommittees in both chambers have the formal ptoswequire individuals to appear
before them by issuing subpoenas to those whoeaatutestify (Palmer 2007, 2009a,
2009b, 2009c; Davis 2011a, 2011d, 2011f). Whilessaommittees give chairs sole
power over subpoenas, in most committees, the doais not have sole discretion in
authorizing a subpoena (Palmer 2009a, 2009b, 20®as 2011a, 2011d, 2011f).

Nonetheless, most committees simply require timagrity of committee or
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subcommittee members vote to authorize a subpoeth@ ipresence of a quorum for
conducting official committee business (Palmer 20@®D09b. 2009c; Davis 2011a,
2011d, 2011f). The chair is required to gain appldénom the minority ranking
member to authorize a subpoena in only a few cotaast(Palmer 2009a, 2009b,
2009c; Davis 2011a, 2011d, 2011f). Thus, in mostrogtees in both chambers, the
chair has the ability to authorize the use of gpseina without approval from any

minority members.

As the preceding paragraphs demonstrate, majoaityy committee and
subcommittee chairs in particular have immense peweer the witness selection
process. However, due to formal statutory ruldsatih chambers of Congress and
informal norms that operate in every committeelantill, the minority party in general
and the minority ranking member in particular péakey role in witness selection.
According to House Rule XI, clause 2(j)(1) and SerRule XXVI, paragraph 4(d), all
congressional committees and subcommittees (extove@enate Appropriations
Committee) are required to allow the minority padycall withesses on at least one day
of the hearing if a majority of minority committee subcommittee members vote to
invoke this rule (Davis 2011b, 2011c). If a requ®sthe minority to call witnesses has
been made after the hearing has already beguhgtireng must be extended by one
day to allow the minority to call witnesses (Da2x11b, 2011c). In reality, the formal
rules of the House and the Senate are seldom idvokéhe minority to force the
majority to invite witnesses the minority choosesdstify at a hearing (Davis 2011b,

2011c). The rule simply serves as a procedurabysafe to protect the minority from a
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chair that wishes to totally exclude their withesBem a hearing (Davis 2011b,

2011c).

For many years, norms have existed in both chasripeing the minority party
the right to call at least one withess and sometimere to testify at a particular
hearing. As the Congressional Research Service i committee repdrt
accompanying the 1970 Legislative ReorganizationtAat formally codified the so-
called “minority witness rules” in both chamber&@awledges that “[b]y custom,
committees ordinarily honor requests from their onity party members to call certain
witnesses” (Davis 2011b, 1). According to intervéewith congressional staff
members, minority witness selection norms are &tiing even in the modern day
polarized environment that operates on Capitol ¢($taff Interviews 2010). In all
committees, the minority party is allowed to catlthe bare minimum, one witness to

testify (Staff Interviews 2010).

However, both majority and minority staff membeadeau that in many
committees the minority may be given more thanwiteess depending on the total
number of witnesses being invited to the hearingf{$terviews 2010). For instance,
two different minority committee staff members (oan¢he House and one in the
Senate) indicated that they are typically allon@dall one witness for every three
witnesses that the majority calls to testify anat they typically are allowed to call

whatever witnesses they choose even if the majdags not agree with their selections

’ The committee report referred to can be found at the following source: U.S. Congress, House
Committee on Rules, Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, report to accompany H.R. 17654, 91%
Cong., 2" sess., H.Rept. 91-1215 (Washington: GPO, 1970), p.6.
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(Staff Interviews 2010). Several majority staff nisars remarked that while the
majority gets to select the majority of withessta hearing, they try to converse with
the minority in witness selection and try to alldve minority to have as much input in
witness selection as is reasonably possible (8tedfviews 2010). Nonetheless, staff
members on other committees noted that the minwritypically only allowed to call
one witness to testify and only rarely gets theaspmity to call more than one witness

at a hearing (Staff Interviews 2010).

In the end, there are no hard and fast rules onrhamy witnesses the minority
is allowed to call at a hearing. The number of egiges that the minority is allowed to
call at a hearing is largely dependent on the atfaine committee and his/her
relationship with the minority member on the conte@t as well as the strength of the
norms on witness selection that operate withincdramittee (Staff Interviews 2010).
Nonetheless, on every committee, strong institafiolorms are present that permit the
minority party to call at least one witness it che® to testify at the hearing. As |
discuss later, these norms affect the witness ts@tegrocess and the overall tone of

testimony at a hearing more than past researclh&esdcknowledged.

Both committee staff members, who are accountabilee chair of the
committee, and minority committee staff memberspale accountable to the minority
ranking member of the committee, have certain nesipdities related to the selection
of witnesses at a congressional hearing. Majonty minority committee staff
generally begin the process of selecting witnebgdsst identifying individuals that
seem to be good candidates to testify at a corigredhearing on a particular topic

(Staff Interviews 2010). Committee staff will usamy different methods to search for
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witnesses to testify at congressional hearings.hiéaring involves a policy area under
the jurisdiction of a particular executive agencysofor oversight purposes, the
committee will almost always ask representativefedéral agencies to come to testify
in order to directly question them on their pasf@@&nance/actions or to get their
expertise on the situation (LaForge 2010; Sta#views 2010). In the case of
oversight hearings, if the focus of the hearingnsactor outside of government (i.e. a
business) engaging in an activity that is harndubthers, that actor will normally either
be subpoenaed or asked to testify at the hearidgfend his or her actions (Staff

Interviews 2010).

Often, if an issue is important enough to themheirtconstituencies, members
of Congress outside the committee will want to b@aged to testify at a hearing to give
their point of view on the issue (Kingdon 1984; tatey 1998; Mattei 1998; Burstein
and Hirsch 2007). Knowing this, committee staff nens will often contact members
that are likely to want to testify at a particulteraring or allow members to testify that
have contacted them prior to a hearing (Staff inésvs 2010). Furthermore, committee
members typically like to call witnesses from thaiwn districts in order to build
goodwill with their constituents (Staff Intervie®910). As such, staff members will
typically contact members of the committee (patéidy the chair and the minority
member respectively) to determine whether any @ihtlembers have someone from
their district who would be a good candidate tdifyeat a hearing (Staff Interviews

2010).

While the strategies above will produce enough egses to testify for some

hearings, many times staff members must activedycbefor good candidates to testify
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at particular congressional hearings. Typicallytiall possible, staff members try to
call witnesses who have testified for them in testpn hearings with similar topics
(Staff Interviews 2010). Sometimes, witnesses bellcalled to testify and end up
interacting poorly with committee members or expieg views that they were not
expected to express (Staff Interviews 2010). Stefbers are more confident of
individuals who have already made it through giviestimony successfully in front of
a congressional committee and have demonstratedheynteract with committee

members and what their views are on the issuerat (&taff Interviews 2010).

Nonetheless, many times either witnesses that pi@xeously testified at a
hearing will not be available to testify at a hagror the hearing is on a topic where the
expertise/interest of previous witnesses is notiegige. In situations where all of the
above methods of selecting potential witnesses haea exhausted, committee staff
will conduct extensive searches for potential indlials who can testify at a hearing
(Staff Interviews 2010). When in doubt over who testify, committee staff often look
to interest groups, who are likely to be friendltheir position or are seen as having
enough resources/expertise to provide committeebaesywith the information
necessary to make good policy, to see if they cawighe good candidates to testify at a
particular hearing (Hansen 1991; Leyden 1995; Wri§l96; Esterling 2007; McQuide
2007; Staff Interviews 2010). Committee staff aisay conduct internet searches to
identify individuals who either are considered expé the topic being addressed at a
hearing or are likely to have interesting inforroatio present at a particular hearing

(Staff Interviews 2010).
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After committee staff members have identified goaddidates to testify at a
hearing, they typically interview these prospectmtesses prior to allowing them to
testify at the hearing, especially if a witness hesger testified at a hearing in the past
(Palmer 2007; Davis 2007; LaForge 2010; Staff inews 2010). Congressional
committee members typically do not want to be caoffguard by the content of
witness testimony and how witnesses behave atdaeny, as being caught off guard
increases the likelihood that congressional conemithembers will appear ill-prepared
or uninformed about the issue being examined a&gaimg (Staff Interviews 2010).
Furthermore, if the content of a witness’s testigndiffers from the testimony that he
or she was expected to give, the message or péksptt a chair or minority ranking
member wants to have portrayed at a hearing magetqgiresented at the hearing at all
(Staff Interviews 2010). Thus, staff members coasittheir responsibility to
understand what witnesses will say at a hearinghamdthey will behave at the hearing

before a hearing takes place (Staff Interviews 2010

As such, committee staff interview prospective egses to determine what the
witnesses will say at a hearing and how they \e#lpond to questioning from
committee and subcommittee members (Staff Interwi2®1.0). In these interviews,
staff members may also coach witnesses on howswwearparticular questions and how
to deal with members who are likely to be antagants the arguments they are going
to make in a hearing (Staff Interviews 2010). Stafmbers may also decide after an
interview that a witness that seemed promising khoot be called to testify (Staff
Interviews 2010). One staff member noted that @s¢hinterviews committee staff

members have asked withesses to refrain from esipgea certain view at a hearing as
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a condition for being invited to testify at the hag (Staff Interviews 2010). Of course,
even as much as staff members try to control tinéeo» of witness testimony, since
witnesses have total control over what they endaying at a hearing, staff members
have in the past been caught off guard by the abwfehe testimony of particular
witnesses (Staff Interviews 2010). Nonetheless,tst@adf members use preliminary
interviews to avoid being surprised by anything thavitness will say or do at a

particular hearing (Staff Interviews 2010).

Once staff members have acquired enough informatiaut prospective
witnesses, they will then make final decisions drowhould be invited to testify at a
hearing. Staff members consider a wide varietyifbé@nt criteria when making a final
decision on who will testify at a particular heagriid hese criteria include the
following®:

e Expertise —The perceived expertise of a witness, usually @salt of academic
gualifications, lends credibility to the commentdtmat witness that other less
expert witnesses do not have. Regardless of th@oparof a hearing, expert
witness testimony is usually valued at a hearihthd purpose of the hearing is
to genuinely gather information about a little-kmowar technical policy topic,
expert testimony will be valued because expertsharenost likely to know
what the best policy options are in such issuesaié#he purpose of a hearing is
to support the point of view of the chair, expesdtimony provides credibility to

that particular point of view.

® These criteria were all gathered from interviews with congressional staff members.
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Ability to engage committee members and the generglublic — Staff
members typically look for withesses who are peabdsy able to give testimony
that is interesting and informational, and ablenteract well with committee
members during question and answer periods. Seffilmers do not like to call
witnesses that only give yes or no answers andtlengage the audience and
committee members in a meaningful discussion ofgbges at hand. Staff
members may look for personable witnesses for i@tyanf reasons. On the one
hand, the goal of many staff members when theyget hearing or call a
witness to testify is to gain attention from thegs for their particular issue.
Witnesses that are interesting and personabldatght to grab more attention
from the media and the public than less personaitieesses would do. On the
other hand, if a hearing is designed to genuinetyelb understand an issue, a
witness that is personable and gives testimonyishatormational and
interesting can help members to gain a better staleding of an issue than a
witness that simply gives yes or no answers and doeengage the audience
and committee members.

Location in home district of committee member -As stated earlier,
committee chairs/minority members typically, ifaditpossible, like to bring in
witnesses from their own district/state to teséfya hearing. This establishes
good rapport with constituents within the distrets,it gives a chance for an
interest group/expert/citizen/governmental actdhimithe district a chance to

espouse their viewpoints on an issue to a wideieacd.
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e Balance in occupations/walks of life -€ommittee chairs typically seek to
ensure that individuals with a wide spectrum ofedtént backgrounds come to
testify at a particular hearing. This can be daweafvariety of reasons. If a
hearing is designed to genuinely better understandsue, committee members
can gain a better understanding of how to deal svplarticular policy problem
by listening to as many different perspectivestaissue as possible. On the
other hand, if a hearing is designed to bolsteptiiey positions of the chair,
bringing in witnesses from a wide cross-sectioditierent backgrounds can
demonstrate that individuals from all walks of Ifiepport the position the chair
espouses.

e Concurrence with views of chair/minority ranking member —Most staff
members noted that on many occasions they seekdiuviduals to testify that
they are confident will help make a point with winithe chair or minority
ranking member agrees. Nonetheless, most staff menalbso noted that in
some hearings, the degree to which the views atreess are in line with the
views of the chair or the minority ranking membgnot an important
consideration when deciding on which witnessesvde. Later in this chapter,
| will discuss the reasons why this criteria israportant consideration for
witness selection in some hearings while not bamgnportant consideration in

other hearings.

Preparing Member Statements and Lines of Questionm Individual rank-and-file

legislators are not typically intimately involvedtiwthe selection of withesses in
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congressional hearings since control over thatge®ds usually reserved for committee
and subcommittee chairs (Sachs 2003, 11; Carr 20B&;1; LaForge 2010).
Nonetheless, these members still are typicallyrgihe chance at the start of a hearing
to present an oral statement and are given aniaalalifive minutes during the course
of a hearing to use as they please. Committee nrsnabk often use this time to
influence the hearing process through questiortiegr/alidity of arguments made by
witnesses (Palmer 2007) and through orally presgrdiatements for the record that
serve as either dissent or affirmation of the gainene of information selected by
committee and subcommittee chairs. When not presentmittee members are also
given the privilege of submitting statements fag thcord, which also serve to establish
a record of dissent or affirmation for the ovetatie of the hearing (Staff Interviews

2010).

Unlike the other stages of the hearing preparagirogess, the personal staffs of
individual members tend to have a greater roldéndrafting of opening statements and
lines of questioning for individual members of temmittee (Staff Interviews 2010).
Minority and majority committee and subcommittesgffstdo write opening statements
and lines of questioning for their respective chaind minority ranking members and
will sometimes try to persuade particular rank ledcommittee members to highlight
certain points in their opening statements or askqular questions over the course of
the hearing (Staff Interviews 2010). However, timalfdecisions on what particular
committee members will say and ask over the cooirsehearing are ultimately up to
the individual committee members who will be papating in the hearing (Staff

Interviews 2010). Even when their own personalfstafite out questions and opening

57



statements for a member ahead of time, committeebaes will frequently “go off
script” and ask questions that are interestingnéort or that they feel will help them
accomplish the goals they want to accomplish aaaihg (Staff Interviews 2010). As
such, more than any other aspect of the hearingepsy individual rank-and-file
members have a large degree of control over thairiadividual participation in

congressional hearings (Hall 1987).

Congressional committee and subcommittee membersge their opening
statements and lines of questioning for a variétgasons. Members can seek
clarification on arguments or information presengdvitnesses during the hearing,
assist in bolstering the arguments made by thdssdda testify, call into question the
validity of arguments made by witnesses, or makaralvhat they seek to accomplish in
a particular hearing (Palmer 2007; Staff Intervi€2@40). Personal and committee staff
members write possible questions and opening seatesnfior members with a mind
toward accomplishing whatever goal the member wanégEcomplish at a hearing
(Staff Interviews 2010). For instance, staff menslbraay write “tough” or “hostile”
guestions of withesses called by the opposite parbyder to attempt to discredit the
testimony of the witness in much the same fasthandn attorney will discredit the
testimony of a witness called by the opposing aide trial (Staff Interviews 2010). In
fact, one staff member noted that committee and@ulmittee members will often
strategically decide not to ask questions of arospp party’s witnesses in order to
restrict the face time of witnesses whose testintbey know that they cannot discredit

(Staff Interviews 2010).
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Congressional committee members will often use imgestatements to make it
clear exactly what they are trying to accomplisthi& hearing and why they are
participating in a hearing, even if only to sendiwritten statement. Committee
members will often use the time given to them fooaening statement or statements
throughout a hearing to present statements forett@rd that serve as either dissent or
affirmation of the general tone of information szl by committee and subcommittee
chairs. These statements are often carefully ct&fyethe personal staff members of
individual members prior to a hearing (Staff Infewvs 2010). These opening
statements and lines of questioning are importstause they give members that were
not involved in the witness selection process (Whiost are not) the opportunity to
participate in the hearing process themselvesugl,salthough a committee may be an
hospitable venue in terms of collecting and disipigynformation supportive of a
particular side in a debate, committee membersdisagree with the prevailing tone of
information presented in the hearing may prove spitable to certain withesses by
using their own time to deconstruct the informati@ing presented by withesses
(Palmer 2007; LaForge 2010). With the componentseafing preparation laid out, |
now turn to a discussion of how the political sudieyn and issue contexts of particular
hearings are expected to affect the decisions waeée putting together the end

hearing product.

Information Prioritization Strategies and Policy l&ystems

As the proceeding sections demonstrate, congredstommittees are guided

by a number of institutional norms and rules whegppring for congressional hearings.
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However, how do committees ultimately make decision how to collect and display
information in congressional hearings? As the isextions demonstrate, congressional
committees are guided by a number of contexts winaking decisions on how to

utilize the congressional hearing process.

When conducting congressional hearings, congreasiscmmmittee members
must confront the decision on what types of indnald to call to testify, what types of
information to collect, what types of questiongask, and how to utilize this
information, once it is collected and displayedidgthe hearing process.
Unfortunately, policymakers are bombarded by lang®unts of information from
individuals seeking to influence the policy progesbkich offers contradictory signals
on the type of policy to be pursued, that they nfinst some way to properly sift
through in order to determine which information slaobe collected and put on display
during congressional hearings (Simon 1983; JonéBanmgartner 2005). Although
the congressional committee system affords Conghesability to gather information
on multiple issues and even multiple dimensionthefsame issue at the same time
(Jones 1994), even large institutions like Congagessubject to informational attention
limits and cannot possibly collect and displayddithe relevant policy information

available on a policy issue (Jones 2001).

Therefore, policymakers on congressional commitéaessubcommittees must
develop strategies for prioritizing certain typésndormation and discarding other
types of information (Jones and Baumgartner 20@=uch an environment,
policymakers can use a wide variety of strategiasaking decisions on which

information to prioritize in congressional hearinfjiese strategies include, but are not
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limited to, stacking the hearing to present on@pof view on the issue, selecting
testimony that represents a wide variety of viewfoon the issue, choosing testimony
that is perceived to be of the highest quality e, or even selecting testimony that

disagrees with their positions on the issue in otdeliscredit the information.

When making decisions on the types of strategiaswill be utilized in
collecting and displaying information in congressibhearings, congressional
committee members operate within a larger polidysgatem made up of a variety of
actors, including, but not limited to, members ohgressional committees that have
jurisdictional control over the issue, members widaucratic agencies, scientific
experts, interest groups, and other interestedichals (Redford 1969; Baumgartner
and Jones 1991, 1993). These subsystems are nporgdinized around a particular
substantive, yet manageable, policy issue (i.matke change) so that individuals can
hope to have an impact over policymaking in thaesSabatier and Jenkins-Smith

1993; Sabatier and Weible 2007).

Congressional committees and their members foreyackmponent of policy
subsystems, and, as such, actions they take withipolicy process are likely to be
affected by the dynamics of the subsystem theyateevithin. First of all, since
congressional committees are designed to spec@atizespecific set of policy issues
(Mayhew 1974), interested non-governmental aciasi(terest groups, citizens, etc.)
are likely to focus their efforts to affect policgiing on an issue of interest to them on
members of committees with a logical claim to jdiision over the issue (Baumgartner
and Jones 1993; King 1997; Jones and Baumgarti®&r, ®dorkman, Jones, and

Jochim 2009). Furthermore, due to the fact thagoessional committees are sub-units
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of a representative body and the fact that othlesystem actors have a vested interest
in affecting the actions of congressional committembers, debates amongst
congressional committee members are likely to pbeesentative of the debates on the

issue within the subsystem as a whole.

Therefore, since congressional hearings form goketfon of the duties that
congressional committees perform during the poligkamg process and since
congressional committees operate within wider yadigbsystems whose actors are
likely to have an effect on all policy making deeaiss congressional committees
undertake, it is likely that the immediate subsystmntext that a congressional
committee operates within will have a sizable dffacthe types of information
presented and displayed in congressional hearingise next section, | will explain
several different ideal representations of poligys/stems as detailed in different
theories of policy change and congressional orgsiniz and provide explanations for
how each ideal subsystem context will affect infation collection and display in

congressional hearings.

Subsystem Contextual Effects on Information Catlecnd Display

Unified Subsystemsin unified subsystem contexts, subsystem politres a
characterized by agreement amongst subsystem actdh® understandings of policy
problems. The idea of a unified subsystem origthateconceptions of policy
subsystems as iron triangles, in which policymaki@g decided upon by relevant

interest groups, bureaucratic agencies, and cosigred committees, all of whom
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generally were in agreement as to what types a€ipslshould be pursued (i.e. Griffith
1939; Maass 1951; Cater 1964; Freeman 1965). \Bhileequent literature has
debunked the idea that only a triad of actorsm@relved in policy subsystems (Heclo
1978), according to punctuated equilibrium thesripblicy subsystems are, at times,
tightly configured around particular issues, witdaninant subsystem having
policymaking control over a particular issue (Baamger and Jones 1993). This tight
configuration of control over an issue can breakmover time as different actors (i.e.
congressional committees who have not traditiortadig control over the issue) fight
for control over policymaking within the subsystégthattschneider 1960;
Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Jones and Baumga@®®&). Nonetheless, at times,
politics within certain subsystems can be charasdrby general agreement amongst

policy actors within the subsystem.

Agreement amongst actors within policy subsysteamsbe caused by a number
of factors. First of all, due to the fact that mershof the subsystem work together to
form policy within the issue, they begin to deve&imared understandings of the policy
problem and tend to compromise with each otheradicypdecisions (Jones and
Baumgartner 2005; Workman, Jones, and Jochim 28@%uch, members of a
subsystem will often use their past decisions temining the correctness of
information and will continue to ignore informatitimat is contrary to the decisions

they made in the past (Jones and Baumgartner 2005).

Within the specific context of congressional comess, agreement amongst
policymakers can also be the result of policymaldotprs’ quest to gain particularized

benefits for their respective constituencies. Adawg to this line of reasoning,
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congressional policymakers can be seen as “singided seekers of re-election”
(Mayhew 1974). As such, any action taken by corgijoeal policymakers is done with
a mind toward satisfying constituents enough sottiey can be re-elected by these
constituents (Mayhew 1974). Congressional comnstpgevide ideal institutions for
congressional policymakers to utilize in orderrtorease their chances of re-election.
Most importantly, congressional committees prosaderum by which congressional
policymakers can gain particularized benefits Fairt respective constituencies and
credibly claim that they were directly responsitideaffecting policy in areas that

directly affect their constituents (Fenno 1974; Mew 1974).

According to this perspective of legislative pohegking, in order to take
advantage of the clear benefits and inherent pothatscommittees confer to their
members, individual legislators organize themselwrgscommittees that will best
allow them to use committees for the benefit ofrthespective constituencies
(Weingast and Marshall 1988; Adler and Lapinski 2)9%or instance, members who
represent large farming communities will seek plaest on the Agricultural
Committee in order to have direct control over geb that are going to affect large
portions of their respective constituencies (Adled Lapinski 1997). Once in these
committees, congressional policymakers seek toeaadg with each other and support
each other’s demands for constituency benefitsderao ensure legislative support for
their own constituency’s demands in the future (May 1974; Weingast 1979; Shepsle
and Weingast 1981; Tullock 1981; Weingast and Mat<l988). Past research has
found that politics within committees whose memt@esmore constituency-oriented

tend to be more consensual and less divisive, rgressional policymakers support
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each other’s demands for constituency benefithisoi® legislative support for their
own constituency’s demands in the future (Fenn@18&yhew 1974; Weingast 1979;
Shepsle and Weingast 1981; Tullock 1981; Weingagth\aarshall 1988; Smith and
Deering 1990; Deering and Smith 1997; Maltzman )99Mius, according to this
theoretical perspective, policymaking within corggienal committees that are more
constituency oriented will be characterized byrgdadegree of consensus and

compromise as members seek to gain benefits farrdspective constituencies.

With this said, congressional committees are at@ndaced with the threat that
other committees will encroach on their jurisdin@bturf and take partial control over
the policy issue. Members of the dominant subsy&stemmittee working on the issue
have a vested interest in keeping control overli@yssue in order to prevent their
policies being undone by those outside the subsyateo wish to change policy in the
issue area (Schattschneider 1960; Baumgartneraaras$ 1993; Jones and Baumgartner
2005). As such, members of the congressional caieesiiand subcommittees with
formal jurisdictional control over an issue tencptritize information that is
sympathetic to their particular subsystem’s pointiew on the issue (Baumgartner and
Jones 1993). By contrast, those who do not sulestwithe dominant subsystem’s
viewpoint on the issue seek to find a venue th#itasllect information that is
consistent with the outside actors’ viewpoints anssue or at the very least will allow
outside actors’ viewpoints to be heard alongsi@evibwpoints of the dominant
coalition in the debate (Baumgartner 1989; Baunmgarand Jones 1993; Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith 1993, 1999; Wison 2000; Pralle 2088pd 2006). Congressional

committees associated with subsystems sympatloegidetrnative viewpoints on the
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issue use congressional hearings, especially rpsidéive hearings, in an attempt to
reach out of their own formal jurisdiction and cagtgfor influence on a policy issue
with committees who have traditionally held contogkr the issue (Jones, Baumgartner

and Talbert 1993; Talbert, Baumgartner and Jon8S;1ing 1997).

Congressional committees, as members of unifiedysiéms, will collect and
display information that is consistent with theipglpositions of those within the
respective subsystems operating within the issuthat their positions on the policy
issue and their qualifications to have control aberissue can be backed up by the
information put on display in congressional heasi(ipnes, Baumgartner and Talbert
1993; Talbert, Baumgartner and Jones 1995). Fumihier, since disagreements in
unified subsystems are likely to be muted betweembers of the committee in general
and the leadership of the two parties in the cotemitn particular, the testimony
collected in committees organized around unifidasgatems is likely to be more
stacked to represent one particular perspectivedahg other subsystem type. In unified
subsystems, since mostly everyone within the cotem#grees on the conception of
the policy issue, minority members are not lik@yse their privilege to call withesses
at a hearing because the witnesses called by tjwitpalready called the withesses
they would have called to testify. Past empiricatience on the issue areas of
pesticides, nuclear power, and tobacco policy ltavdirmed such expectations in
finding that particular congressional committe&slly to be associated with a unified
subsystem tend to be biased in terms of the t@ficengressional hearings and the
types of witnesses called to testify at partichkearings (Talbert, Jones, and

Baumgartner 1995; Jones, Baumgartner, and TalBé@; Worsham 2006).
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The agricultural committees in both chambers of @@ess clearly fit the
gualities of the unified subsystem type. Accordiagnterviews with congressional
committee staff, agricultural committee memberstgpecally in full agreement on
witness selection (Staff Interviews 2010). Minorigmmittee members typically will
not use their privilege to invite witnesses toifgst a congressional hearing because
the majority has selected the individuals they widwdve asked to have testify (Staff
Interviews 2010). Majority committee staff membalso typically prepare questions
and opening statements for members of the minaipractice unheard of in other
committees in Congress (Staff Interviews 2010).sThithe preceding analysis is

correct, we should expect the following hypothésikold true:

Unified Subsystems Hypothesis: In unified subsysteriormation collection decisions

will fit the collective biases of the entire mengbgp of the committee.

Competitive Subsystemsln competitive subsystem contexts, subsystem pslére
characterized by a competition for control amonj$érent coalitions made up of
individuals motivated by their personal beliefsaomissue (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith
1993; Welible 2008). The idea of competitive sulmystontexts grows out of the
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) of policy charmed partisan theories of
congressional organization. ACF theorists arguedpposing coalitions of interested
individuals will struggle for control over policyrking within the subsystem (Sabatier

and Weible 2007) while partisan theories of congjoasl organization argue that
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different political parties will use congressiogaimmittees to ensure that their
preferred policy proposals pass and that the ntynpsrty’s policy proposals are not

even considered (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 1997,)2005

Under the ACF, actors within opposing coalitions arotivated by their
normative beliefs on how the world should run wipencessing and collecting
information about a particular policy issue (Satraéind Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier
and Weible 2007). Beliefs concerning a policy isateevery difficult to change even
through technical and scientific information froespected sources (Sabatier and
Weible 2007, 198). Thus, when information comesanflict with these beliefs, policy
actors tend to discount the information and labesé that deliver the information as
belonging to the opposing coalition in the issuab@ier and Weible 2007, 194). As
such, the coalition whose members have control theemain committees and
subcommittees within a subsystem will likely cotlaad display information with the
intention of providing credibility to the commonligds they share on the issue and/or

discrediting the positions of the members of thaarty coalition in the subsystem.

Within Congress, of the many different types adl@dmns that can form on
different policy issues, political parties makelikely the most important and dominant
coalitions. Partisan theorists argue that the rygescedures, and organizational makeup
of Congress are designed by the majority partyttuele the minority party from the
legislative process. This exclusion allows thearigj party to put pressure on partisan
members to conform to the party opinion on issnexder to effectively achieve the
majority party’s collective goals (Binder 1997; Caxd McCubbins 1993 and 2005).

Partially subscribing to the electoral connectionaol of legislative behavior, partisan
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scholars argue that the leadership of the partysselectoral success and part of this
success rests on a party caucus’s record in Cangfeswviet and McCubbins 1991;

Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005).

Thus, seeking to enhance their collective panpytation through policy
outcomes (Forgette 1997), party caucuses and lgadigrship put pressure on
individual legislators to force them to act as igdfagents of the party that will pass the
policies that the party wants passed (Kiewiet arCitbbins 1991; Cox and
McCubbins 1993, 2005). Due to the fact that irdliel members of Congress also
recognize the importance of a party caucus’s retmits own success (Kiewiet and
McCubbins 1991; Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005) viddial party members will be
responsive to these pressures and will act asaftg wants them to in their decisions

on policy.

Very few policy theorists have considered the poét linkages between
partisan legislative organization and policy changs, those that have considered this
possibility have given researchers strong reasdelieve that political parties can have
strong effects over many different stages of tHeepmaking process. For instance,
intense partisanship and the distance betweernxtnenge legislators in both political
parties prevented moderate health care reform gadpdrom being enacted in 1994
(Talbert 1995). Furthermore, majority party membgpesticularly majority party
leaders in the House, are more likely than mingréyty members to see their proposals
pass through the winnowing process by which bolpmsals receive attention by
congressional committees (Krutz 2005). In termthefimplementation stage of the

public policy process, political parties have b#worized to be important in providing
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broad representation for citizens in operatingut®. bureaucratic state (Redford
1969). Finally, although remaining agnostic onshbbject, Talbert and Potoski (2002)
theorized that there was good reason to expecettisr congressional committees or
political parties could be responsible for boilmgltidimensional issues down to the

unidimensional form they take once they are comsitlen the floor.

Significant evidence demonstrates that beliefsiftiér@nt coalitions in policy
debates have a significant impact on whether ormnatiduals accept information from
scientific experts as being true (Liftin 2000; Saraand Jenkins-Smith 1993; Rothman
and Lichter 1987). For instance, despite being seddo the clear consensus amongst
scientific experts that the risk involved with erg@n of nuclear energy is relatively
small, reporters and non-scientific expert elitethie U.S. tend to respond to their
ideologies in assessing the safety of nuclear tdolgres with more liberal individuals
considering nuclear technology to be unsafe (Rothamal Lichter 1987). Furthermore,
as stated in the previous chapter, despite beipgsex to the same information
concerning the issue of environmental policy atd_ @khoe, environmental groups
were more likely to incorporate information arguingter quality was a problem into
their decision making processes than business ey rights groups (Sabatier and

Jenkins-Smith 1993).

Unlike unified subsystems, competitive subsysterasvaade up of at least two
coalitions who disagree vehemently over the conaeaf policy issues. These two
different coalitions are also likely to disagreepthe types and tone of information that
should be presented about a particular policy topscstated earlier, formal rules and

informal norms that operate in both Senate and Elgosnmittees and subcommittees
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permit minority party leaders to call at least caed likely even more than one, witness
to testify at a particular hearing (Staff Intervee2010; Davis 2011b, 2011c). Minority
party leaders will be far more likely to use thigness selection privilege when they
disagree vehemently with the witnesses selectatdynajority party. Therefore,

unlike in committees organized around unified ssbays, the tone of testimony of
witnesses selected to testify in committees orga@haound competitive subsystems
are likely to be more diverse than testimony pressbim front of committees organized
around unified subsystems. Nonetheless, sincedimenittee chair is the main actor
with control over witness selection decisions, dlierall tone of testimony in a hearing
will still by and large fit the belief systems d&fet committee chair. As such, in

competitive subsystems, we should expect the fatigwypothesis to be confirmed:

Competitive Subsystems Hypothesis: In competiibsystems, committee chairs will
use the congressional hearing process to colledtdisplay information that is

consistent with their beliefs on an issue.

Specialized Subsystemdn specialized subsystems, members of a policyysids
genuinely attempt to gather high quality informatigith the goal of using this
information to inform policy decisions. The ideasplecialized subsystem contexts
grows out of informational theories of congresslarganization. According to
informational theorists, in order to achieve thalguf crafting good public policy

(Fenno 1974), Congress is organized to allow fdicp@xperts to inform the floor
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about the potential effects of policies (Krehbi@d1; Jones 1994). Informational
theorists argue that the outcomes of particulaicggsl are uncertain, which poses a
difficulty for legislators who prefer to choose s where the outcome is certain, so
that they can take credit for policies that thegwrwill succeed and avoid
embarrassment in voting for policies with harmfutames for their constituencies
(Gilligan and Krehbiel 1987, 1989, 1990; KrehbiéP1). Thus, individual legislators
value expertise on the outcomes of policies bectuisereases the certainty of the
outcomes of policies, as policy experts are mom#edgeable about the effects of a
policy than Congress as a whole (Gilligan and Krelht©987, 1989, 1990; Krehbiel
1991). For that reason, informational theoristaiarthat legislative rules and
procedures will be developed that provide incestifieg legislators to cultivate policy
expertise and specialization in particular policyas and to share this expertise with

fellow legislators (Gilligan and Krehbiel 1987, 38990; Krehbiel 1991).

Therefore, if the informational perspective isreat, congressional committee
members should actively seek to become policy éxer an issue in order to cut down
on the information gathering costs for the reghefinstitution. As a result, legislative
hearings should be constructed so that expertrirdtion on a topic is gathered and the
testimony of technical and policy experts on aipaldr issue should be valued, as
these individuals are the most likely candidatesrtvide the information necessary for
congressional committee members to become expedsolicy issue. Furthermore,
those individuals who provide testimony that issistent with the views of technical

policy experts will also be disproportionately eallto testify at congressional hearings.

72



Past empirical evidence has uncovered evidentedingressional hearings are
valued as a genuine information gathering activigr instance, interest group
testimony, about whether a particular bill was fabe or not, had an effect on whether
a bill was actually adopted (Burstein and Hirsh 200Furthermore, congressional
committees do tend to value technical expertiservdi®osing which interest group
lobbyists to testify at congressional hearingsnaseased technical expertise amongst
lobbyists was significantly related to increaséelihood that a lobbyist would be
allowed to testify at congressional hearings (Hsig2004). If the preceding analysis is

correct, we should expect the following hypothésibe confirmed:

Specialized Subsystems Hypothesis: In specialigesi/stems, congressional policy
makers will use the congressional hearing procesgather and display information
from experts on the issue. Furthermore, there lélinore variation in the tone of

testimony collected.

Effects of Issue Contexts on Information Collectad Display Decisions

Distributive Issue Contexts.As stated earlier, unified positions amongst poéictors
within a subsystem characterize policymaking witlniified subsystems. In distributive
policy contexts, members of policy subsystems wonkake decisions on how to
distribute particularized benefits for specific gps and geographic areas in society

(Lowi 1964, 1972; Weingast 1979). In such policytexts, benefits can be accrued to
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one group or area within society without taking &eyefits away from or incurring
disproportionate costs for other sectors of sodtgingast 1979; Shepsle and
Weingast 1981). Realizing that their pet projects/mot be approved without
compromise within the subsystem, actors will gelhesaupport the approval of benefits
for others within the subsystem (Weingast 1979 pSlkeeand Weingast 1981). As such,
distributive policy contexts are generally charaegt by consensual relations amongst
actors within the subsystem (Lowi 1964, 1972). Nbekess, those within the
subsystem may still need to collect and displagrmiation in congressional hearings to
demonstrate to those outside of the subsystenthtagdolicies and benefits they are
proposing are based on solid reasoning (Sabati&3; Feldman and March 1981,
Weiss 1988; Galster 1996; Shulock 1999). Furtheemihiey also must use the
congressional hearing process to demonstratedkpartise on the issue in order to
thwart efforts by those outside of the subsystenitroach on their control over the
issue (King 1997). Thus, if the preceding explaats correct, we should expect the

following hypotheses to hold true:

Distributive Policy Context Hypothesis: In distribwe policy contexts, information
collection and display decisions should operatégsothesized under unified

subsystems.

Partisan/Contentious Policy ContextsAs issues become more contentious between

the two political parties, it becomes more likdiat each committee venue will be split
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into competitive coalitions by virtue of the corltparty leaders have over the
committee appointment process and the fact that comsmittees’ memberships break
down along partisan lines (Cox and McCubbins 12885). Therefore, as parties
become more polarized on an issue, the likelihbatlany naturally sympathetic
venues to one side or another will be present dsese as there will likely be two
political parties at odds with each other on tlsaieswithin each committee venue. In
these cases, we should expect that the personas wkthose running the hearing
should have more of an impact on the informatidkection and display process than

the type of committee venue in which the hearikgseplace.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that, in generalidhgressional hearing process
acts in a very partisan manner when issues are conmteoversial and operate along
partisan lines (Staff Interviews 2010). Committesffanembers tend to select witnesses
to testify with an eye toward supporting whatevieswpoint their chair is seeking to get
across in a particular hearing (Staff Interviewd @0 While minority staff members are
given the chance to select at least one withetsstify at a hearing, the vast majority of
witnesses are selected by the staff members ah#jerity party (Staff Interviews
2010). Furthermore, although this rarely occurg)anty staff members have
complained that majority staff members have scheztlbkarings on days when they
knew a minority witness would not be available lyk avoid having that witness
testify at a hearing (Staff Interviews 2010). Thas certain issues become more
controversial and more partisan, we should obssowee of the same types of partisan

dynamics described above also occurring in othersaa issues.
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However, it should be noted that in partisan issa@ests, party identifications
of key actors will not necessarily trump belieftgyss in determining information
collection and display decisions in congressiomarimgs. The polarization of parties
into separate camps in the climate change debatenraay not be due to political
parties exerting influence over their members tdrae certain way on the issues at
hand, even when these actions may conflict withr then belief systems. Nonetheless,
even if political parties are not influencing theiembers to separate into different
camps on an issue, the fact that they are divexgetite issue at hand creates a
situation where two coalitions diametrically opp$e one another on the issue will be
present in committee after committee due to thégaar nature of committee member
selection. Thus, no venues will be homogenouseir thewpoints on the issue, and the
characteristics of the individual leaders in a cottea will play a very important role in
information collection and display decisions. Aslsul expect the following hypothesis

to be confirmed:

Partisan Policy Context Hypothesis: In partisanipplcontexts, information collection

and display decisions should operate as hypothésinder competitive subsystems.

New and Technical Policy ContextsOne of the main reasons that specialized policy
subsystems may form is to reduce uncertainty, gostibsystem members can be
assured that the policies they will propose wildgheir intended effects (Gilligan and

Krehbiel 1987, 1989, 1990; Krehbiel 1991). Howewsngertainty on particular issues
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will vary dramatically from issue to issue. On ald&d less technical issues,
policymakers have worked for long periods of tinmetioe issue and have developed an
understanding of how the issue works (McQuide 200/ys, they are more certain that
the policies they pass will produce intended res@f course, it is entirely reasonable
that different individuals will come to differenbieclusions about the effects of similar
policies. However, due to the long periods of titm& have been spent working on the
issue, congressional policymakers are, rightly mongly, relatively confident that their
conclusions are correct and will likely collect aidplay information with the intention
of providing credibility to policy decisions thdtey have already made (Sabatier 1978;
Feldman and March 1981). Thus, as McQuide (2008t is no great surprise that
congressional hearings are used to display infoaoma@bnsistent with the beliefs of
committee members presiding over the hearing oardbs-technical policy areas
where policymakers have had the time and certamtievelop their own positions on

the issues (Schick 1976; Jones 1976; Kingdon 1@8fiteman 1985).

However, on newer and more technical policy isspebcymakers do not have
the expertise to be confident their conclusiongaeimssue are correct, if they have
developed any beliefs at all. Thus, policymakepsagily must genuinely collect
guality information so that they can develop exigeron the issue, which will inform
their conclusions as to what effects particulargies will have (Ainsworth 2002;
McQuide 2007). It is my contention that when pafiakers are uncertain, the only cue
they have to determine the validity of informatisrthe perceived expertise of the
individual giving the information. Additionally, @uto the fact that beliefs cannot be

relied upon to determine which information to colland display, the tone of
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information should show more variation, as comreitteembers develop positions on
the issue. Furthermore, when policymakers are teogethey become genuinely
curious as to what information perceived exper@ policy area have to say about the
policy issue and will use the question and answease of the hearing process to extract
even more information from those testifying befthre hearing. Thus, if the preceding

analysis is correct, we should expect the followhygotheses to hold true:

New and Technical Policy Context Hypotheses: Inen@md more technical policy
contexts, information collection and display demns should operate as hypothesized

under specialized subsystems.

Multi-Dimensional Issue Contexts.Obviously, not all policies fit the neat issue
contexts described above. There are multiple dimasgo many policy issues and not
all of these dimensions will cause a divide amoulgtrent political parties

(Wolbrecht 2000; Talbert and Potoski 2002) or ansbmngdividuals with different

belief systems. In Congress, different dimensidres golicy issue can all be considered
simultaneously by different policy venues like coittees and subcommittees (Simon
1983; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Jones 2001)uchks the different dynamics on
these dimensions may cause subsystems to act ¥emngdtly depending on the
dimension being considered. In such issue contegt&in dimensions of the issue may
exhibit qualities consistent with distributive igscontexts while other dimensions of

the issue may exhibit qualities consistent with enairtisan issue contexts.

78



On policy issues that are more complex and multisional, multiple existing
policy subsystems working on other related iss@® la vested interest in
policymaking on the issue (Zafonte and SabatieB18@nger and Klok 2001; Weible
2008; Jones and Jenkins-Smith 2009; Weible, Sabatid McQueen 2009). Each
subsystem working on the issue may exhibit comlyleléferent characteristics
depending on what dimension of the issue is bexagnéned. On dimensions of the
issue with a distributive component, committeeimisubsystems whose members
have a vested interest in extracting benefits erigbue may exhibit qualities consistent
with unified subsystems when collecting and dispigynformation in hearings. On the
other hand, on dimensions of the issue with a gmmtcomponent, committees within
subsystems may exhibit qualities consistent witlhgetitive subsystems when
collecting and displaying information in hearinés. such, if the preceding logic is
correct, we should expect the following hypothésibe confirmed in the context of

multidimensional issue contexts:

Multi-Dimensional Policy Context Hypothesis: In @nsions of multi-dimensional
issues that are more distributive, information eotion and display decisions should fit
the perceived subsystem bias of that committe¢h©ather hand, in dimensions of
multi-dimensional issues that are more partisamimuouttee chairs will use the
congressional hearing process to collect and digptformation that is consistent with

their beliefs on an issue.
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Conclusion

As this chapter has demonstrated, many diffeitofs are considered by
committee members when making decisions on howlteat and display information
in congressional hearings. Furthermore, the rutelsn@rms that guide the process of
preparing for congressional hearings, particuldrbse involving witness selection, are
set up to clearly advantage the majority partyaaring decisions while still allowing
for participation by the minority party in the pess. In general, | expect that the key
factors affecting information collection and disptéecision in congressional hearings
will differ depending on the issue and subsystentexds within which a hearing is
conducted. In the next chapter, | will lay out teeearch model that | will use to test the

expectations and hypotheses that were deriveddrchiapter.
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Chapter 3. The Systematic Study of Congressional leng Politics

Introduction

In the previous chapter, | argued that the fadtoas drive congressional hearing
information collection and display decisions willfer based on the context in which a
particular hearing takes place. To test this arqumevill conduct a series of analyses
studying different facets of the congressional imggprocess in three distinct issue
contexts and compare how the factors influencingyoessional hearing decisions
change based on the issue being studied. In thgsteh | will describe in fuller detail
the research design that | will use in subsequespters to test propositions made in

the previous chapter.

Selection of Issue Contexts

The issue context that subsystems operate wihuypothesized to be a
powerful condition for which variables will be sifjoant indicators of information
collection and display decisions. In issue aredl wisizable distributive component,
committees with members whose constituents hawestd interest in the issue are
likely to display information supportive of thesaarests regardless of the belief
systems of those controlling the committee. Onativer hand, in issue areas with a
sizable partisan component in which the likelihdloak two groups antagonistic toward
each other will be represented on committee atimmittee becomes more likely, the

belief systems of those controlling the committeawe will be a significant
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determinant of the tone of testimony on the istuésue areas with high degrees of
perceived uncertainty involved, congressional mggriwill be used to genuinely collect
information from witnesses. Finally, in multi-dimsganal issue areas, the main factors
driving information collection and display decisgowill depend on what dimension of
the issue is being examined. In order to studyetpectations derived from my theory
of congressional hearing politics, | plan on perforg a series of separate analyses on
the following issue areas: tobacco, climate chaagd,biotechnology. In this section, |

will describe the reasoning behind choosing eadhede topic areas.

Similarities in Issue Areas.Before discussing the different qualities of eautividual
issue area that caused each to be selectedmp@rtant to first discuss the similar
qualities of the issue areas that also led to gedaction. First of all, each of the issue
areas chosen has components that have generateoveosy between different
segments of society. Obviously, many topic areasesms$ed in congressional hearings
are relatively non-controversial. In such topicaaenformation produced by policy
actors is likely to be fairly homogenous in tongcgi most policy actors already agree
on the definitions and solutions to policy problemshese issue areas. While these
issue areas still form a large portion of the issagdressed in congressional hearings,
the politics of information collection and displeysuch issue areas are likely to be
uninteresting due to the lack of variation of time @f information. As such, | was
mindful of choosing more controversial issues whengation in information collection

and display strategies is likely to be present.
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Second, each of the issue areas chosen has dieeltgcal components that
increase the difficulty of understanding the isBurepolicymakers and the general
public. Furthermore, policy options in each issteaaentail various risks that would
cause policymakers to want to be more certain ikimgethe best policy decision
possible for their constituents. Once again, masye areas addressed by
congressional hearings (i.e. tax policy, civil tgpolicy) are relatively well developed
and easier for policymakers and the general pabli;mderstand. Although information
collection and display strategies in non-technisslies areas are very interesting and
important to understand, | choose to focus on teeahpolicy issues because they
provide an interesting test of my theory. As ndtethe last chapter, my theory argues
that in most cases committee members will be driyenertain biases when selecting
information to collect and put on display in corggienal hearings. Only rarely, when
significant uncertainties exist in an issue andgyatakers’ existing biases cannot be
easily utilized to help form opinions on the isswél congressional policymakers
utilize the congressional hearing process to gatyicollect information and come to a
better understanding of what policies to crafthe tssue area. However, if
congressional policymakers would be motivated tosciently use the congressional
hearing process to genuinely collect informatiomtake the best decisions possible, it
would be in technical issue areas where advice fsrerneived experts on these issue
areas is likely to be valued by congressional patiakers. As such, | intentionally
select technical issue areas to see whether padikgra use the congressional hearing
process to collect and display information consitstéith their own biases even in

technical issue areas.
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Distributive Issue Context — TobaccoTobacco policy is chosen as an issue area,
because it is representative of issues where cdeerihave acted as unified
subsystems even as other committees encroach jonisgictional turf. Much ink has
been spilled attempting to understand the dynaofitsbacco policy. As these studies
have uncovered, the agricultural committees in lobdmbers of the U.S. Congress
serve as the “institutional anchors” for the tolmapoomotion subsystem (Worsham
2006, 439). During the early stages of the issgacaltural committees enjoyed nearly
full jurisdictional control over tobacco policy, @thus, the informational content of
congressional hearings on the issue (Baumgartrikd@mes 1993; Talbert, Jones, and
Baumgartner 1995; Worsham 2006). Agricultural cottees used this jurisdictional
authority to hold hearings that were stacked wegtimony that emphasized the
importance of the tobacco industry to the U.S. ecoynand largely filtered out

testimony attempting to emphasize the health ékebacco use.

Although there has been some debate on the degvelei¢h the tobacco
subsystem’s influence over tobacco policy has warved time (see Worsham 2006;
Givel 2006), researchers generally concur thatdhacco subsystem remained unified
and vigorously supportive of the tobacco industrgreas other subsystems entered the
fray (Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Talbert, JomesBaumgartner 1995; Worsham
2006). Even while other committees came on theesteoompete for jurisdictional turf
with the agricultural committee, the agriculturahemittee served as a rather
dependable venue for tobacco proponents (partlgutavacco farmers) to state its case

to members of Congress and the general public.,Thasagricultural committee within

84



the tobacco policy area serves as an interestiagipbe of how unified subsystems may

act in information collection and display decisions

Partisan Issue Context — Climate ChangeClimate change is chosen as an issue area
because it represents a relatively young issue sreaich parties have aligned
themselves into separate camps across time. Wildgrgent opinions have developed
amongst actors involved with the climate changeds®©n the one hand, there are
members of the environmental coalition who arga thimate change is a significant
problem and that current economic practices wily dead to future environmental
problems that could threaten the world’s survitadtih 2000, 249). On the other hand,
there are members of the economic coalition whaetbat climate change is not a
significant problem, evidence is not clear enougtvarrant policy action on the issue,

and attempting to solve the problem will only haihra economy (Liftin 2000, 249).

With the economic costs of solving the problentlmone hand and the
increased visibility of the problem as the resftitth@ advocacy of such public figures as
Al Gore on the other hand, climate change is dl@sand controversial enough issue
that could potentially provide an issue around Whwo political parties can align
themselves. Indeed, significant evidence has bmamdfthat political parties have
aligned themselves into distinct camps on enviramal@ssues in general. More
specifically, based on League of Conservation \éoteting scores, Republicans and
Democrats have become increasingly divided oversthee of environmental policy
since the 1970’s (Shipan and Lowry 2001; 245). &toee, if political parties have

diverged from each other on all environmental poissues, there is good reason to
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expect that parties have aligned themselves arthengsue of climate change in

particular.

Multi-Dimensional Issue Context — BiotechnologyBiotechnology refers to the use of
living matter to modify other materials (Smith 2Q004cQuide 2007). As such, the
policy area involves a wide variety of issue dimens, ranging from the genetic
manipulation of crops to encourage agriculturadpictivity to the use of human stem
cells to assist in curing diseases. Depending eriitmension of the issue being
examined by a particular hearing and the contexthich a particular hearing took
place, information collection and display decisianiearings concerning
biotechnology may be driven by a number of difféfastors. For instance, during the
early stages of the biotechnology issue, membe@oafjress initially knew relatively
little about the issue. As such, before beliefayst developed on the issue, individual
members of Congress lacked confidence in the pragtern to take when forming
policy on the issue. Thus, congressional hearimghe biotechnology issue area may
have been used for genuine information collectioarder to cut down on uncertainty

in the early stages of the issue.

However, as the issue has progressed and commméedders have become
more and more confident in their positions on #seie, it is likely that information
collection and display decisions have begun torbeed by the institutional biases of
particular committees and the belief systems ofrodtee members. The degree to
which either the institutional biases of committeeshe belief systems of committee

members will affect information collection and despdecisions will likely be
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dependent on what part of the biotechnology issea i being examined. On the one
hand, parts of the issue have distributive comptanat are likely to encourage
members of unified subsystems to act in concett wite another. For instance, the
genetic manipulation of crops provides farmers itiew tool to increase agricultural
productivity and ward off pests without the usgesticides. Thus, members of both
political parties within the agricultural subsystane likely to be supportive of
biotechnology, due to its importance for farmerghieir respective districts, and will
likely use congressional hearings on the topiawmerage development of this tool for

future use.

On the other hand, biotechnology also can be teserkate and clone human
embryos and human embryonic stem cells for heailthgses. Due to conservative
beliefs that the human embryo is where life begimd should be respected, these uses
of biotechnology have been a source of very coittestdebates between the two
political parties on the issue. As such, we shduld that the tone of information in
hearings concerning the use of biotechnology taterand clone human embryos and
human embryonic stem cells for health purposesidimidictated by the belief

systems of committee chairmen presiding over tlagihg.

Congressional Hearing Documents as a Data Source

The main focus of this project is to understand lzowgressional policymakers
determine how to collect and display informatiorcangressional hearings across
unified, competitive, and specialized subsystenesyast research studying the

change in the tone of information in congressidrerings has relied on the topics of
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congressional hearings and the group affiliatiothote testifying (rather than the
individual testimony given) to determine the valem¢ congressional testimony
(Baumgartner and Jones 1991, Talbert, Jones, amch@=mtner 1995; Jones,
Baumgartner, and Talbert 1993; Worsham 2006). Wh#d will discuss later, it is
important to study the factors that account forataon in the group affiliations of
individuals asked to testify at congressional heggj it is not sufficient to gaining a
true understanding of how congressional policymaketually decide what information

to collect and display in congressional hearings.

Assuming that the group affiliations of the indivals that are asked to testify
will be indicative of the actual information presesh in hearings can be problematic in
light of the fact that past research has uncovtratindividuals have presented
information about particular issues that divergesfwhat one may expect given their
organizational affiliation (Jenkins-Smith and Sil@98). Furthermore, in light of the
finding that the public has been persuaded by mé&tion that is contrary to what one
would expect given the organizational affiliatiointimose relaying the information
(Jenkins-Smith and Silva 1998), it would not bepsiging to find that congressional
policymakers seeking to add credibility to theirroarguments may purposefully seek
out individuals to testify at hearings who agreéwhe policy positions they seek to
advance even though their organizational affiliasoiggests that they should not.
Finally, in light of the fact that committee stgkénerally interview prospective
witnesses prior to allowing them to testify at tearing, and thus, have some
knowledge of the content of their testimony priothe hearing taking place (Palmer

2007; Davis 2007), it seems necessary to actualtlyghe content of the testimony to
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discover the main factors that determine what posstthe testimony favors if it favors

a particular positions at all.

Congressional hearing documents contain a wealttfafmation that can give
powerful insight into the information collectionddisplay decisions made by
congressional committee members. In particulagr®lyzing congressional hearing
documents, the tone of information presented irgoessional hearings can be directly
measured and analyzed in order to discover whethramittees with particular
predispositions purposefully select withesseswhihtestify in support of these
predispositions. Furthermore, congressional heatouyments also contain the
statements of members participating in a hearirgchvcan be analyzed to uncover the

reasons why individual committee members partieipafparticular hearings.

Unfortunately, despite the significant insightsttban be gained from analyzing
congressional hearing documents, only recently hesearchers begun to tap into
congressional hearings as a data source for systemmsearch. As McQuide (2007)
notes, many researchers are skeptical of the tyahdiid reliability of congressional
hearings as a data source (62). However, as Egt¢AD04) indicates, questions about
the reliability and validity of congressional hewys arise from the fact that few studies
have utilized congressional hearings as a sourdataffor systematic research (251).
Fortunately, with recent advances in the onlinglalgity of congressional hearing

transcripts on sites like ProQuest Congressidntgbg://web.lexis-

nexis.com/congcon)mand GPO Access

(http://lwww.gpoaccess.gov/chearings/index.himmore researchers have been able to

make use of the vast amount of information conthinecongressional hearings for the
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purpose of conducting systematic research (fomteeeamples, see Esterling 2004,
2007, 2010; McQuide 2007; Holyoke 2008). As congiaasal hearings are utilized
more frequently as a data source, researchergawllmore confidence in their validity

and reliability.

Nonetheless, although technological improvemente vacreased the
availability of congressional hearings and potdiytihe validity and reliability of
hearings as a source of data, some researchédostit that any valuable insights can
be garnered from analyzing congressional hearicgments. At the extreme end of the
spectrum, some theorists have argued that congnedgiearings serve no greater
purpose than a “window-dressing” event or “propagachannel” through which
congressional committees and subcommittees catagdisarefully selected information
to actors outside the committee (i.e. members efiltlor, interest groups, the general
public, etc.) in order to drum up support for psis espoused by committee members
and/or “claim credit” for providing policy benefite constituents (Truman 1951; Berry
1984; Davidson and Oleszek 1985). Yet, for evehpkr arguing that congressional
hearings are events designed to promote a partisaation on an issue, there are just
as many scholars that argue that witnesses argesgMith a mind toward hearing from
a balanced set of perspectives on a particulae iseyden 1995; Wright 1996) and that
hearings can be informationally useful for meml#r€ongress (Weeks et al. 1986;
Johnson 1995; Diermeier and Feddersen, 2000; Est@004; Burstein and Hirsch
2007). By analyzing congressional hearing documamndisthe tone of information
presented by withesses and committee membersudstign of whether information is

stacked to fit the predisposed positions of congaithembers can be more concretely
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answered than it has in the past. Nonethelessnéne suspicion that hearings are “dog
and pony shows” should not deter researchers fraatyzing hearing documents to
more directly determine whether this suspiciom ifact validated by the information

contained in these documents.

Selection of Congressional Hearing Cases

As noted in the previous section, congressionalihgaocuments contain a
wealth of information about the congressional hepgrocess that can be extracted to
better understand the decisions made by congredgoficymakers when preparing for
and conducting hearings. As such, in order to ptgpmderstand the hearing process
in the climate change, tobacco, and biotechnoladigyareas, | had to identify all of
the congressional hearings conducted on these @sas and obtain copies of the
transcripts of these hearings. To ensure as corapséle a list of congressional
hearings as possible, the following two prongedaggh for selecting congressional

hearing cases was utilized.

First, hearings were selected by searching thrtnegiings from the
“Congressional Hearings Data Set” of #Pelicy Agendaproject

(http://www.policyagendas.oygin thePolicy Agendagroject, information concerning

the topic of hearings has been collected to allearimgs about particular topics to be
easily accessed. Hearings were selected in tleniolg topic areas related to the

tobacco, climate change, and biotechnology isse@sar
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Tobacco— Agriculture (Agricultural Marketing, ResearcmdaPromotion;
Agricultural Trade; Animal and Crop Disease andtRemtrol; Food Inspection
and Safety; General Agriculture; Government Sulesidb Farmers and
Ranchers, Agricultural Disaster Insurance); He@libbacco Abuse, Treatment,
and Education)

Climate Change— Environment (Air pollution, Global Warming, ahbbise
Pollution; Research and Development; General Enumental Issues);
International (General International Affairs and€ign Aid Issues;
International Resources Exploitation and Resoufggsement); Space,
Science, Technology, and Communications (Weathexdagting and Related
Issues, NOAA, Oceanography; Research and Develapmen

Biotechnology- Agriculture (Research and Development); Envirenin
(Research and Development); Health (Research andl@mnent); Space,

Science, Technology, and Communications (Researdibavelopment)

In order to ensure all cases were selected, I¢baducted searches using

ProQuest Congressional Univer@@tps://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcojripr hearings

using the search terms related to the differerittapeas being examined. These terms
were selected because they are either synonymaligheiissue area being studies or

make up subsections of the larger issue area lesiagined.

Tobacco- tobacco, cigarette, cigar, and smoking
Climate Change- climate change, global warming, and greenhouse ga
Biotechnology- biotechnology, genetically enhanced, geneticalligred,

genetically engineered, genetically modified, genemgineering, genetic test,
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cloning, embryonic transfer, genome, gene thersgmgmbinant, somatic cell,

stem cell, transgenic, biodegradation, bioremeaiatand growth hormone

From these searches, | selected those hearingewlessriptions noted that the
whole hearing or a substantial part of the heafiieg at least one panel of the hearing)
dealt with these policy areas. If only a part @& trearing dealt with the policy area
being studied, only statements made by witnessgs@mmittee members dealing with
the issue area were coded. PDF copies of the lgsadentified via the methods
described above were then downloaded fronPite®uest Congressional Universe

website fittps://web.lexis-nexis.com/congcojnin the next section, | will turn to an

explanation of how data to measure key dependeiahblas was collected from

congressional hearing transcripts.

Testing the Conditional Theory of Information Cotlen

As the last chapter described, | theorize thatrm#dion collection and display
decisions at all stages of the hearing processwiliffected by the specific subsystem
context that the hearing is operating within. Tst the theory described in the previous
chapter, | plan to conduct a series of analysesagh phase of the congressional
hearing process. There are essentially three plodsles congressional hearing process
that will be examined. First of all, committee meardchoose which individuals or
groups will testify at hearings. Secondly, the indiial presents information before
Congress. Third, congressmen have the opportumighk questions of those testifying
before the committee. In the next sections, | didcuss why each of the dependent
variables being studied is important to study aow the data will be collected. | then
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discuss how each of the independent variablesisifsgally hypothesized to affect
each of the separate independent variables todlgzaa and how each of the

independent variables will be operationalized.

Dependent Variables

Tone of Committee Member Statementdndividual rank-and-file legislators are not
typically intimately involved with the selection wfitnesses in congressional hearings
since control over that process is usually resefgedommittee and subcommittee
chairs (Sachs 2003, 11; LaForge 2010). Nonethdlesse members still are typically
given the chance at the start of a hearing to pteseoral statement and are given an
additional five minutes during the course of a hreato use as they please. Committee
members will often use this time to influence tlealing process through questioning
the validity of arguments made by witnesses (PaRk06i7) and through orally
presenting statements for the record that seregtlzr dissent or affirmation of the
general tone of information selected by committeg subcommittee chairs. When not
present, committee members are also given thdgyeyiof submitting statements for
the record, which also serve to establish a reobdissent or affirmation for the overall
tone of the hearing. As such, although a commitiag be an hospitable venue in terms
of collecting and displaying information supportivia particular side in a debate,
committee members that disagree with the prevaibng of information presented in
the hearing may prove inhospitable to certain vases by using their own time to

deconstruct the information being presented byeasites (Palmer 2007; LaForge 2010).
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This part of the process is very important to ustierd, because it allows us to
determine the intent of congressional policymakéien they call a hearing and why
they make decisions on who they call to testifyisTit a part of the process that cannot
be wholly captured by simply studying witness tasiny alone since congressional
policymakers will sometimes call withesses whosérteny they disagree with in
order to directly question and discredit certaiividuals with which they disagree. For
instance, through the congressional hearing procesgressional committee and
subcommittee members have the opportunity to gaktetive officials from the
opposing party to testify before them and direatbgmpt to discredit the information
they provide. Analysis of opening statements allo&$o understand what the actual
goal of a hearing is even when they purposelywi#iiesses that disagree with them on
certain issues. Furthermore, analysis of openiaigstents also allows us to understand
the main part of the process where rank-and-filenbess get to participate in the
hearing process, since they are normally left dth® witness selection stage of the

process.

In order to capture the influence that rank arel ilembers have over the
hearing process, | will study the tone of statemgnten by congressional committee
members in a hearing. Congressional committee mesmié often use these
statements to make it clear exactly what theymgreg to accomplish in the hearing and
why they are participating in a hearing, even ifydo send in a written statement.
Statements were selected as follows. In most caeasnittee members either orally
recited an opening statement or submitted a wrdgtatement. In these cases, the

statements were analyzed to determine their tooweder, not all committee members
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participating in a hearing recited or submittedropg statements. Nonetheless, most
times, in these cases, committee members usedpo i the five minutes assigned to
them for questioning witnesses to make fairly laggttatements discussing their intent
in asking questions and/or their reasons for gpgtog in a hearing. In these cases,

these statements were analyzed to determine tesr t

The tone of committee member statements was detednas follows. Particular
arguments made over the course of a statementowdesl as either supportive toward
a particular point of view, moderate, or opposed farticular point of view. More
specific information on how each statement wagyassi can be found in Appendices

C, D, and E.

Using PDF XChange Viewer's free PDF editing sof&vanotations were made
to denote the positive, moderate, and negativeaifigns made over the course of a
statement. Each sentence of the statement was esdsther positive, moderate, or
negative toward the issue. The whole statementagashighlighted to determine how
much of the statement was made up by argumentim@& the different categories
discussed above. After highlighting the statemiret, statement could be better
analyzed to determine how much of each type oéstant was made up by different
categories of statements. In most cases, thearakl$atements were quite easy as the
vast majority of the statement was made up of istates that fit one type of category of

statement. However, in cases where statementsmaste up of mixes of statements,

° PDF XChange Viewer allows users to highlight and mark up PDF documents obtained by other sources.
This software can prove invaluable to individuals seeking to content analyze documents on a limited
budget. This software can be found at the following website: http://www.tracker-

software.com/product/pdf-xchange-viewer
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highlighting the document helped to visualize howuct of the document was made up

of different categories of statements.

Based on the content analysis above, each indivelagement was assigned on
overall score on a five point scale from -2 (verg-pconomic on climate change/very
negative toward tobacco/very negative toward blatetogy) to 2 (very pro-
environmental toward climate change/very positoxgdrd tobacco/very positive
toward biotechnology) to denote the denote the tdrike statement toward the issue
area in question. The following generic scale dbssrhow | made decisions on how to
code each overall statement:

e Very negative (-2): Statements where most or ak{d%4) of the statement was
made up of negative arguments toward the issueanydittle (less than a ¥ of
the statement) to no positive or neutral arguments

e Negative (-1): Statements where negative argunestsade in over ¥z of the
statement and positive arguments are made in betide %2 of the statement.
Statements where negative and neutral argumentsmade in an equal
proportion of the statement were also coded astivega

¢ Neutral (0): Statements where neutral argumentse wede in over ¥ of the
statement. Statements where around %2 of the stateésngevoted to both
negative and positive statements are also codedidsal

e Positive (1): Statements where positive argumergsrade in over %2 of the
statement and positive arguments are made in betige %2 of the statement.
Statements where positive and neutral arguments made in an equal

proportion of the statement were also coded agipesi
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e Very positive (2): Statements where most or alkfo¥) of the statement was
made up of positive arguments toward the issuevanglittle (less than a % of

the statement) to no negative or neutral arguments

Tone of Testimony.The main goal of this project is to determine hpedsfic
characteristics of committees influence the oveoale of testimony presented in
congressional hearings. As stated earlier, whikiinportant to study the factors that
account for variation in the individuals and gro@s&ed to testify at, understanding the
dynamics that lead to certain groups and indivisib&ling asked to testify is not
sufficient to gaining a true understanding of hamgressional policymakers actually
decide what information to collect and display amgressional hearings. In light of the
fact that committee staff generally interview presjve witnesses prior to allowing
them to testify at the hearing, and thus, have skmogvledge of the content of their
testimony prior to the hearing taking place (Pal2@d7; Davis 2007), it seems
necessary to actually study the content of thentesty to discover the main factors that

determine what positions the testimony favorsfi&tors a particular positions at all.

| analyze the tone of information presented in ceagjonal hearings on the
topic of tobacco, climate change, and biotechnolmggnalyzing the actual content of
hearing testimony itself. The tone of hearing testiy was determined as follows.
Particular arguments are made over the coursestateament. Each statement was
coded differently depending on the issue being éxath More specific information on
how each statement was assigned can be found iandioges C, D, and E. For climate

change, statements were coded as either suppoftitie economic coalition in the
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climate change debate, moderate, or supportivieeoéhvironmental coalition in the
climate change debate. For tobacco policy, state&snveere coded as either supportive
toward the tobacco industry, moderate, or opposéket tobacco industry. For
biotechnology policy, statement were coded as eghpportive toward the

biotechnology, moderate, or opposed to the biotelciyy.

Using PDF XChange Viewer’s free PDF editing sofeyarotations were made
to denote the positive, moderate, and negativeaifigns made over the course of a
statement. | use the same coding criteria for gpaidividual pieces of testimony as |
did for coding opening statements of congressm#reri take the average of the scores
for each piece of testimony given before a pardicabmmittee in a particular Congress

to measure the overall tone of testimony in thanattee for that Congress.

Dependent Variable — Group Affiliation. A wide variety of individuals get called to
testify before congressional hearings including,rimt limited to, policy analysts,
scientists, bureaucrats, interest groups, politgiand citizens. For my theory, it is
important to test the determinants of who getsedaib testify at these hearings for a
variety of reasons. First of all, studying the grethat testify at hearings give
researchers a method of understanding what typesus€es are favored by particular
congressional committees and how the types of gréayored change across time and
across different subsystems. Second, the expeftisdividual withesses can only be
determined by virtue of examining their professiamradentials as represented by their

working title and the organization that they wook. f
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In each individual issue area, there will be sipegroups that are interesting to

study for a variety of reasons. These differenugsoand the reasons for studying them

will be presented in the subsequent empirical @rapiNonetheless, every chapter will

also consist of analysis of broad categories ofigsahat tend to testify at all hearings

regardless of the issue being discussed. In thHgsasia will discuss how each of these

groups have ebbed and flowed in terms of theircsiel® by congressional committees

and subcommittees over time and what this evolwgays about how witnesses are

selected in these issue areas over time. In genleeaé are five types of groups that

testify at congressional hearings. These grougadedhe following:

Experts —Individuals representing non-ideological think taniniversities,
governmental research institutions (i.e. NASA ar@HXs nonpartisan research
institutions), or any type of organization respddia the quality of the
information they are providing

Representatives of Private Interests- Individuals clearly trying to represent
the viewpoints of an organization or group in stci@hese can include interest
groups, businesses, and private individuals @emérs).

Federal Bureaucratic Officials— Individuals speaking on behalf of a particular
federal executive governmental agency or departientDepartment of
Energy, Environmental Protection Agency)

State and Local Politicians -Any representative of a state or local
governmental entity (bureaucratic, legislative,@ieve, or otherwise)

Federal Politicians —Current and former members of Congress (unless a

former member of Congress is representing oneeoftbups above)
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| will analyze the affiliations of the groups gigrthe testimony, which is given
in theLexis-Nexis Congressiondatabase descriptions of the testimony. | theakbre
down hearing testimony on the issue areas studtedypology of the groups giving
the testimony above as well as any additional typiels necessary for each individual
issue area. | will then take the percentage ointesty given by each of these groups in

a particular committee or subcommittee during @i@aar congressional session.

Independent Variables

Personal BeliefsIndividuals involved in the policy process are mated by their
normative beliefs on how the world should run wipencessing and collecting
information about a particular policy issue (Satraéind Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier
and Weible 2007). Thus, one of the most prevalaas that policy actors may use to
process and collect information is whether thermiation fits their normative views on
an issue. Policy actors, including those thatsicongressional committees and
subcommittees, tend to hold the following typebeliefs on policy issues (Sabatier
and Weible 2007, 194-196):

e Deep core beliefs very general normative assumptions about humarnenatu
and the role of government in providing for the lgood that span across all
policy issues

e Policy core beliefs -more specific normative assumptions concerningrdine
policy issue

e Secondary beliefs -very specific assumptions about single policy issiat

are not considered to encapsulate an entire pisiétie
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If these belief systems guide how committees abd@umittees process information,
it seems logical to expect that these belief systetti also have a powerful influence
on what types of information these institutiondiites collect during the congressional

hearing process.

In the case of climate change policy, deep conetsethould affect information
collection and display decisions as follows. Mooaservative individuals would likely
be more supportive of economic interests in thma&ie change debate, as the increased
regulation of particular industries that would leguired to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions is antithetical to conservative belietegms. By contrast, more liberal
individuals tend to believe in a more active raethe government in protecting
individuals from environmental harm. In the caséoddacco policy, more conservative
individuals would likely be more supportive of taloa interests as the tobacco industry
represents a significant portion of the economyragdlation of particular industries is
antithetical to conservative belief systems. Bytcast, more liberal individuals are
more supportive of policies that regulate industireorder to protect the public, and
thus, may be less supportive of tobacco inter&atslly, in the issue area of
biotechnology, on dimensions of the issue concerthie use of human embryos and
stem cells for health purposes, more conservatidiziduals should be less likely to be
supportive of biotechnology while more liberal imdiuals will be more supportive of
this technology. In order to measure the ideoldgcaferences of committee and
subcommittee members that characterize deep cbedsbéuse Poole and Rosenthal’s

first-dimension DW-Nominate scores, which are bas#df roll call votes taken by the
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committee member$fitp://voteview.ord. This variable is measured on a continuous

scale from -1 to 1 with higher scores indicating@re conservative member ideology.

In the specific case of climate change policy, @otiore beliefs comprise more
specific beliefs about the role of government sieadly in protecting the environment.
These beliefs may slightly differ from the ideolecgji beliefs that characterize deep core
belief systems. For instance, although some indalglmay have conservative beliefs
about the role of government in general, these sadieiduals may believe that
protection of the environment is a special instanc&hich aggressive governmental
policies are necessary. In order to measure the specific policy core beliefs that
span environmental policies in general, | use tbadue of Conservation Voters voting

scores littp://www.lcv.org/scorecar§i/which are based off of roll call votes taken by

the committee members on bills with an environmlegitaension. This variable is
measured on a continuous scale from 0 to 100 wggheln scored indicating a more pro-

environmental belief systeffi.

Ideological Polarization. In the context of the overall tone of climate chang
testimony, it is very likely that ideological polzation between political parties may
have another effect aside from making venues mamgoetitive. According to
committee rules, committee chairmen are requireadltov the minority ranking
member to call at least one witness to testify laaing (Sachs 2003, 11; Carr 2006,

10-11; Staff Interviews 2010). Minority ranking mbers will likely be relatively more

1% Measures of policy core beliefs are not as readily available in issue areas related to tobacco policy and
biotechnology policy, and thus, cannot be used.
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likely to exercise this privilege when the rankimgmber’s views are far apart from the
chairman’s and the ranking member does not beheer her views will be
represented at the hearing otherwise. In particalenate change was a relatively non-
contentious issue at its start with both partiesgreement about the potential
seriousness of the problem. Thus, minority rankmgmbers (mostly Republicans)
likely did not exercise their privilege at the is&®istart as they agreed with the

decisions made by committee chairmen.

However, as time has worn on and the two partige bacome more and more
divided on the issue of climate change, the imp&tuthe minority ranking member to
exert the privilege to call at least one witnestesiify on behalf of their position on the
issue has become much stronger. Due to the factitéwo parties started from a pro-
environmental position toward the climate changeesand the fact that Democrats
have stayed relatively pro-environmental over twéle Republicans have become
significantly more pro-economic in their viewsigtlikely that this polarization has had
the effect of causing testimony to become moreqm@aomic rather than more pro-
environmental over time. Democrats were relatiegyally motivated throughout time
to ensure the pro-environmental position would tes@nted at these hearings, while
Republicans have become more motivated to ensaté¢h® pro-economic position is
represented as they have strayed away from themprijenmental position on the issue.
In order to measure this effect, | create two \des taking the absolute values of the
differences between both the DW-Nominate scoreslamtleague of Conservation

Voter Scores.
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Policy Subsystem BiasAs stated earlier, some theorists argue that eiffegs in the
collection of policy information will be influencday the biases involved with the
subsystem that a particular committee or subcoramiperates within (Baumgartner
and Jones 1991, 1993; Talbert, Jones, and Baunegdi®95; Jones, Baumgartner, and
Talbert 1993; Jones and Baumgartner 2005; Workdamgs, and Jochim 2009).
According to this perspective, biases in the walferént institutional venues
characterize particular policy issues through cesgjonal hearing testimony must be
apparent. If congressional committees and subcaeesitio not show bias in the way
they frame particular policy issues, each committeald be just as likely as another to
present information that was favorable to the stguo conception of the issue. Thus,
different congressional committees attempting teec their jurisdiction over a policy
issue would make no impact over how the issuefiael® and whether policy change

occurs on a policy issue or not.

In the cases of tobacco and biotechnology potiog to the consensual nature
of politics within the agricultural subsystem ahe tistorical role of the committee in
promoting all agricultural commodities, it is expet that hearings held by agricultural
committees in Congress will be significantly mougesipive toward the tobacco industry
and the use of biotechnology than a typical ruthefmill committee. In the case of
climate change, if there are subsystem biasesiodHhection of information,
congressional committees that are expected torgaetic to interests that downplay
the significance of the climate change problem éreergy and foreign policy
committees) will preside over hearings that producee pro-economic testimony

toward the issue of climate change. Congressiamahuttees that are expected to
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highlight the importance of tackling the climateaolye issue (i.e. environmental and
science committees) will preside over hearings phadluce more pro-environmental

testimony toward the issue of climate change.

Controversial Issue DimensionAs stated earlier, in the biotechnology issue dtes,
expected that dimensions of the issue dealing thiglcreation and cloning of human
embryos and human embryonic stem cells for healthgses will encourage more
conflict between the political parties than otlesue dimensions of the issue (Sheingate
2006). When committees and subcommittees dealthighssue dimension, it should
have two distinct effects on the tone of informatibirst of all, in this dimension of the
issue we should expect that differences in theebslistems of committee chairs will be
an important determinant of the tone of hearingrtemny while on other dimensions of
the issue the belief systems of committee chailidoeirelatively unimportant.
Secondly, since committee chairmen are requiredidav the minority ranking member
to call at least one witness to testify at a hep(®achs 2003, 11; Carr 2006, 10-11;
Staff Interviews 2010), even when the committearstare liberal, hearings on these
issue dimensions will be relatively more negatomedrd biotechnology than a typical
biotechnology hearing because the conservativebeilihore likely to exercise their
privilege to call witnesses that are critical of thse of biotechnology to create and
clone human embryos and embryonic stem cells.derdo consider these effects, |
create a variable that equals 1 if the committesubcommittee held at least one

hearing dealing with the topic of the creation loning of human embryos and stem
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cells for health purposes. This variable was tieracted with the ideology of the

committee chairs.

Control Variables

Constituency Characteristics.In the specific case of tobacco policy, past figdithat
agricultural committees tended to produce infororaBympathetic to the tobacco
industry in congressional hearings could be attetuo the fact that the main leaders in
the agricultural committees and subcommittees hgltiearings on tobacco policy were
made up of individuals from the leading tobaccodpi@ng states. Thus, chairs from
tobacco-producing states may have stacked heastigiony to produce information
consistent with their own constituents’ interest$hie issue and encountered little
resistance due to the fact that the minority leadpresented similar constituent
interests, and thus, tended to agree with the ts@hscmade by the chair. In any event,
if committee members come to hearings with thenitnd@ of representing their own
interests, we should expect that those individuggsesenting tobacco interests will
participate with the purpose of bolstering inforrmatsupportive of tobacco interests
and debunking information in opposition to tobaotderests. As such, this

consideration must be controlled for in my analysis

In order to capture the effect of constituencyriesés on the subject of tobacco
policy, | use Worsham’s (2006) criteria for codiofpacco states. According to
Worsham (2006), tobacco states include the follgwitorth Carolina, Kentucky,

Tennessee, Virginia, Georgia, and South CaroliraMersham (2006) states,
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according to the Economic Research Service of tBBAJthese states comprise the
leading producers of tobacco. Five of the six alsmprise the largest manufacturers of
tobacco products. Thus, | create a dummy variddaeis coded 1 if committee

members hail from these tobacco states and Oyfdbenot.

Time. It is expected that some elements of informatidiecbon and display in
tobacco policy simply cannot be accounted for leyrents of changes in different key
characteristics between different committees aaidgssent time periods. To control
for the effects of time on informational collectidnnclude dummy variables for each
decade that congressional hearings took place1¢1980; 1981-1990; 1991-2000;
2001-2006)! The 1970’s (1971-1980) serve as the referencedédica variables the
biotechnology and tobacco models while the 198@rsesas the reference decade for

variables in the climate change model.

1 Although including dummy variables for each of the Congresses can be argued to be more
appropriate, doing so uses up a large number of degrees of freedom. With the small number of cases in
the committee level models, the loss of degrees of freedom made it impossible for the statistical
package to estimate the F statistic, which is necessary to show the significance of the overall model.
Furthermore, it is likely that certain characteristics of the chairmen will be nearly perfectly collinear with
the particular Congress being controlled for. For instance, since the House and Senate are typically
controlled by the same party, it is likely that there are relatively few instances where differences in party
control will be observed within Congresses. Additionally, ideological differences within Congresses and
between chairs are also likely to be muted due to the high correlation between ideological preferences
and party identifications. As Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) note, one of the drawbacks of their suggested
method of using time dummies for each time period studied is that it cannot account for the effects of
variables where there is little to no variation within the time period. As such | use the decade variable
approach, as it allows time effects to be captured without using up too many degrees of freedom and
allows certain important variables to vary so their effects can be more helpfully studied.
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Chamber. Of the two chambers of Congress, the House represaraller
constituencies, and thus, may operate in a mohe manner than the Senate. As
such, due to their broader constituency basesSénate may show more of a concern
toward broader policy issues like environmentatgeton. On the other hand, the
House may be a more receptive venue to more paiaokerests like tobacco interests
than the Senate. In order to control for this dffecreated a dummy variable for each
of the models, which equal O if the hearing takesgin the Senate and 1 if the hearing

takes place in the House.

Statistical Model

Pooled OLS.In order to test the expectations laid out aboweniducted a series of
pooled OLS regression analyses that grouped datdkan the committee or sub-
committee a particular hearing was held in foradbmmittee level models and grouped
data based on the member presenting statemefhts gtatement model. A pooled OLS
regression assumes that any two unit years canrbpared whether across committees
or across times and its estimator is a weightedsaeeof collapsing groups down to a
single, mean time point and differencing each olze&n within each group from its

group mean.

Conclusion

In the next three chapters, | will use the basseaech design laid out above to

test the theory of information collection and desptecisions discussed in Chapter 2.
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In Chapter 4, | will demonstrate how issue aredh widistributive component can
cause members of unified subsystems to unite tegethen making information
collection and display decisions using data calddtom hearings dealing with the
issue area of tobacco policy. In Chapter 5, | digicuss how partisan issues can lead to
divisions amongst members of subsystem memberb@ndhese divisions can
heighten the degree to which the beliefs of congaitthairs affect witness selection
decisions using data collected from hearings dgalith the issue area of climate
change policy. Finally, in Chapter 6, | will dissusow the dynamics of information
collection and display decisions can differ whardgtng different dimensions of the
same issue using data collected from hearingsragalith the issue area of
biotechnology policy. | now turn to the next chaptediscuss how the dynamics of

hearing politics have operated in the issue ardabafcco policy.
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Chapter 4. Tobacco Policy — Distributive Issue Cormxts, Unified
Subsystems, and Information Collection and Displayecisions

Introduction

In 1983, nearly twenty years after the Surgeon Gemeleased its seminal
report linking tobacco use to increased inciderfagancer, the House Committee on
Agriculture’s Subcommittee on Tobacco and Peaneiis & set of hearings to review
the tobacco price support program in light of consdhat forces opposed to tobacco
products may attempt to end the program. Despieesenting a district with no
tobacco growers and despite the growing conserfdbg megative health consequences
of tobacco use, then-Representative Pat Roberts Kansas’s first district made the

following statement explaining his support for toba growers:

“[T]he economic adversity that we face in agrictdttoday is so
severe that | perceive at least that the time doisensus is long
overdue...l had a newspaper reporter ask me last fughbout

30 minute how on Earth | explain to my [wheat] proérs why |
am serving on the Tobacco Subcommittee, and I'cawmk, we

are all in this together (Hearing Doc 83-H161-25).’

In 2000, as arguments to end the price suppogran reached a fever pitch,
the House Committee on Agriculture’s SubcommittedRisk Management, Research,
and Specialty Crops held a hearing in Lexington, d¢dired by Representative
Thomas Ewing from lllinois. Once again, despite dioectly representing any tobacco
interests in the state, Ewing made the followirajeshent expressing general support

for tobacco growers:
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“The subcommittee has worked hard over the lastyears to
successfully defeat repeated attempts...to add amamdrio
appropriations bills which would limit or end thederal
Tobacco Program. As most of you know, there areynran
Washington, DC and around the country that havelevance
for tobacco products and would do most anythinguiotobacco
companies out of business...As a corn and soybeaupeo, |
know that you probably just want a fair price...Let assure you
that we will be working hard to include tobaccowens in any
disaster and supplemental assistance this yearifiddaoc.

2000-H161-9).”

As these statements suggest, politics within grealtural committees in

Congress are characterized by consensus rathestiiuggle between competing

coalitions. As this chapter will demonstrate, agitieral committees represent peculiar

types of venues in congressional information ctibecand display politics. Due to

their consensual nature and the steadfast supptbréio members for agricultural

commodities, agricultural committees tended to poednformation that is supportive

of tobacco interests regardless of the charaatevist the individuals controlling the

committee. Furthermore, agricultural committee merslparticipating in tobacco

hearings tended to participate in support of tobasterests, even when controlling for

constituency characteristics and personal idectdgieferences of those participating

in the hearing. These results lend support todba promoted by punctuated
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equilibrium theorists that certain venues are ldasdgerms of the tone of information

produced in congressional hearings.

Tobacco Policy Issue Context

Much ink has been spilled attempting to understaedlynamics of tobacco
policy. As these studies have generally demonstyaddacco policy has evolved from
a policy area dominated by a subsystem seekingotoqte the expansion of the
tobacco industry to an issue characterized by catrgrefor influence between this
subsystem and rival subsystems with a greater peiyefor emphasizing the health
and safety risks involved with tobacco use (Baurtmgarand Jones 1993; Talbert,
Jones, and Baumgartner 1995; Worsham 2006). Alththeye has been some debate
on the degree to which the tobacco subsystem’'santie over tobacco policy has
waned over time (see Worsham 2006; Givel 2006garehers generally concur that
the tobacco subsystem remained unified and vigbyaupportive of the tobacco
industry even as other subsystems entered th€Baymgartner and Jones 1993;

Talbert, Jones, and Baumgartner 1995; Worsham 2006)

As these studies further uncovered, the agricdlttommittees in both
chambers of the U.S. Congress serve as the “iietial anchors” for the tobacco
promotion subsystem (Worsham 2006, 439). Duringetinty stages of the issue,
agricultural committees enjoyed nearly full juristional control over tobacco policy,
and thus, the informational content of congresdibearings on the issue (Baumgartner

and Jones 1993; Talbert, Jones, and Baumgartné; ¥@&sham 2006). Agricultural
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committees used this jurisdictional authority tddhloearings that were stacked with
testimony that emphasized the importance of thadod industry to the U.S. economy
and largely filtered out testimony attempting topdrasize the health risks of tobacco
use. Even while other committees came on the scec@mpete for jurisdictional turf
with the agricultural committee, the agriculturahemittee served as a rather
dependable venue for tobacco proponents (partlgutavacco farmers) to state its case

to members of Congress and the general public.

However, while the agricultural committee has diebeen a friendly venue to
the tobacco industry throughout most of the isshestory, it is unclear why the
agricultural committee has been such a hospitadme®. It is unlikely that personal
belief systems or party identification of committeirman have much to do with this
phenomenon. As | will demonstrate later on, the pwhtical parties have not been
divided on the issue of tobacco policy until raetety recently, and this divide can
probably be explained by the influx of members frimibacco states into the Republican
Party. As my theory notes, political parties arelikely to get particularly involved in
distributive issues, as these institutions havédiditime, attention, and resources and
can concentrate their resources on influencingextery salient policy issues like
health care and environmental policy (Redford 1®i8jer 1997). Furthermore, chairs
from both the Democratic and Republican partiet) Woth conservative and liberal
preferences have held control over agricultural mwattees across time, and yet, the
agricultural committee still remained a positiveaue for tobacco interests despite these

changes.
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However, in the context of the distributive nataféobacco politics, two
interesting theories may explain why the agricatwommittee has been such a bastion
of positivity for tobacco interests in terms of théormation it collects and displays in
congressional hearings. On the one hand, the digniglivenue represents an atypically
consensual committee. Agricultural venues are nugdef committee members
representing districts with high percentages ofstturents living in rural areas and
employed as farmers (Adler and Lipinski 1997). Gibments within these districts have
a high desire for government benefits and subsidiessist the farming communities in
their districts (Jones 1960; Browne 1995; Adler aminski 1997). Each of these
committee members’ constituencies tend to focuis dfforts on obtaining beneficial
treatment for their own specific commodity and stekvoid conflict whenever

possible (Browne 1990; 1995).

In distributive issue contexts like agriculturalipg where policy actions are
driven by legislators’ constituencies, legislattansd to cooperate with each other and
support each other’s demands for constituency isneforder to ensure legislative
support for their own constituency’s demands infthiere (Mayhew 1974; Weingast
1979; Shepsle and Weingast 1981; Tullock 1981; ashand Marshall 1988). As
such, even when agricultural committee leaders hawdirect constituency-related
incentive to collect and put information on dispthgt is supportive of the tobacco
industry, they do so in order to curry favor froobbécco state legislators on future
legislative initiatives. By contrast, this cultusecooperation does not exist on the other

committees that encroached upon the agriculturaincittee’s control over the issue. As
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such, if the above expectations hold true, we shexpect the following hypotheses to

be confirmed:

Unified Subsystem Member Statement Tone Hypotiagisultural committee
members will be more supportive of the tobaccostrgiun their opening statements

than members of other committees.

Unified Subsystem Testimony Tone Hypothesis: @igreeultural committees fit the
unified subsystem type, agricultural committeesprvdduce significantly more positive
testimony toward the tobacco industry than othenguttees. Since most members of
the committee is in agreement on the concepti@pafiicy issue, the personal belief
systems and constituency characteristics of comendhairs will have little to no

impact on the information collection process.

Anecdotal evidence seems to confirm the consemsiate in which
congressional hearings are conducted in the agureliicommittee. According to
interviews with congressional committee staff, egjtural committee members are
typically in full agreement on witness selectioro(@nittee Staff Interviews 2010).
Minority committee members typically will not udeeir privilege to invite witnesses to
testify at a congressional hearing because therityai@ms selected the individuals they
would have asked to have testify (Committee Stetriviews 2010). Majority

committee staff members also typically prepare tijoles and opening statements for
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members of the minority, a practice unheard oftmeocommittees in Congress

(Committee Staff Interviews 2010).

[Tables 4.1 and 4.2 Here]

On the other hand, the finding that the agricultacenmittee served as a
sympathetic informational venue for tobacco propwsieould be attributed to the fact
that agricultural venues holding hearings on tobauaicy were typically controlled by
committee chairs and ranking minority members ftbmleading tobacco-producing
states- As stated in Chapter 2, committee chairs and |lésser extent, minority
ranking members are the main actors responsiblédiciding which witnesses will be
invited to testify at congressional hearings (S&033; Palmer 2007; LaForge 2010).
Thus, instead of committees acting in a consensatalke to invite witnesses,
committee chairs may simply be acting based irr then interests and using their own
beliefs and the beliefs of their constituents tagwitness selection decisions even as

other committee members disagree with their detssio

As Table 4.1 demonstrates, committee members fotwacto states chaired just
over 73% of the agricultural venues holding heaiog the topic of tobacco policy. On

the other hand, committee members from tobaccesstatly chaired around 10% of the

12 As will be elaborated upon in more detail later, tobacco states include the following: North Carolina,
Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia, Georgia, and South Carolina. As Worsham (2006) states, according to the
Economic Research Service of the USDA these states comprise the leading producers of tobacco. Five of
the six also comprise the largest manufacturers of tobacco products. Thus, they are classified as tobacco
states.
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other venues holding hearings on tobacco poliayrthermore, as Table 4.2 depicts,
committee members from tobacco states made up @b of the minority ranking
members in agricultural committees holding hearimgs$obacco policy. By contrast,
only about 16% of the minority ranking members frother committees holding
hearings on tobacco policy hailed from tobacccestathis ultimately leads one to
wonder whether past findings of the agriculturahoaittees’ informational bias toward
selecting witnesses supportive of the tobacco iimgesn be attributed more to the
consensual quality of politics within the agricuilvenue regardless of the beliefs and
constituent characteristics of those controlling tbmmittee or are more an artifact of
the control that members from tobacco states hadeoker agricultural committees
holding hearings on tobacco policy. If the agriatdl venue’s tendency to be
sympathetic to the tobacco industry is simply basethe beliefs of committee chairs
and the constituents of committee chairs, | exgreefollowing hypotheses to be

confirmed:

Tobacco State Member Statement Tone Hypothesismite® members who represent
large tobacco growing and producing communities lagl more supportive of the

tobacco industry in their opening statements thamivers of other committees.

Tobacco State Chair Testimony Tone Hypothesis: idégss of the type of committee

conducting the hearing, hearings chaired by membersa large tobacco growing and
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producing states/districts will produce significhntore positive testimony toward the

tobacco industry than committees chaired by nom&¢ob producing states/districts.

In the next section, | will detail the ways in whithese expectations will be tested

using empirical data collected from congressiomarimg transcripts.

Data and Methods

Case SelectionCases of congressional hearings concerning tolzay were
selected using a two pronged approach. First, igaivere selected by searching
through hearings from the “Congressional Hearingtalset” of théolicy Agendas

project qttp://www.policyagendas.oyghat dealt with specific subtopics in the

“Agricultural” topic area along with the “TobaccdAse, Treatment, and Education”
subtopic of the “Health” topic area and picking tuise hearings whose descriptions
noted that the whole hearing or a substantial gfatie hearing dealt with tobacco
policy. In order to ensure all cases were seledtdebn conducted searches using on

Lexis-Nexis Congressional Univer@gtp://www.lexisnexis.comfor hearings using the

following search terms: tobacco, cigarette, cigad smoking. Through this method, |
obtained 176 individual cases of hearing documpeuldished that at least substantially
concerned the topic of tobacco policy. Data froesthhearings were then aggregated at
the committee and subcommittee level for each iddal Congress, which condensed

the number of cases to 102 cases.
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Dependent Variables — Tone of Committee Member Staments.The tone of
committee member statements was determined asvilBarticular arguments made
over the course of a statement were coded as stipgortive toward the tobacco
industry, moderate, or opposed to the tobacco ingludore specific information on
how each statement was assigned can be found iandippC. Using PDF XChange
Viewer's free PDF editing software notations were made to denote the positive,
moderate, and negative suppositions made ovenirse of a statement. Then, the
overall statement was coded using the following-point scale:
e Very negative (-2): Statements made up of mostigllanegative arguments
toward the tobacco industry and very little to msiive or neutral arguments
e Negative (-1): Statements with mostly negative argats toward the tobacco
industry and a substantial, but not equal portibopasitive arguments and
statements with a fairly equal balance of negadive neutral arguments
e Neutral (0): Statements made up of nearly all rm¢@rguments toward the
tobacco industry or statements with a fairly edasdance of negative and
positive statements made toward the tobacco ingustr
e Positive (1): Statements with mostly positive argais toward the tobacco
industry and a substantial, but not equal portibnegative arguments and

statements with a fairly equal balance of positiad neutral arguments

Y ppF XChange Viewer allows users to highlight and mark up PDF documents obtained by other sources.
This software can prove invaluable to individuals seeking to content analyze documents on a limited
budget. This software can be found at the following website: http://www.tracker-

software.com/product/pdf-xchange-viewer
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e Very positive (2): Statements made up of mostlglbpositive arguments

toward the tobacco industry and very little to mgyative or neutral arguments

Dependent Variable — Tone of Testimonyl. analyze the tone of information presented
in congressional hearings on the topic of tobaaimy by analyzing the actual content
of hearing testimony itself. Using the same genapglroach that | used for opening
statements, | assign each individual piece ofrtesily a score on a five point scale from
-2 (very negative toward tobacco) to 2 (very puesitioward tobacco) to denote the
degree of its favorability toward the tobacco indysd then take the average of scores
of pieces of testimony given before a particulanoattee in a particular Congress to

measure the overall tone of testimony in that cottemifor that Congress.

Dependent Variable — Percentage of Health and SafeAdvocates and Experts.
Although group affiliations on their own are noetimost effective indicator of overall
informational tone, these affiliations do help &rginsight into the types of

information being focused on in congressional megi With respect to tobacco policy,
one would expect that the health and safety aspéth® issue may be avoided by
tobacco proponents due to the overwhelming consethsti developed that tobacco use
was harmful to people’s health. On the other héwlaacco proponents may seek to
draw attention to the health and safety aspediseoissue in order to rebut existing
images through the calling their own health anétyaéxperts to testify in opposition to

the claim that tobacco use is harmful to one’sthedh order to analyze these
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propositions, | measured the information gatherethfhealth and safety advocates and
experts in congressional hearings on tobacco pakdpllows. First, | coded the

number of those testifying at hearings that quedifas a health and safety advocates and
experts. These groups include the following: heaittl safety bureaucratic agencies,
medical experts from universities, pro-health ieg¢igroups, pro-safety interest groups,
fire fighters, environmental groups concerned aithquality, and scientific experts. |
then took the percentage of health and safety ades@nd experts that testified in front

of a particular committee in a given Congress.

Dependent Variables — Percentage of Tobacco Farmeasid Tobacco

Manufacturers and Sellers.Representatives of the tobacco industry can beisji

two different categories: farmers and manufactésetlers. Due to the comparatively
less economically fortunate circumstances of tobdammers, the public at large
generally looks upon tobacco farmers with more sstimpthan the
manufacturers/sellers of tobacco who many feel IpaoBted off of the sale of an
unhealthy product. As such, tobacco opponents raly ® call manufacturers/sellers
of tobacco products to testify at hearings bec#usse opponents can more effectively
create the image of an evil tobacco industry whesstjoning those who make the most
money off of the product as opposed to questiofangers who are just trying to
scrape by the best they can off of the income get\from growing tobacco. On the
other hand, proponents of tobacco may seek tdafadicco farmers to testify over
manufacturers/sellers because these farmers @eatee sympathetic picture of what

could happen to poor working farming families ib&xco use was banned. In order to
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analyze these propositions, | measured the infoomgathered from tobacco farmers
and tobacco manufacturers/sellers in congresslwaings on tobacco policy as
follows. First, | coded the number of those testifyat hearings that qualified as either
a tobacco farmer or a tobacco manufacturer/séltdvacco farmers include any
individual farmer growing tobacco and/or any agditia@l interest group representing
the interests of tobacco growers. Tobacco manuadisellers include tobacco
companies (i.e. Phillip Morris USA, Inc.), interggbups representing the tobacco
industry (i.e. Tobacco Institute), tobacco dealans] tobacco exporters. | then took the
percentage of both tobacco farmers and tobacco flamanvers/sellers that testified in

front of a particular committee in a given Congress

Independent Variable — Subsystem VenueAs stated earlier, distributive theorists
argue that politics within committees is charaaiediby a degree of compromise
amongst different actors within congressional cotteas. Congressional policymakers
seek to cooperate with each other and support@aeln’'s demands for constituency
benefits in order to ensure legislative supporti@ir own constituency’s demands in
the future (Mayhew 1974; Weingast 1979; ShepsleVd@rohgast 1981; Tullock 1981,
Weingast and Marshall 1988). In the specific cdgdelmacco policy, due to the
consensual nature of politics within the agricudtilsubsystem and the historical role of
the committee in promoting all agricultural comnteasi including tobacco, it is
expected that hearings held by agricultural congegtin Congress will be significantly
more positive toward the tobacco industry thanpacal run of the mill committee. By

contrast, there is no reason to expect that eatiireadther types of committees
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encroaching on the agricultural committee’s juigsidnal turf on the issue will be any
more likely than a run of the mill committee torbere negative toward the tobacco
industry. Each of these committees should be sagmfly more negative toward the
tobacco industry than the agricultural committes, ot necessarily any more negative
than each other. In order to test the validityh&fsie expectations, | created categories
and dummy variables for each of the types of subsys represented by particular
committees in Congress that held hearings on uisf tobacco policy relatively

often. These categories include the following: @agture, health/safety, and judiciary.

Independent Variable — Constituency CharacteristicsAs stated earlier, past findings
that agricultural committees tended to producermfttion sympathetic to the tobacco
industry in congressional hearings could be attetuo the fact that the main leaders in
the agricultural committees and subcommittees hgltiearings on tobacco policy were
made up of individuals from the leading tobaccodpi@ng states. Thus, chairs from
tobacco-producing states may have stacked heastigiony to produce information
consistent with their own constituents’ interest$hie issue and encountered little
resistance due to the fact that the minority leadpresented similar constituent
interests, and thus, tended to agree with the ts@hscmade by the chair. In any event,
if committee members come to hearings with thenitnd@ of representing their own
interests, we should expect that those individuggsesenting tobacco interests will
participate with the purpose of bolstering inforrmatsupportive of tobacco interests

and debunking information in opposition to tobacderests.
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In order to capture the effect of constituencyriesés on the subject of tobacco
policy, | use Worsham’s (2006) criteria for coditofpacco states. According to
Worsham (2006), tobacco states include the follgwitiorth Carolina, Kentucky,
Tennessee, Virginia, Georgia, and South CarolimaWhrsham (2006) states,
according to the Economic Research Service of tBBAJthese states comprise the
leading producers of tobacco. Five of the six alsmprise the largest manufacturers of
tobacco products. Thus, | create a dummy variddaeis coded 1 if committee

members hail from these tobacco states and Oyfdbenot.

Independent Variable — Personal Beliefdn the case of tobacco policy, more
conservative individuals would likely be more supgp@ of tobacco interests as the
tobacco industry represents a significant portibthe economy and regulation of
particular industries is antithetical to consenvatbelief systems. By contrast, more
liberal individuals are more supportive of polictest regulate industries in order to
protect the public, and thus, may be less suppmoditobacco interests. In order to
measure the ideological preferences of committeesabcommittee members, | use

Poole and Rosenthal’s first-dimension DW-Nominaras, which are based off of roll

call votes taken by the committee membaéigf//voteview.ord This variable is
measured on a continuous scale from -1 to 1 wihdri scores indicating a more

conservative member ideology.
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Control Variable — Time. It is expected that some elements of informatidfecbon

and display in tobacco policy simply cannot be acted for by elements of changes in
different key characteristics between different oattees across different time periods.
For instance, as time goes on and information atheubarmful effects of tobacco use
become more prevalent, images of the tobacco indastarge may become more
negative, which will likely influence all stagesttie congressional hearing process. To
control for the effects of time on informationalleation, | include dummy variables

for each decade that congressional hearings t@aep(1971-1980; 1981-1990; 1991-
2000; 2001-2004}* The 1970’s (1971-1980) serve as the referencedeefca variables

in the model.

Control Variable — Chamber. Of the two chambers of Congress, the House repiesen
smaller constituencies, and thus, may operatemor@ parochial manner than the
Senate. As such, the House may be a more receinue for tobacco interests than

the Senate. In order to control for this effeatdated a dummy variable for each of the

1 Although including dummy variables for each of the Congresses can be argued to be more
appropriate, doing so uses up a large number of degrees of freedom. With the small number of cases in
the committee level models, the loss of degrees of freedom made it impossible for the statistical
package to estimate the F statistic, which is necessary to show the significance of the overall model.
Furthermore, it is likely that certain characteristics of the chairmen will be nearly perfectly collinear with
the particular Congress being controlled for. For instance, since the House and Senate are typically
controlled by the same party, it is likely that there are relatively few instances where differences in party
control will be observed within Congresses. Additionally, ideological differences within Congresses and
between chairs are also likely to be muted due to the high correlation between ideological preferences
and party identifications. As Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) note, one of the drawbacks of their suggested
method of using time dummies for each time period studied is that it cannot account for the effects of
variables where there is little to no variation within the time period. As such | use the decade variable
approach, as it allows time effects to be captured without using up too many degrees of freedom and
allows certain important variables to vary so their effects can be more helpfully studied.
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models, which equal O if the hearing takes pladhdénSenate and 1 if the hearing takes

place in the House.

Statistical Model — Pooled OLSIn order to test the expectations laid out above, |
conducted a series of pooled OLS regression arsatiis¢ grouped data based on the
committee or sub-committee a particular hearing kedd in for the committee level
models and grouped data based on the member pregstatements in the statement
model. A pooled OLS regression assumes that anyitwoyears can be compared
whether across committees or across times andtitaaor is a weighted average of
collapsing groups down to a single, mean time pamna differencing each observation
within each group from its group mean. | now twratdiscussion of the results of my

analyses.

Committee Members Statements — Results

[Figure 4.1 Here]

As stated earlier, committee member statementsgeomportant insights into
why particular committee members participate ingressional hearings. Before
reporting the results of what determines the tdrtease statements, it is important to
first analyze how the tone of these statements bhlsed and flowed over time across

particular important groupings. Figure 4.1 presengsaph of the differences between
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the average tone of statements made by DemocratRepublicans in tobacco hearings
across time. As this graph demonstrates, Demoaratfkepublicans were relatively
undivided on the issue of tobacco policy until 108 Congress. In fact, contrary to
expectations, in a few Congresses prior to thé’XDéngress, Democrats were actually
more supportive of tobacco interests than Repuldida congressional hearings.
Nonetheless, after the 18&ongress, a gulf did develop between Republicads a
Democrats in tobacco policy with Republicans behegmore supportive of the two
parties toward tobacco interests. This result, vawnecan likely be attributed to the
well-documented influx of southern state legislatancluding individuals from tobacco
growing states, into the Republican Party, oveetifFurthermore, although there have
been clear differences between the two partielsaim support for the tobacco industry
since the 108 Congress, since the 1D&ongress both parties have consistently
decreased and increased their support for tobaterests in concert. In any event,
even if differences in the two parties have devetbgecently, it is clear that this is only
a recent development and tobacco policy has cleatljpeen a partisan issue in terms

of congressional hearing participation throughasitdny.

[Figure 4.2 Here]

On the other hand, as Figure 4.2 depicts, fawlyscstent differences are evident
throughout time in the average tone of reasonangyetobacco state legislators vis-a-

vis non-tobacco state legislators for their regpeqtarticipation in congressional
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hearings on tobacco policy. On the one hand, tabstate legislators have been
consistently supportive of tobacco interests itestents in giving in congressional
hearings. Even at their lowest point in the M @ngress, the average statement tone
score for tobacco state legislators only fell baketlow 1. On the other hand, with the
notable exception of the 8&ongress, statements from non-tobacco state dgjis|
have been decidedly neutral to negative towarddbacco industry. It is clear, at least
anecdotally, from these graphs that the issuebaEdoo policy has been far more of a

constituent oriented issue than a partisan isstgssdtime.

[Table 4.3 Here]

Turning now to a more systematic analysis of opgistatements across time,
Table 4.3 presents the results presents the reduhie pooled ordinal probit model
testing the determinants of the tone of openintgstants on the topic of tobacco
policy. Overall, the model performs very well, s pseudo R-squared of 0.300 is
fairly robust by pseudo R-squared standards antidle Chf of 407.9 is significant at

all levels of statistical significance.

Each of the control variables are significant amtheir expected directions. As
expected, time has a significant impact on the tdrmaember statements with each
successive decade producing significantly more tivagatatements concerning the
tobacco industry than the reference point of th201€ This result likely is suggestive

of the increasingly negative aura surrounding tobacse due to the consensus in the
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health community concerning the harmful effectsobfacco use. Also, as expected,
House members are significantly more likely to gst@ements that are more
supportive of tobacco interests than the Sendtgyldue to the parochial politics that

operate within that chamber.

More importantly for this study, however, venuadas and individual member
constituency and ideological biases have signifiedfiects on the tone of members’
statements. First of all, as expected, individérais tobacco-producing states were
significantly more positive in their tone towarcttobacco industry when explaining
the reasons for their participation in the hearintgrestingly, despite the non-partisan
and seemingly non-ideological nature of the isgugre conservative committee
members were significantly more positive towardttiteacco industry than more liberal

members.

In terms of venue biases, the results demondtratéwo particular venues
contain legislators with significant biases in theasons for participating in
congressional hearings when compared with a maostius set of committees. As
expected, members of agricultural committees temoldéd more supportive of the
tobacco industry when participating in hearingstbther committees. This result
demonstrates that members of agricultural comnsitteleded to stick together in their
support of the tobacco industry even if their Hedigstems or lack of presence of

tobacco in their economy would normally lead themérd opposition of the product.

Thus, in terms of participation by committee mernsbéris apparent that both
individual characteristics of the member and ove@@imittee biases affect how

hospitable members will be toward the tobacco itrgughen participating in
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congressional hearings. This result is significarthat it demonstrates the venue where
tobacco interests are likely to be subject to kessh questioning and the individuals
who are likely to seriously question the informatput forth by tobacco interests. |

now turn to an analysis of the determinants ofaerall tone of congressional hearing
testimony to determine whether the same dynamatsditive the tone of member

statements also drive the tone of overall testinfnegented in congressional hearings.

Overall Tone of Testimony — Results

[Figure 4.3 Here]

Before discussing the results of the model testiegdeterminants of the overall
tone of testimony concerning tobacco policy in aassgional hearings, it is important to
first analyze how the tone of testimony has eblyetifiowed throughout time in order
to demonstrate how images of the tobacco indust@angress have deteriorated over
time. Figure 4.3 presents a graph depicting theageetone of testimony per
congressional session on the topic of tobacco yolis the graph demonstrates, while
the tone of testimony has experienced relativeljeayumps and falls from Congress to
Congress, the tone has generally trended in aimegitection toward the tobacco
industry, across time. Once again, this is notrsiry as this presumably mirrors
thoughts on tobacco use, as information about éinentul effects of tobacco use

disseminated throughout the American public. Furtfuge, this result is also
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suggestive of the finding of past studies thatatpecultural committee’s jurisdictional
control over the tobacco policy issue began tolkodeavn over time, and thus, more
and more information began to produced by othermsittees (Baumgartner and Jones
1993; Worsham 2006). In summary, it is clear thattbne of the information presented

on tobacco policy has become decidedly more negatrer time.

[Table 4.4 Here]

Turning now to a more systematic analysis of tiséirteony of witnesses on the
subject of tobacco policy across time, Table 4ebkents the results of the pooled OLS
regression model testing the determinants of the tj testimony. Overall, the model
performs very well, as it explains around 58% @f ¥ariation in the dependent variable
and the F-statistic of 33.17 is significant atsééindard levels of statistical significance.
As expected and as depicted in Figure 4.3, timealsagnificant impact on the overall
tone of testimony heard in congressional heariBgsh decade subsequent to the
1970’s all represent significant breaks from th&@9 in the overall tone of testimony
in congressional hearings. Even when controllinrgpotber factors, each decade
subsequent to the 1970’s saw significantly moreaheg testimony presented in front
of congressional committees than the 1970’s. Ténsl$ support to the claim that the
tone of testimony about tobacco interests becanre megative as information

uncovering the health effects of tobacco use disssed throughout society.
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More importantly for this study, however, it is@lapparent from the results in
Table 4.4 that the individual characteristics ahcoittee leaders had no statistically
significant effect on the tone of testimony preseérn front of congressional
committees on the subject of tobacco policy. Thot tlaat the chair and the minority
ranking member hailed from tobacco states had mpaaton to tone of testimony.
Furthermore, not even the percentage of tobacte ketgislators within a particular
committee had any sizable effect on the tone dinb@sy about tobacco policy.
Additionally, personal belief systems of committdmirs also did not translate into

having a significant effect on the tone of inforroatpresented about tobacco policy.

However, while the individual characteristics ofranittee leaders had no
substantial effect on the tone of tobacco testimtmg effects of one committee venue
in particular had a decidedly large impact on tireetof testimony. As expected,
agricultural committees tended to produce morermédion supportive of tobacco
interests in hearings than the baseline group stelaneous committees. More
specifically, the tone of testimony presented anfrof agricultural committees was an
expected 1.799 units more positive toward tobanterésts than testimony presented in
front of the baseline category of miscellaneous midttees. By contrast, no other
committee venue produced significant differencethentone of overall testimony
toward tobacco interests when compared with thelimescase of a miscellaneous

group of committees and subcommittees.

These results provide firm reaffirmation of the claisions arrived at by
punctuated equilibrium theorists. In the case batwo policy, it is apparent that the

agricultural venue is uniquely supportive of tolaatterests in terms of the
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information presented in congressional hearingsti@rother hand, individual
characteristics of committee leaders have no impache tone of testimony. | now turn
to an analysis of the types of groups that testifgongressional hearings to determine

whether certain committees focus on particular etspaf the issue over other aspects.

Types of Witnesses - Results

[Figure 4.4 Here]

Figure 4.4 contains a graph depicting the evoluitiotine broad categories of
witnesses that have testified during hearings aomog tobacco policy. As Figure 4.4
demonstrates, representatives of private inte(estdobacco farmers, tobacco
manufacturers, health and safety interest groupg,teave by far been the most
preponderant type of group testifying at congressidearings throughout the history
of the issue. More specifically, representativeprofate interests have never made up
less than 40% of the total witnesses testifyinigeatrings on the subject of tobacco
policy and even made up as high as 82% of the séeetestifying during the 97

Congress.

The other general types of groups testifying (etgpdederal politicians,
state/local politicians, and federal bureaucraés)emot made up a large percentage of
the groups testifying on the issue. These categanividually have only rarely made
up more than 20% of the groups testifying at cosgjomal hearings on the topic of
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tobacco policy. Of particular note, despite thecimedical controversies on the issue
especially in its early stages, experts (i.e. iitlials representing a non-ideological
think tank and/or university) have not made upzalsie portion of the individuals
called to testify. More explicitly, experts havdymade up more than 20% of the total
witnesses testifying on the issue of tobacco pdiidge (during the 105and 107
Congresses). As | will demonstrate in later chaptexperts have routinely made up a
very sizable portion of witnesses testifying atg@ssional hearings on the topics of
climate change and biotechnology. Yet, despitegptiesible need for medical and
scientific experts to provide expert informatiorctear up the supposed controversy
over the harmful effects of tobacco use, hearingsewnore routinely utilized as a

forum for representatives of private interestsgpaeise their viewpoints on the issue.

Why have hearings in tobacco policy been dominbtecepresentatives of
private interests when hearings on other issudsaviechnical component have been
used to call large percentages of experts to y@stihlike the other issues we will be
discussing, the technical aspects of the tobasteeidid not pervade every single
dimension of the tobacco issue. For instance, gnewtural committees, which held
the majority of the hearings on tobacco policy esby in its early stages, largely
ignored the health and safety aspects of the issoause such matters were not
important to policy they would be making. Instetiey focused on issues related to
growing tobacco crops. In such dimensions of isseigsert testimony is relatively less
important since farmers can speak for themselvés ahat is most beneficial for them.
As such, agricultural hearings, for the most paere used as a forum for tobacco

farmers to express their support for/oppositiopadicular policies being proposed by
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the federal government. This type of use of theihgarocess is likely how the process
operates in many issues where the public and galis generally understand what is at
stake in the issue (i.e. welfare policy, abortiotiqy, tax policy, etc.). However, as we
will see in the more technical issues of climatargde and biotechnology policy,

experts are routinely called to testify at congesa hearings to provide credibility for
certain arguments and/or to provide informatiopabicymakers to help them better
understand what to do on a policy issue. Althoumg$ happened to a lesser extent in
tobacco hearings than it did in other hearingsedspvere also called at tobacco
hearings (particularly when the health and safspeats of the issue were addressed) in
order to provide credibility for one side of thebdée over another and to potentially

give congressional policymakers an idea on howdtress the issue in future policy.

[Table 4.5 Here]

Nonetheless, with the trends in the broad categai witnesses called to testify
on tobacco policy laid out, | can now turn to amlgsis of whether committees with
certain characteristics tend to ignore or focus@main types of witnesses to determine
the types of subjects certain committees focuswimg their hearings. Table 4.5
presents the results of the pooled OLS regressmaehtesting the determinants of the
percentage of testimony given by health and safdpcates and experts. Overall, the
model performs well, as it explains around 45%hefvariation in the dependent

variable and the F-statistic of 23.89 is significanall standard levels of statistical
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significance. In terms of the control variablesrig analysis, first of all, there are no
significant differences between the different charslof Congress in terms of the
percentage of health and safety experts and adcatled to testify in congressional
hearings. Furthermore, while hearings in the 20006igained a significantly greater
percentage of those concerned with the health afetysaspects of the tobacco issue
when compared to the 1970’s, no other decades statoals being significantly

different from the 1970’s in this respect.

Once again, the individual characteristics of cotterileaders had no
statistically significant effect on the types ottmasses presenting testimony in front of
congressional committees on the subject of tobpotioy. Committee hearings lead by
members hailing from tobacco states were not saamifly different from those led by
members from non-tobacco states in the percentagstonony given by those
concerned about the health and safety aspecte tbllacco issue. Additionally, the
percentage of tobacco state legislators withinrquéar committee had no sizable
impact on the percentage of health and safety ades@nd experts called to testify.
Ideology of committee leaders also did not havigaificant effect on the percentage of

health and safety experts called to testify ontél@cco issue.

Once again, the key determinant of the typesdif/iduals called to testify at
hearings appears to be the type of committee venwhich a hearing takes place. As
expected, agricultural committees call an expe2®¥ less health and safety advocates
and experts than typical run of the mill committesesesult which is significant at all
standard levels of statistical significance. Thuappears that agricultural venues also

serve as hospitable venues for tobacco interesiakiyg focus off the health and safety
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aspects of the issue, to which tobacco proponeatddanot like to draw attention, and
putting more focus on the economic aspects ofgbel. Interestingly, judiciary
committees call around an expected 22% less haatitsafety advocates and experts
than the baseline case of miscellaneous committe®sgever, this result should not be
taken to mean that judiciary committees are necdgsahospitable venue for tobacco
interests. As the results in the last section destnated, judiciary committees were no
different than miscellaneous committees in the witestimony presented in
congressional hearings. The result in this analis$y demonstrates the degree to
which judiciary committees concentrated on litigattoward the tobacco industry (an

only marginally more positive topic than the healtid safety aspects of the issue).

As stated earlier, representatives of the tobawbastry can be split into two
different categories: farmers and manufacturelgetselDue to their comparatively less
fortunate economic circumstances and the factthiegt are seen as blue-color
hardworking individuals, tobacco farmers are gehelaoked upon in a sympathetic
fashion by the public. On the other hand, toba&tlers and manufacturers like Phillip
Morris USA, Inc. are looked upon much less favoyabllarge part due to the large
amounts of money they have made through selling@ateting a harmful product to
the general public (Worsham 2006; Givel 2006). Wt# vastly different ways that
society views tobacco farmers and manufacturetsrfselt leads one to wonder: do
committees with different characteristics call ¢yy@e of tobacco representative over

another in order to portray the tobacco industrg particular light?

[Table 4.6 Here]
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Table 4.6 presents the results of the pooled @iggession model testing the
determinants of the percentage of testimony giyetobacco farmers. Overall, the
model performs well, as it explains around 68%hefvariation in the dependent
variable and the F-statistic of 110.62 is significat all standard levels of statistical
significance. In terms of the control variablesrg analysis, first of all, there are no
significant differences between the different charslof Congress in terms of the
percentage of tobacco farmers called to testifyoimgressional hearings. Furthermore,
no decades stood out as being significantly diffefem the 1970’s in terms of the
percentages of tobacco farmers called to testiheatings on the topic of tobacco

policy.

In terms of the key variables in my analysis, tidividual characteristics of
committee leaders once again had no statisticaghjficant effect on the percentage of
tobacco farmers presenting testimony in front afgressional committees on the
subject of tobacco policy. Committee hearings leadhembers hailing from tobacco
states were not significantly different from thdseé by members from non-tobacco
states in the percentage of testimony given bydob&rmers. Additionally, the
percentage of tobacco state legislators withinriquéar committee had no sizable
impact on the percentage of tobacco farmers catleelstify. Ideology of committee
leaders also did not have a significant effectrengercentage of tobacco farmers called

to testify on the tobacco issue.

However, while the individual characteristics ohuuittee leaders had no

substantial effect on the percentage of testimavggby tobacco farmers in front of
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particular committees, one committee venue in paldr was significantly more likely
to call tobacco farmers than any other type of catesvenue. As expected,
agricultural committees tended to call greater @etages of tobacco farmers to testify
at hearings on the topic of tobacco policy than atfmer type of committee venue in
Congress. More specifically, agricultural commisteall an expected 44% greater
percentage of tobacco farmers to testify at hearormgthe subject of tobacco policy
than typical run of the mill committees, a resultieh is significant at all standard
levels of statistical significance. By contrast,atber committee venue produced
significant differences in the percentage of tolodecmers called to testify at tobacco
hearings when compared with the baseline casaro$eellaneous group of committees
and subcommittees. This result is hardly surprising to the subject matter jurisdiction
addressed by agricultural committees and the fettfarmers are routinely allowed to
testify at agricultural committee hearings dealvith a wide variety of agricultural
products. Furthermore, as | have already addresggidultural committees also have
the reputation of being a kinder venue toward tobanterests than the rest of the types
of venues in Congress. However, while the agricaltcommittees certainly give
tobacco farmers a forum to express their viewpdmtsongressional policymakers and
the public, is this same forum provided to the nifacturers/sellers of the tobacco

industry.

[Table 4.7 Here]
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Table 4.7 presents the results of the pooled @iggession model testing the
determinants of the percentage of testimony giwetobacco manufacturers and sellers.
Overall, the model only performs modestly welljtaexplains around 14% of the
variation in the dependent variable and the Fsttatof 2.23 is significant at the 0.05
level of statistical significance. In terms of #@ntrol variables in the analysis, first of
all, there are no significant differences betwdendifferent chambers of Congress in
terms of the percentage of tobacco manufacturetselters called to testify in
congressional hearings. Furthermore, no decaded stat as being significantly
different from the 1970’s in terms of the perceesgf tobacco manufacturers and

sellers called to testify at hearings on the t@pitobacco policy.

Individual characteristics of committee leaderseoagain had no statistically
significant effect on the percentage of tobaccoas presenting testimony in front of
congressional committees on the subject of tobpotioy. Of most importance,
committee hearings lead by members hailing frona¢ob states were not significantly
different from those led by members from non-toloestates in the percentage of
testimony given by tobacco manufacturers/selleng gersonal belief systems of
committee leaders also do not have a significaetebn the percentage of tobacco

manufacturers/sellers called to testify on the ¢obassue.

As Table 4.7 further demonstrates, only the typpeoonmittee venue holding
hearings on the topic of tobacco policy has angiaant effect on the percentage of
testimony given by tobacco manufacturers and selleterestingly, despite their bias
toward calling larger percentages of tobacco fasne@testify than a typical committee,

agricultural committees actually call significansignaller percentages of tobacco
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manufacturers/sellers than a typical run of thé committee. More specifically, in
agricultural committees, tobacco manufacturergselinake up 11% less of the total
witnesses testifying at hearings on the subjetblodicco policy than they do in typical
run of the mill committees, a result which is sfggant at the 0.05 level of statistical

significance.

This result likely demonstrates a few charactesstf the dynamics of witness
selection in the issue of tobacco policy. Firsalbfagricultural committees have called
significantly fewer tobacco manufacturers/sellergesstify in front of them, because the
information they would provide would not be as intpat to the legislation within their
jurisdiction as it would be to other types of corttees in Congress. Furthermore, while
the agricultural committees have gained the reputdor protecting the tobacco
industry as a whole, the fact is that agricult@@nmittees really only want to protect
one aspect of the industry: tobacco farmers. Tagiscultural committees have no
desire to give a public platform to a part of thdustry that sometimes is at odds with
the viewpoints of the farmers they are trying totpct. Finally, and possibly most
importantly, one of the most important goals ofg@ssional hearings is to conduct
oversight of other actors in society (both governtakand nongovernmental). Other
committees likely called a greater amount of tobao@anufacturers/sellers to testify not
because they wanted to provide a public forumdbatco companies to express their
viewpoints (although in some cases this may haee bige case). Rather, these
committees sought to call these actors to pubficigstion them, discredit the idea that
tobacco is a safe product for consumption by tH#ipuand discredit the business

practices of tobacco companies. Non-agriculturatmmittees (with the exception of
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judiciary committees) do not focus their oversighitutiny on farmers, because society
looks more sympathetically on blue-color tobacaonkers than they do on the
companies who actually manufacture and sell tobaocdomake the most money out of

the sale of the product.

Interestingly, judiciary committees call aroundexpected 17% less
representatives of tobacco manufacturers and selian the baseline case of
miscellaneous committees, a result that is sigmfi@at the 0.05 level of statistical
significance. As stated earlier, this result shawddbe taken to mean that the judiciary
committees are biased one way or another with otspavho they call to testify at
hearings concerning the topic of tobacco policyrdtihan likely, the result in this
analysis demonstrates that judiciary committeeseotnated on litigation toward the
tobacco industry and thus called more attorneydegal experts to testify rather than

having representatives of the tobacco industryfyest

Conclusion

As this chapter has demonstrated, in tobacco pahégrmation collection and
display decisions appear to be influenced morenbywenue in which hearings takes
place than by the characteristics of who contiwésttearing. In particular, the
agricultural venue contained individuals that werae supportive of tobacco interests
in their stated reasons for participating in hegsjrselected witnesses that gave
testimony that was more pro-tobacco in tone tharcéy committees, and tended to

focus less on the health and safety aspects adsgbat tobacco interests are likely to
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want to ignore and more on the sympathetic compsrathe tobacco industry:
tobacco farmers. For tobacco interests, the mgsbitant factor in determining how
positive a hearing would be toward their interegas whether the hearing took place in

agricultural venues or not.

On the other hand, the individual characteristiocsoonmittee members only had
an impact on individual participation decisions ltaving no significant impact on
information collection activities. This result uttately raises the following question:
why do the individual characteristics of committdmirmen, particularly whether they
come from a tobacco state or not, have no sigmificapact on information collection
and display decisions? After all, the committeeirchan is likely the most important
actor in hearing collection and display decisiond should be able exert influence over
the process, as he or she pleases (Sachs 2008 pf all, in venues outside of the
agricultural committee, tobacco state chairmen rdaat with a more hostile
environment. According to committee rules, committbairmen are required to allow
the minority ranking member (who is more than kebt going to be from a tobacco
state) to call at least one witness to testify la¢aring (Sachs 2003, 11; Staff Interviews
2010). In agricultural committees, this will not thea, because the minority side is very
unlikely to put up a witness antagonistic to tolmaitterests due to the consensual
environment that operates there. On the other haradher committees, the minority
side will more than likely seek to put up witnestiest are antagonistic toward the
tobacco industry, because these committee membeesrto economic interests tied to
tobacco or agricultural products in general. Furtieee, because of the prevailing

wisdom about the harmful health consequences aictmbuse, even stacking testimony
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in the tobacco industry’s favor is a risky endeawasrthe public would likely dismiss
the hearing as purely political and the result wWidu¢ damaging to the chairman’s

reputation.

In any event, tobacco state chairmen also knewttiegtdid not need to stack
testimony in more contentious venues like labor @dmerce committees. They could
depend on the agricultural venue to be steadfdshders of tobacco policy in terms of
the information put out in congressional heariggurn, tobacco state legislators could
turn their efforts to steadfastly defending tobaitterests on a more individual level
through their participation within more contentioxenues rather than trying to control

the flow of information.

However, as we will see in the next chapter, ddpble venues for certain
points of view do not always form. Tobacco is aque issue in some respects.
Although there was a conflictual component to 8see that developed over time, the
issue started as mainly a distributive issue inctwlhe main concern was protection of
a particular group in society: tobacco farmers.rEag the issue became more
conflictual and information concerning the healdimgequences of tobacco mounted
over time, tobacco farmers still remained as a gtbat would be disadvantaged by
tobacco regulations and members of the agricultoaimittee had the duty of
protecting agricultural interests no matter whethese farmers came from their
districts or not. After all, members from tobactates had generally supported farmers
of other commodities. Nonetheless, venues likecaljtiral venues in which politics are
generally consensual are not present in all vemagsyill they always be driven to act

in a consensual fashion in all issues. In the nbapter, | will demonstrate how when
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issues become more partisan and conflictual oweg,tindividual belief systems will
trump perceived venue biases in determining theecof information presented in

congressional hearings.
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Table 4.1. — Distribution of Committee Chairmen’s
Constituencies by Type of Committee

Constituency of Chair

Type of Non-Tobacco Split Tobacco State Total
Committee State

Other 66 0 7 73
(90.41%) (0.00%) (9.59%) (100.00%)

Agricultural 7 1 22 30
Committee (23.33%) (3.33%) (73.33%) (100.00%)

Total 73 1 29 103
(70.81%) (0.97%) (28.6%) (100.00%)

Row Percentages in Parentheses
Pearson Chi’ = 46.6167 p<= 0.0001
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Table 4.2. — Distribution of Minority Ranking Members’
Constituencies by Type of Committee

Constituency of Chair

Type of Non-Tobacco Split Tobacco State Total
Committee State
Other 61 0 12 73
(83.56%) (0.00%) (16.44%) (100.00%)
Agricultural 16 1 13 30
Committee (53.33%) (3.33%) (43.33%) (100.00%)
Total 77 1 25 103
(74.76%) (0.97%) (24.27%) (100.00%)

Row Percentages in Parentheses
Pearson Chi’ = 11.3686 p=0.003
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TABLE 4.3. Pooled Ordered Probit Regression ResudtTesting the Determinants
of the Tone of Committee Member Statements in Tob&o Hearings

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standard score
Error

Ideology 1.036** 0.194 5.34

Tobacco State 1.358** 0.188 7.21

Agricultural Committee 1.421** 0.199 7.15

Health/Safety Committee -0.151 0.158 -0.96

Judiciary Committee -0.113 0.196 -0.58

Chamber 0.411* 0.142 2.88

1980’s -0.378* 0.166 -2.28

1990’s -0.612** 0.147 -4.16

2000’s -0.773** 0.225 -3.43

Cutl -0.261 0.191

Cut 2 0.043 0.190

Cut3 0.649 0.198

Cut4 0.894 0.200

N 992

AdjustedR? 0.300

Wald Chf 407.9%*

Note *p =< .05 **p<=.00)one-tailed).

Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Tone of statements given byratise members in congressional
hearings on the topic of tobacco
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TABLE 4.4. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of Overall
Tone of Testimony in Tobacco Hearings.

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standartiscore
Error
Constant 0.222 0.301 0.74
Chair Ideology 0.216 0.256 0.84
Chair Tobacco State 0.244 0.292 0.83
Percentage Tobacco State -0.509 0.485 -1.05
Ideological Polarization 0.007 0.348 0.02
Agricultural Committee 1.799** 0.382 4.71
Health/Safety Committee -0.127 0.319 -0.40
Judiciary Committee -0.152 0.384 -0.40
Chamber 0.188 0.232 0.81
1980’s -0.452* 0.198 -2.28
1990’s -0.836** 0.212 -3.94
2000's -1.124* 0.354 -3.18
N 103
AdjustedR? 0.582
F Statistic 33.17**

Note *p =< .05 **p<=.001one-tailed).

Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Average tone of testimony wighcommittee in a particular
congress
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TABLE 4.5. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of the
Percentage of Testimony Given By Health and Safe#ydvocates and Experts

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standartiscore
Error

Constant 0.218* 0.065 3.34

Chair Ideology -0.070 0.077 -0.91

Chair Tobacco State -0.016 0.056 -0.28

Percentage Tobacco State -0.009 0.116 -0.08

Ideological Polarization 0.037 0.102 0.36

Agricultural Committee -0.233** 0.064 -3.65

Health/Safety Committee  0.127* 0.067 1.89

Judiciary Committee -0.220* 0.069 -3.19

Chamber -0.055 0.046 -1.21

1980’s 0.089 0.051 1.73

1990’s 0.103 0.065 1.59

2000's 0.281* 0.091 3.10

N 103

AdjustedR”? 0.447

F Statistic 23.89**

Note *p =< .05 **p<= .001one-tailed).

Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Percentage of Testimony GiweHdnrlth and Safety Advocates
and Experts
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TABLE 4.6. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of the
Percentage of Testimony Given By Tobacco Farmers

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standartiscore
Error
Constant 0.064 0.055 1.18
Chair Ideology 0.005 0.048 0.09
Chair Tobacco State 0.063 0.089 0.71
Percentage Tobacco State -0.022 0.110 -0.20
Ideological Polarization -0.087 0.069 -1.26
Agricultural Committee 0.441* 0.095 4.64
Health/Safety Committee -0.007 0.025 -0.31
Judiciary Committee 0.002 0.029 0.08
Chamber 0.009 0.042 0.21
1980’s 0.021 0.041 0.52
1990’s 0.021 0.037 0.58
2000's -0.055 0.039 -1.42
N 103
AdjustedR 0.676
F Statistic 110.62**

Note *p =< .05 **p<= .001one-tailed).
Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses
Dependent variable: Percentage of Testimony Giweldbacco Agricultural Interests

156



TABLE 4.7. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of the
Percentage of Testimony Given By Tobacco Manufacters and Sellers

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standartiscore
Error
Constant 0.156* 0.073 2.13
Chair Ideology 0.079 0.052 1.51
Chair Tobacco State 0.012 0.053 0.22
Percentage Tobacco State 0.012 0.131 0.09
Ideological Polarization 0.113 0.075 1.51
Agricultural Committee -0.114* 0.056 -2.03
Health/Safety Committee  0.03 0.061 0.50
Judiciary Committee -0.167* 0.075 -2.23
Chamber 0.039 0.040 0.98
1980’s -0.112 0.070 -1.60
1990’s -0.167 0.073 -2.00
2000's -0.0901 0.097 -0.93
N 103
AdjustedR 0.139
F Statistic 2.23*

Note *p =< .05 **p<= .001one-tailed).

Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Percentage of Testimony Giwehdbacco Manufacturers and
Sellers
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Chapter 5. Climate Change Policy — Partisan Issue @texts,
Competitive Subsystems, and Information Collectiorand Display
Decisions

Introduction

In 2005, the Senate Committee on Environment ardié®Works held a
hearing on the Kyoto Protocol, an internationatt@col intended to stabilize
greenhouse gas emissions in the atmosphere. Dihighgearing, then-Chairman James
Inhofe, a Republican, made the following statenoemicerning climate change and the

Kyoto Protocol:

“Let me be clear at the outset. | believe the coesthat have
ratified the Kyoto Protocol are wasting their ecomoresources,
because the science does not justify it. Anthropmgeimate
change is, | have characterized, is perhaps tregagiehoax ever
perpetuated on the American people. Even if humsaare
causing global warming — and we are not — but éwee were,
Kyoto would do almost nothing to avert it (Hearingc. 2008-

S321-13).”

By contrast, in the previous Congress, in 2003nather hearing in front of the
Senate Committee on Environment and Public Worlesnaghaired by James Inhofe,
the minority ranking member James Jeffords, angaddent caucusing with the
Democrats, made the following statement accusimgt®e Inhofe of dragging his feet

on the climate change issue:
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“Unfortunately we aren’t here today to talk aboudwimg

forward to find innovative solutions to real wopgdoblems.
Instead, today’s hearing will largely be a mirrottioe reverse of
the robust and growing consensus in the mainstoesmmunity
on climate...Unfortunately, there is no new inforratto be
found here today that would dissuade us from agingkly and
responsibly to reduce greenhouse gas and mercusgiems. In
today’s discussion of a literature survey of cliemegsearch, the
skeptics are trotting out an argument that is sdwerars old and
already discarded by their peers. It is abundaridgr that now is

the time to act (Hearing Doc. 2005-S321-5).”

From both sets of statements, it is clear thageheo leaders within the same
congressional committee disagreed vehemently onHeasings should proceed on the
topic of climate change. On the one hand, Senatwfé was clearly of the mindset that
climate change is a hoax and the information cbbecand display decisions in
congressional hearings should be conducted witlgdlaéof demonstrating the lack of
scientific consensus on the issue that he beliexaegthe reality. On the other hand,
Senator Jeffords clearly believed that scientiiogensus had already been arrived at
on climate change and hearings should be condtetéd ways to solve the problem.
As this chapter will demonstrate, in the issuelmhate change, hearing politics within
most venues in Congress are characterized by cbh#éiween two opposing groups. In
these situations, unlike what was found in tobgmaccy, information collection and

display decisions will be driven more by the ch#ggstics of individual committee
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members and leaders than by the perceived insti@itbiases of those conducting the

hearings.

Climate Change Issue Context

Unlike tobacco policy, the dynamics of congresaldrearing politics in the
issue of climate change have been relatively eatiih political science literature, to
date. Nonetheless, the issue presents an integestge study of informational
collection and display decisions, as there arecklgeasons to suspect that these
decisions may operate along a number of linest &irall, it is a highly technical policy
area that involves significant risks and probleorstifie general public where early
action may be key to solving the problem, but als@lves significant perceived
economic costs to carry out the necessary polioisslving the problem. Thus, if in
any policy area, legislators would be concernegkitting the best information in order
to make the most informed decision possibly onidkee, it would be in issues similar
to climate change policy. As stated earlier, infatimnal theorists argue that the
outcomes of particular policies are uncertain, Wiposes a difficulty for legislators
who prefer to choose policies where the outconeelitin, so that they can take credit
for policies that they know will succeed and averdbarrassment in voting for policies
with harmful outcomes for their constituencies (iGén and Krehbiel 1987, 1989,
1990; Krehbiel 1991). As such, when policy outcomesparticularly uncertain,
committee members will attempt to collect the beftrmation possible. On newer and
more technical policy issues, policymakers do raMehthe expertise to be confident
their conclusions on an issue are correct, if theye developed any beliefs at all. Thus,

policymakers typically must genuinely collect qtyalnformation so that they can
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develop expertise on the issue, which will infolmit conclusions as to what effects
particular policies will have (Ainsworth 2002; Mc@e 2007). When policymakers are
uncertain, the only cue they have to determinevétieity of information is the
perceived expertise of the individual giving theormation. As such, if the
informational perspective of informational collexstiis correct, the following

hypotheses should be confirmed:

Informational Perspective Member Statement ToneoHhgsis: Member statements will
be relatively neutral concerning climate changertigalarly at early stages of the issue
when uncertainty concerning the issue is relatiggbat. Furthermore, subsystem and
personal belief biases will not be an importantedetinant of member statements on

the issue.

Informational Perspective Testimony Tone Hypothdsie tone of testimony
concerning climate change will be relatively unl@dsind representative of a variety of
different perspectives, particularly at early stagd the issue when uncertainty
concerning the issue is relatively great. Furthereyaubsystem and personal belief
biases will not be an important determinant of tivee of witness testimony concerning

the issue.

Informational Perspective Expert Testimony Hypsisid_egislative hearings will be
constructed so that expert information on a topigathered and that the testimony of

technical and policy experts on a particular issteuld be valued. Expert testimony
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(i.e. scientific experts) rather than interest gpaestimony will be the most
predominant type of testimony presented in heangagscularly at early stages of the

issue when uncertainty concerning the issue idixaly great.

Nonetheless, as anyone following the issue caglysattest, wildly divergent
opinions have developed amongst actors involveld thig issue. On the one hand, there
are members of the environmental coalition who aripat climate change is a
significant problem and that current economic pcastwill only lead to future
environmental problems that could threaten the dimdurvival (Liftin 2000, 249). On
the other hand, there are members of the econaralition who argue that climate
change is not a significant problem, evidence tsctear enough to warrant policy
action on the issue, and attempting to solve tbhelpm will only harm the economy
(Liftin 2000, 249).

Some may argue that the lines of debate fit neatitythe demarcations that
separate the jurisdictions of venues within themate change policy area. According to
this perspective, differences in the collectiompolicy information will be influenced
by the biases involved with the subsystem thatragodar committee or subcommittee
operates within due to the consensual nature aiqsothat operate within that
subsystem (Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Talbees, and Baumgartner 1995;
Jones, Baumgartner, and Talbert 1993; Jones antdatner 2005; Workman, Jones,
and Jochim 2009). Indeed, the issue of climate ghamcludes many competing
subsystems and concomitant institutional venuesimnviCongress that could potentially

fight over how the issue of climate change is defirMuch like agricultural

162



committees were more hospitable to tobacco intgresime argue that those venues
that routinely deal with the interests of those wdauld be harmed by the actions
necessary to ameliorate climate change (i.e. ermgynittees) would be likely to be
more sympathetic to economic interests. On therdtaed, institutional venues that
routine deal with the interests of those concemigld environmental protection (i.e.
environmental committees) would be likely to gatildormation that is sympathetic to
environmental interests.

Of the types of institutional venues examining h@echnology industry, the
venue type that is most likely to act as a uniBatisystem on the issue of climate
change is the science subsystem, which includdsdidhe science committees in the
House and Senate. Many members of the science d¢teemhave expressed that their
desire to serve on the science committees is dkfroen their desire to serve their
constituents (Smith and Deering 1990; Deering an@t51997; Frisch and Kelly
2006). Since politics amongst members of constiyamiented committees tends to be
more consensual than other types of committeesn@&873; Smith and Deering 1990;
Deering and Smith 1997), we may expect that menmdfefse scientific committees that
make up the science subsystem will be more unitéldeir support of scientific
research, as these committees were created itogaurpport scientific research. Due to
the large portion of the scientific community’sistence that climate change is a
problem, venues like the science committees tleatrare likely to promote the
scientific community may also be more sympathetithe potential dangers of climate
change. As such, if subsystems are unified ingbed of climate change, | expect the

following hypotheses to be confirmed:
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Unified Subsystem Member Statement Tone Hypotisiabers from congressional
committees that are expected to be sympathetiteoessts that downplay the
significance of the climate change problem (i.eergg and agricultural committees)
will present statements that are more pro-econdoward the issue of climate change.
Members from congressional committees that arect@gdo highlight the importance
of tackling the climate change issue (i.e. envirental and science committees) will

present statements that are more pro-environmeaoteard the issue of climate change.

Unified Subsystem Testimony Tone Hypothesis: Cesigieal committees that are
expected to be sympathetic to interests that dayrtple significance of the climate
change problem (i.e. energy, economic, and agucaltcommittees) will preside over
hearings that produce more pro-economic testimomsatd the issue of climate
change. Congressional committees that are expeateihlight the importance of
tackling the climate change issue (i.e. environmlegrid science committees) will
preside over hearings that produce more pro-envirental testimony toward the issue

of climate change.

Conversely, with the economic costs of solvinggheblem on the one hand and
the increased visibility of the problem as the hestithe advocacy of such public
figures as Al Gore on the other hand, climate ckas@ visible and controversial
enough issue that could potentially provide anagsulitical parties can align

themselves around. Indeed, significant evidencebbaa found that political parties
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have aligned themselves into distinct camps onrenmiental issues in general. More
specifically, based on League of Conservation \éoteting scores, Republicans and
Democrats have become increasingly divided oversthee of environmental policy
since the 1970’s (Shipan and Lowry 2001; 245). &toee, if political parties have
diverged from each other on all environmental poissues, there is good reason to
expect that parties have aligned themselves arthen$sue of climate change in
particular.

If political parties have aligned themselves idiiderent camps on the issue of
climate change, this is a significant developmaat will likely influence how
information collection and display decisions play.s political parties become more
polarized on the issue of climate change, it becomere likely that each committee
venue will be split into competitive coalitions tytue of the control party leaders have
over the committee appointment process and thelfatimost committees’
memberships break down along partisan lines (CaxMaCubbins 1993; 2005).
Therefore, as parties become more polarized ossare] the likelihood that any
naturally sympathetic venues to one side or anatiilebe present decreases, as there
will likely be two political parties at odds wittaeh other on the issue within each
committee venue. In these cases, we should expectite personal views of those
running the hearing should have more of an impadhe information collection and
display process than the type of committee venwehich the hearing takes place.

As | will demonstrate later on, the two politigedrties have become more
polarized on the issue of climate change over tismecdotal evidence suggests that, in

general, the congressional hearing process aetsény partisan manner when issues

165



are more controversial and operate along partisas (Staff Interviews 2010).
Committee staff members tend to select witnessesstdy with an eye toward
supporting whatever viewpoint their chair is segkio get across in a particular hearing
(Staff Interviews 2010). While minority staff membere given the chance to select at
least one witness to testify at a hearing, the ntgjof witnesses are selected by the
staff members of the majority party (Staff Intewge2010). Furthermore, although this
rarely occurs, minority staff members have comg@dithat majority staff members
have scheduled hearings on days when they knewerityi witness would not be
available likely to avoid having that witness tBsét a hearing (Staff Interviews 2010).
Thus, if climate change has increasingly becomegeroontroversial and more partisan
issue, over time, it would not all be surprisingptiserve these same types of partisan
dynamics in the conduct of congressional hearing®ntroversial issue areas also
occurring in climate change hearings, as well.

However, it should be noted that the climate cleasgue becoming more
partisan does not necessarily mean that partyifaations of key actors will trump
belief systems in determining information colleatiand display decisions in
congressional hearings. The polarization of partigsseparate camps in the climate
change debate may or may not be due to politiadigseexerting influence over their
members to act in a certain way on the issuesrat,leven when these actions may
conflict with their own belief systems. Nonethelem#en if political parties are not
influencing their members to separate into diffeke@mps on the issue, the fact that
they are divergent on the issue at hand creatiésadien where two coalitions

diametrically opposed to one another on the isslid&present in committee after
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committee due to the partisan nature of committembrer selection. Thus, no venues
will be homogenous in their viewpoints on the issarel the characteristics of who
controls the committee will be far more importaatetminant of information collection
and display decisions.

The polarization of committees into different cawgm the issue of climate
change also becomes important due to the poteftedt that changes in the belief
systems of key committee actors can play in infdionmecollection. Policy actors,
including those that sit on congressional comnmsti@ed subcommittees, tend to hold
the following types of beliefs on policy issuesi§&aer and Weible 2007, 194-196):

e Deep core beliefs very general normative assumptions about humarnenatu
and the role of government in providing for the lgood that span across all
policy issues

e Policy core beliefs -more specific normative assumptions concerningrdine
policy issue

e Secondary beliefs -very specific assumptions about single policy issihat
are not considered to encapsulate an entire pisistie
If these belief systems guide how committees ald@@mmittees process

information, it seems logical to expect that thieskef systems will also have a
powerful influence on what types of informationgbenstitutional entities collect
during the congressional hearing process. In teeiip case of climate change, more
conservative individuals would likely be more sugip@ of economic interests in the
climate change debate, as the increased regulaitjparticular industries that would be

required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions thetital to conservative belief
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systems. By contrast, more liberal individuals tem@elieve in a more active role for
the government in protecting individuals from eonimental harm. If belief systems
guide how congressional committees make informatalection and display decision

in congressional hearings, we should expect tHevimhig hypotheses to be confirmed:

Belief System Member Statement Tone Hypothesisidodls with more liberal/pro-
environmental beliefs will give statements thatra@@e pro-environmental toward the
climate change issue. Individuals with more consgve/pro-economic beliefs will give

statements that are more pro-economic toward timeate change issue.

Belief System Testimony Tone Hypothesis: Committigleshairs that have more
conservative/pro-economic beliefs will produceiteshy that is more pro-economic
toward the issue of climate change. Committees efittirs that have more liberal/pro-
environmental beliefs will produce testimony tlsatiore pro-environmental toward the
issue of climate change.

In the next section, | will detail the ways in whithese expectations will be tested

using empirical data collected from congressiomarimg transcripts.

Data and Methods

Case SelectionCases of congressional hearings concerning cliotaetege policy were
selected using a two pronged approach. First, igaivere selected by searching
through hearings from the “Congressional Hearingtalset” of théolicy Agendas

project fttp://www.policyagendas.ojgn the following subtopic areas: “Air Pollution,
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Global Warming, and Noise Pollution,” “Weather Foasting and Related Issues, ” and
“International Resources Exploitation and Resoufagreement.” | then selected those
hearings whose descriptions noted that the whaegeor a substantial part of the
hearing dealt with climate change policy. In ortteensure all cases were selected, |
then conducted searches using.eris-Nexis Congressional Universe

(http://www.lexisnexis.comfor hearings using the following search termsnate

change, global warming, and greenhouse gas. Thrihigimethod, | obtained 142
individual cases of hearing documents publishetiahkeast substantially concerned

the topic of climate change policy. Data from thbearings were then aggregated at the
committee and subcommittee level for each individiengress, which condensed the

number of cases to 95 cases.

Dependent Variable — Tone of Committee Member Stateents. The tone of
committee member statements in the specific casknofte change was determined as
follows. Particular arguments made over the coafsestatement were coded as either
supportive of the economic coalition in the climal@nge debate, moderate, or
supportive of the environmental coalition in thengte change debate. More specific
information on how each statement was assignetedound in Appendix D. Using

PDF XChange Viewer's free PDF editing softwaraotations were made to denote the

> ppF XChange Viewer allows users to highlight and mark up PDF documents obtained by other sources.
This software can prove invaluable to individuals seeking to content analyze documents on a limited
budget. This software can be found at the following website: http://www.tracker-

software.com/product/pdf-xchange-viewer

169



positive, moderate, and negative suppositions roadethe course of a statement.
Then, the overall statement was coded using thewolg five-point scale:
e Very pro-economic (-2): Statements made up of masthll pro-economic
arguments and very little to no pro-environmentat@utral arguments
e Pro-economic (-1): Statements with mostly pro-ecoiccarguments and a
substantial, but not equal portion of pro-environtakarguments, or statements
with a fairly equal balance of pro-economic andtrediarguments
e Neutral (0): Statements made up of nearly all m@rguments on the climate
change issue or statements with a fairly equalnoal®f pro-environmental and
pro-economic arguments
e Pro-environmental (1): Statements with mostly pngs@nmental arguments
and a substantial, but not equal portion of proaeaaic arguments, or
statements with a fairly equal balance of pro-emvinental and neutral
arguments
e Very pro-environmental (2): Statements made up astty or all pro-
environmental arguments and very little to no pcor@mic or neutral

arguments

Dependent Variable — Tone of Testimonyl. analyze the tone of information presented
in congressional hearings on the topic of climdt@nge policy by analyzing the actual
content of hearing testimony itself. Using the sayaeeral approach that | used for
opening statements, | assign each individual paét¢estimony a score on a five point

scale from -2 (very pre-economic on the climatengieaissue) to 2 (very pro-
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environmental on the climate change issue) to detha basic tone of each individual
piece of testimony. | then take the average ofttuees for each piece of testimony
given before a particular committee in a partic@angress to measure the overall tone

of testimony in that committee for that Congress.

Dependent Variable — Percentage of Scientific Testiony. In climate change
hearings, one of the most prevalent and interegfiagp of individuals giving
testimony are scientific experts. Due to the fhet scientific experts have established a
general consensus that climate change is occui@reskes 2004), they are generally
seen as promoting the pro-environmental side irdéim@ate on climate change. Thus,
naturally, we may expect that scientific experty/ipa excluded from hearings when
those controlling the hearing espouse a more pooaic belief system. On the other
hand, many committee members often seek a cerédamde in the types of withesses
they call in order to demonstrate that witnessesfall walks of life support the
position they are seeking to espouse (Staff Ineevsi2010). Thus, we may not expect
any significant differences in scientific withegstimony.

In order to study the factors that influence theisiens to select scientific
witnesses to testify at climate change hearingsgdsured the information gathered
from scientific experts in congressional hearing$adlows. First, | coded the number
of those testifying at hearings that qualified asralependent scientific expert.
Scientific experts include those representing nariigan think-tanks, universities, or
governmental research institutions. Those sciergiiperts representing partisan

interest groups were not included, because theld dmiseen more as representing a
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particular interest than as trying to provide usb@expert information. | then took the
percentage of scientific experts that testifieétamt of a particular committee in a

given Congress.

Independent Variable — Personal Beliefdn the case of climate change policy, deep
core beliefs should affect information collectiardadisplay decisions as follows. More
conservative individuals would likely be more sugipp@ of economic interests in the
climate change debate, as the increased regulattiparticular industries that would be
required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions thetital to conservative belief
systems. By contrast, more liberal individuals tem@elieve in a more active role for
the government in protecting individuals from eowimental harm. In order to measure
the ideological preferences of committee and sulncitt®e members that characterize
deep core beliefs, | use Poole and Rosenthaltsdisension DW-Nominate scores,
which are based off of roll call votes taken by tenmittee members

(http://voteview.ord This variable is measured on a continuous dcaife -1 to 1 with

higher scores indicating a more conservative mendaeiogy.

In climate change policy, policy core beliefs compmore specific beliefs
about the role of government specifically in proiteg the environment. These beliefs
may slightly differ from the ideological beliefsahcharacterize deep core belief
systems. For instance, although some individualg maae conservative beliefs about
the role of government in general, these same idhalils may believe that protection of
the environment is a special instance, in whichr@ggjve governmental policies are

necessary. In order to measure the more specilicypmore beliefs that span
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environmental policies in general, | use the Leagfu@onservation Voters voting

scores littp://www.lcv.org/scorecar§i/which are based off of roll call votes taken by

the committee members on bills with an environmlegitaension. This variable is
measured on a continuous scale from 0 to 100 wggheln scored indicating a more pro-

environmental belief system.

Independent Variable — Ideological PolarizationIn the context of the overall tone of
climate change testimony, it is very likely tha¢adogical polarization between the
parties may have another effect aside from makergies more competitive. According
to committee rules, committee chairmen are requwedlow the minority ranking
member to call at least one witness to testify laaring (Sachs 2003, 11; Staff
Interviews 2010). Minority ranking members will &ély be relatively more likely to
exercise this privilege when the ranking membeiesvg are far apart from the
chairman’s and the ranking member does not behever her views will be
represented at the hearing otherwise. As | withdestrate later, climate change was a
relatively non-contentious issue at its start vaithh parties in agreement about the
potential seriousness of the problem. Thus, mipeabking members (mostly
Republicans) likely did not exercise their prividegt the issue’s start as they agreed
with the decisions made by committee chairmen. H@mneas time has worn on and the
two parties have become more and more divided emstue of climate change, the
impetus for the minority ranking member to exed fnivilege to call at least one
witness to testify on behalf of their position txe issue has become much stronger.

Due to the fact that the two parties started fropnaaenvironmental position toward the
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climate change issue and the fact that Democrats $tayed relatively pro-
environmental over time while Republicans have hezsignificantly more pro-
economic in their views, it is likely that this polzation has had the effect of causing
testimony to become more pro-economic rather tharempro-environmental over time.
Democrats were relatively equally motivated throughime to ensure the pro-
environmental position would be presented at tihesgings, while Republicans have
become more motivated to ensure that the pro-ecmnoosition is represented as they
have strayed away from the pro-environmental pmsitin the issue. In order to
measure this effect, | create two variables takivegabsolute values of the differences

between both the DW-Nominate scores and the LeafjGenservation Voter Scores.

Independent Variable — Policy Subsystem Biasln the specific case of climate
change, if there are subsystem biases in the tiolteaf information, congressional
committees that are expected to be sympathetitteoests that downplay the
significance of the climate change problem (i.eergg committees) will preside over
hearings that produce more pro-economic testimowgitd the issue of climate change.
Congressional committees that are expected toigtgithe importance of tackling the
climate change issue (i.e. environmental and seienmmittees) will preside over
hearings that produce more pro-environmental testimoward the issue of climate
change. In order to test the validity of this exp#on, | created categories and dummy
variables for each of the types of subsystems septed by particular committees in
Congress that held hearings on the issue of clicteage policy relatively often. These

categories include the following: environmentale®gy, science, and foreign policy.
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Independent Variable — Kyoto Protocol DimensionOne of the most controversial
debates that took place with respect to the climh#age issue was the debate over the
Kyoto Protocol. Regardless of partisan affiliatitime vast majority of legislators
regardless of their core beliefs tended to disagttteratification of the protocol due to
the significant responsibilities in decreasing eswiss that it would put on the United
States. Disagreement amongst all congressionalypadikers with the Kyoto Protocol
was so great that with a 97-0 vote, the Senateeddbg Bird-Hagel Resolution which
stated that the United States should be signatottyet Kyoto Protocol (105 S. Res. 98).
Thus, due to the extreme disagreement with the &pobtocol amongst congressional
policymakers, we should expect more negative in&tiom to be presented and more
negative statements to be given in Kyoto Protoearimgs simply by virtue of the vast
disagreement with the Protocol amongst represeatatl control for this effect by
including a dummy variable coded 1 when a committegubcommittee held at least

one hearing dealing with the Kyoto Protocol durangarticular Congress.

Control Variable — Time. It is expected that some elements of informatidfecbon
and display in climate change policy simply canm®t@ccounted for by elements of
changes in different key characteristics betweéferégnt committees across different
time periods. To control for the effects of timeinformational collection, | include

dummy variables for each decade that congressimaalngs took place: (1980-1990;
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1991-2000; 2001-2006%.The 1980’s (1980-1990) serve as the referencedeeion

variables in the model.

Control Variable — Chamber. Of the two chambers of Congress, the House repiesen
smaller constituencies, and thus, may operatemor@ parochial manner than the
Senate. As such, due to their broader constitubasgs, the Senate may show more of
a concern toward broader policy issues like envirental protection. In order to

control for this effect, | created a dummy variatdeeach of the models, which equal O

if the hearing takes place in the Senate andteihearing takes place in the House.

Statistical Model — Pooled OLSIn order to test the expectations laid out above, |
conducted a series of pooled OLS regression arsatiis¢ grouped data based on the
committee or sub-committee a particular hearing kedd in for the committee level
models and grouped data based on the member pregstatements in the statement

model. A pooled OLS regression assumes that anyitwoyears can be compared

16 Although including dummy variables for each of the Congresses can be argued to be more
appropriate, doing so uses up a large number of degrees of freedom. With the small number of cases in
the committee level models, the loss of degrees of freedom made it impossible for the statistical
package to estimate the F statistic, which is necessary to show the significance of the overall model.
Furthermore, it is likely that certain characteristics of the chairmen will be nearly perfectly collinear with
the particular Congress being controlled for. For instance, since the House and Senate are typically
controlled by the same party, it is likely that there are relatively few instances where differences in party
control will be observed within Congresses. Additionally, ideological differences within Congresses and
between chairs are also likely to be muted due to the high correlation between ideological preferences
and party identifications. As Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) note, one of the drawbacks of their suggested
method of using time dummies for each time period studied is that it cannot account for the effects of
variables where there is little to no variation within the time period. As such | use the decade variable
approach, as it allows time effects to be captured without using up too many degrees of freedom and
allows certain important variables to vary so their effects can be more helpfully studied.
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whether across committees or across times andtitaaor is a weighted average of
collapsing groups down to a single, mean time pama differencing each observation
within each group from its group mean. | now twratdiscussion of the results of my

analyses.

Committee Member Statements — Results

[Figure 5.1 Here]

Committee member statements provide important imsionto why particular
committee members participate in congressionalimgsrBefore reporting the results
of what determines the tone of these statemernssintportant to first analyze how the
tone of these statements have changed over timeéetthe two political parties. As
stated earlier, if differences emerge betweenwoeparties on the issue of climate
change, individual venues are likely to be morefla@inal and personal beliefs of key
committee members are likely to matter more innmfation collection and display
decisions. Figure 5.1 presents a graph of therdifiees between the average tone of
statements made by Democrats and Republicansmatelichange hearings across time.
Remember that more positive values represent nrorempvironmental positions
toward climate change while more negative valupsasent more pro-economic
positions toward climate change. As this graph aspat the start of the issue,
Democrats and Republicans were relatively undivideétieir statements toward

climate change. To be sure, as expected, the Datsogere the more pro-
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environmental of the two political parties in thealg stages of the issue’s development.
Nonetheless, differences between the two partieshbers on the climate change issue
were relatively muted during the early stages tdrimation collection and display on
the topic.

However, as time has worn on, wider gaps in thespants of those
participating in hearings on the topic of climakaoge have become more apparent.
Starting in the 10¥ Congress, Republicans participating in congressibearings have
become decidedly pro-economic in their reasonpéaticipating in climate change
hearings. By contrast, Democrats have stayed velgtpro-environmental in their
reasons for participating in hearings on the sulméclimate change. Thus, while
climate change has not always been a partisan issugghout its history in terms of
the reasons that committee members give for ppaticig in hearings, the issue has
become more and more of an issue where membersah@amged themselves along
party lines. | expect that this increased partisenshould have a decided effect in
making political dynamics within venues holding hegs on climate change more

conflictual.

[Table 5.1 Here]

Turning now to a more systematic analysis of opgistatements across time,
Table 5.1 presents the results of the pooled Ob&ssion model testing the
determinants of the tone of opening statementsrallyéhe model performs very well,

as the pseudo R-squared of 0.337 is fairly robygtdeudo R-squared standards and the
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Wald Chf of 498.09 is significant at all levels of statisiisignificance. Each of the
control variables are significant and in their ected directions. As expected, time has
a significant impact on the tone of member stateéseith both the 1990’s and 2000’s
producing statements significantly more pro-ecormimitone concerning the climate
change issue than the reference point of the 19809, as expected, House members
are significantly more likely to give statementatthre more pro-economic in tone
concerning climate change than members of the 8glilaly due to the parochial
politics that operate within the House.

In terms of venue biases, the results demonstiatenbne of the types of
venues operating on the issue of climate changasnlegislators with significant
biases in their reasons for participating in coagi@nal hearings when compared with a
miscellaneous set of committees. Despite the Fattrhembers of the scientific
committee could be hypothesized to have more faitbllowing scientific advice than
other congressmen due to the fact that congrestmrsame degree self-select onto the
committee they belong (Adler and Lipinski 1997; Goxd McCubbins 1993, 2005;
Frisch and Kelly 2005), not even scientific comegtimnembers gave statements that
were significantly different in tone from a mis@lkeous set of committees. Due to the
partisan nature of the issue, it is not surprisiveg different committees have not been
unified in their viewpoints in the issue in the saway that agricultural committees
were unified in support of tobacco farmers.

On the other hand, individual characteristics ofithers giving statements have
a clear and significant effect on the tone of steiets detailing their reasons for

participating in climate change hearings. Both deae and policy core belief systems
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are significant determinants of the reasons thatreittee members give for
participating in climate change hearings. With ezdpo deep core beliefs, more
conservative members tend to participate with mibention of bolstering the pro-
economic viewpoint at hearings. More specificatiygmmittee members with more
conservative DW-Nominate scores were significantbyre likely to give statements
that were more pro-economic toward the climate ghassue than their more liberal
counterparts. Unsurprisingly, more pro-environmeptdicy core beliefs were also
related to members giving more pro-environmentaso@s for participating in climate
change hearings. More explicitly, committee memiwetis more pro-environmental
League of Conservation Voters’ voting scores wegrificantly more likely to give
statements that were more pro-environmental oglihrate change issue than members
with less pro-environmental LCV scores.

Finally, as Table 5.1 further demonstrates, memstsements tend to be
significantly different when dealing with certaispeects of the climate change issue. In
particular, when the Kyoto Protocol was addressed bommittee or subcommittee
during a particular congressional session, menthégraents tended to be more pro-
economic toward the climate change issue than thies@ in committees during
sessions when the Kyoto Protocol was never addieBaee to the fact that the Kyoto
Protocol was defeated unanimously by both DemoeanatsRepublicans when it was
considered by the U.S. Senate, it stands to reasdrrommittee members with many
different types of belief systems had reasonsdagtee with the provisions of the

protocol.
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Nonetheless, in terms of participation by committesmbers, it is apparent that
most venues are made up of a variety of pro-ecomamil pro-environmental
legislators that will have very different takestbe climate change issue. Therefore,
regardless of whether certain types of informatiomoverrepresented at climate change
hearings due to the biases of the committee ventlese controlling the committee,
they are likely to also be subject to harsh lineguzstioning regardless of the
committee venue in which the hearing takes planew turn to an analysis of the
determinants of the overall tone of congressioearimg testimony to determine
whether the same dynamics that drive the tone ofilbee statements also drive the tone

of overall testimony presented in congressionatihgsa.

Overall Tone of Testimony — Results

[Figure 5.2 Here]

Before discussing the results of the model testiegdeterminants of the overall
tone of testimony concerning climate change in cesgjonal hearings, it is important
to first analyze how the tone of testimony has ddoed flowed throughout time. Figure
5.2 presents a graph depicting the average totestimony per congressional session
on the topic of climate change. As the figure digialthough the tone of testimony has
experienced relatively wide jumps and falls fromeiperiod to time period, the tone
has generally trended in a pro-economic direcfldns result generally comports with

my expectation that belief systems and polarizatiave had a decided effect on the
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tone of climate change testimony. For instancéhase likely to support the pro-
economic position (i.e. Republican Party membeegjain to control institutional venues
with power over congressional hearings after th"X0ongress, congressional hearing
testimony began to take a considerably more prox@oic bent. The tone of testimony
took on a particularly pro-economic bent during 108" Congress when, for the first
time, the overall tone of testimony was slightlggconomic in tone. After the 165
Congress, although testimony does become somewd&inpironmental in tone at
times (particularly in the 187Congress when Democrats held control of the Sgnate
the tone of testimony never reaches the levels@epvironmentalism that
characterized the era in which pro-environmentbsintrolled all committee venues
responsible for informational collection and digptiecisions.

It should be noted that even after those withgmonomic/anti-environmental
positions began to control information and collectdecisions, the tone of testimony
does not take on an overwhelmingly pro-economid¢.darfact, the overall tone of
testimony was pro-economic in tone only in two tipggiods (in the 10%and 108
Congresses). This result is suggestive of two pdgis. First of all, pro-
environmentalists were still likely in leadershipsgtions in committees making
information collection and display decisions, eyfeanly in a minority capacity. Due to
rules that allow the minority ranking member td edlleast one witness to testify at a
hearing (Sachs 2003, 11; Staff Interviews 201@® to-environmental position likely
still received representation in congressional ingaron climate change.

Secondly, those with pro-economic positions wétenapting to overcome

information within institutional venues that forare had noted the potential problems
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involved with anthropogenic climate changes. Tryimgtack information in a
completely different tone from the way it had beeesented for years likely would
have been met with calls that information was beinfairly stacked and call into
guestion the informational validity of the hearitgglf. This type of mindset can be
seen in the opening statement of then-Chairman Bahaabacher in a hearing on
climate change in front of the House Committee ciei&e’s Subcommittee on Energy
and Environment in 1995, shortly after Republiceruk control of both chambers of
Congress. In his opening statement, Represenfatheabacher noted the following:

[1]t is my goal, as Chairman of this subcommitteesee that

every time we have a hearing, that unlike — ands wery

disappointed my first six years in Congress - wasd would

never really be a dialogue...You would have the espgeere and

you would have all the experts who agreed with the

Subcommittee chairman testify in the first panat] ¢is is when

all the members of the news media were here. Aad ylou

would have anybody, anybody who might get on agt@ess

who disagreed with the Subcommittee chairman’sifgeibns,

were put on the last panel in the late afternood,robody was

there to hear them...Well, as long as | am Subcoremitt

chairman, we are going to try our best to have batbs of every

issue presented, and side by side, and promotagdialbetween

the expert witnesses.
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As this quote demonstrates, the goal of pro-ecoa@tmirmen was not to totally
dismiss the pro-environmental side in the clim&iange debate, but rather to promote
more dialogue in the debate. It is likely that pagsenting the pro-environmental side
would have exposed them to charges of favoritisorenso than pro-environmentalists
who could promote the supposition that their staglaf testimony represented the

positions of scientific experts, at large.

[Table 5.2 Here]

Turning now to a more systematic analysis of @stimony of witnesses on the
subject of climate change across time, Table e2qnts the results of pooled OLS
regression models testing the determinants ofathe of testimony. Due to the fact that
deep core beliefs and policy core beliefs are yikelbe correlated with one another as
political parties tend to become more homogenoubkeir belief systems, there was a
good chance that many of the independent variabldse model could exhibit
multicollinearity with each other. Thus, tests weomducted to determine the degree of
multicollinearity within the model. With these tesit was determined that deep core
belief systems were high collinear with environna¢bilief systems. Thus, two
different models were created placing environmemief systems into one model and
ideological belief systems into another model.

As Table 5.2 demonstrates, both models perforsorebly well, as they can
explain between 29-35% of the variance in the witestimony heard in a particular

hearing. In terms of the control variables in thalgsis, it appears that the institutional

184



chamber holding the hearings had negligible effentthe tone of hearing testimony.
The House and Senate did not produce significalifigrent testimony in tone in either
of the models. Furthermore, the decade in whicth#eing took place only has
significant effects on the tone of hearing testigmomModel Il. In Model Il, only the
1990’s produced significantly more pro-economiditesny than the 1980’s.

More importantly for this project, contrary to teepectation of punctuated
equilibrium theorists, the perceived institutiob&s of a committee does not seem to
have a large impact over whether information if\gegd that recognizes or refuses to
recognize that the climate change problem existéy @reign policy committees
exhibit significant differences than the baselinsecof miscellaneous committees, a
result that is only significant in Model Il andasldly inconsistent with expectations.
Due to the fact that a large portion of the forgpgticy hearings dealt with the Kyoto
Protocol, which was overwhelmingly rejected by bpé#nties, we should expect that
members of this committee would be more likely tesent pro-economic information.
Yet, holding all other variable equal, foreign pglcommittees actually presented
testimony that was around 0.554 units more prorenmental than the baseline case of
miscellaneous committees.

On the other hand, the belief systems of commatebsubcommittee chairmen
with the responsibility of making informational éattion and display decisions have a
significant impact on the tone of hearing testimddgsurprisingly, chairmen with
more pro-environmental policy core beliefs presidedr hearings that contained
testimony with a more pro-environmental tone onghieject of climate change. A one-

unit increase in the pro-environmentalism of coneitand subcommittee chairmen’s
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League of Conservation voter scores leads to aeateg increase of 0.007 units in the
tone of supportiveness of the member’s statemeavdrtbthe pro-environmental
viewpoint in the more specific climate change debBut in a more substantive fashion,
a change from an extremely anti-environmental chair to one that is more moderate
in his or her environmental beliefs (an increaseif0 to 50) leads to an expected
increase of 0.35 units in the tone of testimonygented in front of a committee or
subcommittee on the climate change debate. A chiaogean extremely anti-
environmental chairman to an extremely pro-envirental chairman (an increase from
0 to 100) leads to an expected increase of 0.8 unthe tone of testimony presented in
front of a committee or subcommittee on the clinctenge debate. However, only
policy core belief systems are significant deteamis of the overall tone of testimony
in climate change hearings. With respect to deep beliefs, increases in the
conservatism of the DW-Nominate scores of commétsg subcommittee chairmen
had no impact on the tone of testimony on the isduwimate change.

Ideological polarization between committee leadaoticy core belief systems
also has a significant impact on the tone of testiynpresented on the subject of
climate change. More specifically, committees amatcemmittees with greater absolute
differences between chairmen and minority rankirgers’ League of Conservation
Voters scores produced testimony that was sigmifiganore pro-economic in tone
than committees with smaller differences betweenrodtee leaders in these belief
systems. These differences emerging is likely alre$ members with a more pro-

economic bent taking leadership positions in coraad, and if in the minority,
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demanding that testimony with a pro-economic bentdpresented in hearings on
climate change.

Additionally, when committees and subcommitteedresised the issue of the
Kyoto Protocol, the tone of testimony tended tarim@e pro-economic in tone than in
committees and subcommittees that did not addness$ue. Since Republicans
controlled all committees that addressed the K¥astiocol issue, this result likely
demonstrates that the Democratic minority wasiledsed to ensure that pro-
environmental viewpoints would be represented duni@arings on an issue that they
were less in line with the pro-environmental pasitthan they were on other parts of
the issue. On the other hand, ideological polaorah deep core beliefs appears to not
be a significant factor in influencing the tonet@$timony presented on climate change
hearings.

The results from Table 5.2 clearly demonstrateitigividual belief systems
have a much larger role in determining the toneitfess testimony at a hearing than
committee venues, a result which is the exact apposwhat was found in the issue of
tobacco policy. Nonetheless, some of the resultsarpreceding section are either
anomalous or are not as strong as one would expecinstance, why do foreign
policy committees produce more pro-environmentstingony when one would
logically expect the opposite? Furthermore, whytaeeDW-Nominate scores that
measure a committee chair’'s deep core beliefs smraficant determinant of the tone
of testimony when these same scores were such arfudweterminant of individual

committee members’ positions on the issue?
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The answers to these questions likely can be weredvby excluding members
of the federal bureaucracy as part of the withegsssamnake up the calculation of the
tone of testimony in front of a particular commét®ne of the most important
purposes for which congressional hearings are adadus to oversee other actors in
society, particularly members of the federal exweubranch. During interviews with
staff members, many interviewees noted that witseksction done for the purposes of
overseeing another actor operates in a very diffdeshion than witness selection in
typical run-of-the-mill hearings (Staff Intervie\2910). Unlike in many parliamentary
democracies, legislative actors do not often hasgegified time period to directly
guestion the executive branch on the decisionstiegtmake. However, through the
congressional hearing process, congressional caeevahd subcommittee members do
have the opportunity to call executive officialséstify before them and directly
attempt to discredit the information they provid&aff Interviews 2010). As a result, at
times, interestingly, congressional hearings magriganized to over-represent
viewpoints that are inconsistent with the positiohthose sitting on the committee
(Staff Interviews 2010).

In the case of climate change policy, this isseeoimes particularly pertinent
because climate change policy is very partisanistiklely to generate intense scrutiny
of the executive branch particularly when the mlest is from the opposite party of the
leaders of the committee conducting the hearing.dfibstantial number of witnesses
were chosen in order for committee chairs to ddittbeir policy choices/opinions, it
may lead to some of the anomalous and weaker thaected results found in the

previous analysis because the measurement used thixéone of witnesses prepared
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for a wide variety of purposes. If witness selactior oversight purposes is as different
from witness selection in normal hearings as staffinbers suggest, these two groups of
witnesses should be separated. Of course, it ysdiffircult to determine whether a
witness is being called to oversee their activitieaot because committee leaders do
not always express their intentions for callingtigatar witnesses to testify. However,
since oversight of the executive branch is a kegtion of congressional committees
and subcommittees, the most likely persons to bedctor oversight purposes are

members of the federal executive bureaucracy.

[Table 5.3 Here]

In order to demonstrate the effects that inclusibwitnesses called for
oversight purposes can have over the results,d hesalculated the tone of testimony
presented in front of particular committees andcentmittees in particular Congresses
by eliminating the tone of statements made by mesntiiethe federal bureaucracy in
my calculations. Table 5.3 presents the resulofed OLS regression models testing
the determinants of the tone of testimony excludimnbers of the federal
bureaucracy. Once again, the analysis is separatetivo models to avoid
multicollinearity problems between the deep coré policy core belief variables. As
Table 5.3 demonstrates, the models excluding fédaraaucrats performs
considerably stronger than the original modelghase models can now explain around
58-60% of the variation in the dependent varialni¢éerms of the control variables in

the analysis, the results do not change much betthese models and the original set
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of models. Once again, the tone of testimony prteskein front of House committees is
not significantly different from the testimony pegeged in front of Senate committees
and only the 1990’s exhibit significantly differetone of testimony from the 1980’s,
with the 1990’s being significantly more pro-econoin tone than the 1980'’s.

The perceived institutional bias of a committeeeoagain does not seem to
have a large impact over the tone of informatiothmissue area of climate change.
Furthermore, when the testimony of federal burestsds removed from the analysis,
the tone of testimony given in front of foreign jgglcommittees is not significantly
different from the baseline case of miscellanemmruittees. The difference in results
concerning foreign policy committees can likelyat&ibuted to the key oversight role
the foreign policy committees played during theotegion of key climate change
treaties, particularly the Kyoto Protocol. Duringanings concerning climate change,
foreign policy committees routinely called membeishe federal bureaucracy to
defend the provisions of the treaty. In the casthefKyoto Protocol, the chairs of
foreign policy committees did not call federal bawerats, who by and large supported
the Protocol, to testify because they agreed aghprovisions of the Protocol
themselves. Rather, they called bureaucrats tibyt@sorder to question the wisdom of
signing onto a Protocol that they thought contaiseribus flaws. This difference in
results demonstrates how witness selection forsoyletr purposes can be very different
from witness selection for general information eotion and display purposes.

With respect to the effects of belief systemseaf kommittee actors on the tone
of testimony during hearings on the subject of alienchange, as expected, policy core

beliefs of committee chairs continue to have anartgnt effect on the tone of hearing
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testimony and without including federal bureaucmatfhe analysis the effect becomes
considerably stronger. Chairmen with more pro-emvmental policy core beliefs
presided over hearings that contained testimonly avinore pro-environmental tone on
the subject of climate change. A one-unit incraagbe pro-environmentalism of
committee and subcommittee chairmen’s League os@uwation voter scores leads to
an expected increase of 0.009 units in the torseipportiveness of the member’s
statement toward the pro-environmental viewpoirthenmore specific climate change
debate. Put in a more substantive fashion, a chimogean extremely anti-
environmental chairman to one that is more modenatés or her environmental
beliefs (an increase from 0 to 50) leads to an eegkincrease of 0.45 units in the tone
of testimony presented in front of a committeewdscommittee on the climate change
debate. A change from an extremely anti-environalesttairman to an extremely pro-
environmental chairman (an increase from 0 to 1€4s to an expected increase of 0.9
units in the tone of testimony presented in frdrd committee or subcommittee on the
climate change debate.

Interestingly, when federal bureaucrats are exdudam the analysis of the
tone of testimony, the deep core beliefs of comeaitthairmen also becomes an
important determinant of the tone of testimonylimate change hearings. More
specifically, more conservative chairmen tend terege hearings with a more pro-
economic bent in tone. A one-unit increase in theservatism of committee and
subcommittee chairmen leads to an expected incdds873 units in the pro-
economic tone of hearing testimony. Once againgditherence in results can likely be

attributed to the fact that the criteria for witaeslection for oversight purposes are
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much different than the selection criteria for amal run-of-the-mill hearing. When
chairmen call witnesses from the federal bureayc@testify, they are likely doing so
in order to directly question the wisdom of whatepelicies they are pursuing rather
than to bolster arguments made by one side orrtaigely collect information. This
possibility is even more likely when dealing witlpartisan issue like climate change
where the two sides are constantly trying to dditreach other’s arguments in the
debate.

Unsurprisingly, ideological polarization betweemunittee leaders’ policy core
belief systems once again had a significant impadhe tone of testimony presented on
the subject of climate change, even after remothegestimony of federal bureaucratic
officials from the analysis. Committees and subcaite@s with greater absolute
differences between chairmen and minority rankimgbers’ League of Conservation
Voters scores produced testimony that was sigmfiganore pro-economic in tone
than committees with smaller differences betweenrodtee leaders in these belief
systems. Additionally, when committees and subcaterss addressed the issue of the
Kyoto Protocol, the tone of testimony tended tarim@e pro-economic in tone than in
committees and subcommittees that did not addnesissue. On the other hand,
ideological polarization in deep core beliefs i sbt a significant factor in influencing
the tone of testimony presented on climate chaegeitngs, even when removing the
testimony of federal bureaucratic officials frone thnalysis.

Nonetheless, the results in this section demaestinat belief systems of
committee leaders have a far greater impact ototine of hearing testimony than the

perceived biases of committee venues. As statd@reanore conflictual/partisan issue
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contexts, like climate change has become, areylioeproduce more conflictual venues
in which a natural venue bias (like agriculturatuittees in the case of tobacco
policy) is not likely to be present. | now turndo analysis of the determinants of the
prevalence of scientific experts at congressioralings on climate change policy to
determine whether chairmen with certain beliefsyst tend to censor certain types of

information or whether all types of information avelcomed in these environments.

Types of Witnesses - Results

[Figure 5.3 Here]

Figure 5.3 contains a graph depicting the evoluitotihe broad categories of
witnesses that have testified during hearings amomog climate change. As Figure 5.3
demonstrates, congressional committees and subdteemhave called mostly experts,
representatives of private interests, and memiddexleral bureaucratic agencies to
testify before them at congressional hearingsohtrast to tobacco hearings, experts
make up a sizable percentage of withesses in cesigreal hearings on climate change
policy. The percentage of experts testifying atrimgs on the subject of climate change
only once fell below 20% of the individuals testify at hearing (the 185Congress)
and even reached as high as 67% of the witnessiesdine 97' Congress. In such a
technical issue like climate change, it is logiwaéxpect that committee members will
want to collect information from experts to trydome to an informed decision on the

issue or to simply add credibility to their own gigposed policy positions.
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As Figure 5.3 further depicts, from the early stagkthe climate change issue
until around its midpoint (the 96103 Congresses), experts made up the largest
category of witnesses during all congressionalisessvhere the issue was addressed.
However, after the 163Congress, the categories of federal bureaucrtaiats and
representatives of private interests began to rapkszable percentages of the total
witnesses called to testify at climate change hganwhile the percentage of experts
testifying at climate change hearings began toinkeclhe percentage of experts
testifying has shown steady increases since th® C@Bgress and has made up the
largest category of witnesses from the":a89" Congresses.

Nonetheless, representatives of private intereste hlso begun to make up an
increasingly sizable percentage of the total weeedestifying at climate change
hearings. More specifically, representatives ofgie interests have gone from making
up none of the witnesses testifying in climate geahearings during the start of the
issue to now making up around 40% of the witnetssiffying during the most recent
Congress studied (the 10Zongress). As such, it seems that hearings are arat
more becoming a forum for private interests to egpitheir viewpoints than it has been
in the past. Such results are consistent with xpe&ation that hearings are most likely
to be used for genuine information collection &titkearliest stages. Experts were such
a preponderant group in the early stages of the jdsecause politicians genuinely did
not know how to handle the issue or even if théjam was truly happening. However,
as time has gone on and the beliefs of committealmees concerning climate change
have become more concrete and divergent, comnmigzebers have relied on experts

less and more on representatives of private intetegpresent testimony in front of
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them at congressional hearings. Nonetheless, @&sl starlier, experts still make up a
significant percentage of witnesses at hearingsliorate change policy. This result
suggests that hearings have still served as apfafior expert information to be
disseminated to congressional policymakers angubéc, likely in order to justify the
viewpoints of committee leaders that select witasge testify at hearings.

Before moving on to a more robust analysis of drité@ most important types
of experts that testify at climate change hear{gggentific experts), another significant
result displayed in Figure 5.3 is worth mentioniAg.Figure 5.3 demonstrates, federal
bureaucratic officials make up a fairly large pamtiof the officials testifying on the
issue of climate change. In one Congress (th&).@dderal bureaucratic officials even
make up the largest percentage of witnesses (arefitdof the witnesses) testifying on
the topic of climate change. This result is notdlwpbecause in no other issue have
federal bureaucrats made up such a sizable patithre witnesses testifying on an
issue in a particular Congress. This result pravidether support for the proposition
stated in the previous section that in partisameisdike climate change, congressional
committees more closely scrutinize members of #ee@tive branch and potentially

use hearings as a forum for oversight more thathar issues.

[Table 5.4 Here]

As stated eatrlier, scientific experts make up @irthe most interesting groups to

analyze in congressional hearings due to the f@ttrhany in the scientific community
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have argued that climate change is a serious prothlat should be addressed by the
government. However, do conservative, pro-econandiwiduals still avoid calling
scientific experts to testify despite the fact timatst in the scientific community
espouse a pro-environmental stance on the issu#@ 3 displays the results of the
model determining the percentage of scientifidit@shy presented in congressional
committees in a particular Congress. As was the frashe overall tone of testimony,
concerns about multicollinearity lead to the creaof two different models, placing
environmental belief systems into one model andl@gcal belief systems into another
model. Overall, both models perform respectablypath can explain about 27% of the
variance in the dependent variable and both moéetsatistics are significant at all
standard levels of statistical significance. Imtgrof the control variables in the
analysis, once again, it appears that both timetlaadhstitutional chamber holding the
hearings had negligible effects on the percentégeientific experts called to testify at
congressional hearings on climate change. OnlL89€’s were significantly different
from the baseline 1980’s decade in hearing testynvath the 1990’s producing
significantly smaller percentages of scientifigdit@®ny. The House and Senate did not
produce significantly different percentages of stifec testimony in either of the
models.

Interestingly, venue characteristics and issuesdsion characteristics are a
much more significant determinant of percentagecntific testimony than the
characteristics of committee leaders, a resultithiite exact antithesis of the results
found in the last section. As expected, due ta tkey role in examining scientific

issues in Congress, science committees producegatted increase of about 24-27%
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in the percentage of scientific experts when comghavith the baseline case of
miscellaneous committees. Furthermore, committesishteld at least one hearing on
the Kyoto Protocol also produced an expected deerebaround 25-26% in the
percentage of scientific experts testifying whempared with committees that did not
hold hearings on the Kyoto Protocol. This resuttas particularly surprising since
committees that held hearings on the Kyoto Protooatentrated on the development
of treaties on the issue, and as such, are maly lik concern themselves with how
treaties were negotiated and what impacts theytiedlthave rather than focusing on
the scientific aspects of the issue.

While committee venue and issue dimension chaiatiter are significant
indicators of the degree to which scientific expertll be called to testify at
congressional hearings, the belief systems of cat@enand subcommittee chairmen
with the responsibility of making informational éattion and display decisions have no
significant impact on the percentage of sciengfiperts called to testify at
congressional hearings. This comports well witlderce from committee staff
interviews that committee chairmen often seek tagebalance in the types of
witnesses they call in order to demonstrate thatesses from all walks of life support
the position they are seeking to espouse (Sta#firdws 2010). In this case, even pro-
economic members sought out scientific expertedtfy at congressional hearings in
order to provide the pro-economic side credibiityen presenting information
concerning climate change. Pro-economic membersegdn demonstrate that there

was more debate within the scientific communitytlo@ issue of climate change than
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what had been presented in previous congressi@aaings and media reports about the

issue.

Conclusion

This chapter provides some important informatiwat tan go a long way
toward explaining why information collected withanngressional institutions has
appeared to trend in a direction that discountsrtiportance of solving the climate
change problem while scientific evidence has ewigidrecome more solid on the issue
over time. From 1995-2006, policymaking institusomithin Congress were, the vast
majority of the time, controlled by policymakers evbelieved that climate change is
not a significant problem. Thus, in order to supplois belief, they gather more
information that is consistent with their beliefeea while expert information continues
to mount in opposition to these beliefs. In the,endch like how the public tends to
choose the news source that supports their opimomseatters, policymakers gather
information that is consistent with their beliefs the issues.

With this said, those with a pro-economic viewpain the climate change issue
did not ignore the scientific aspects of the issuen though scientific experts at large
did not necessarily support their position in tebate. Pro-economic committee
chairmen were sure to show balance in the typ@sdofiduals called to testify in
hearings in order to demonstrate that a balanasdofiduals supported their position in
the debate. In this case, pro-economic chairmemgtied to demonstrate that there was
more debate on the hypothesis that climate chamgecaused by anthropogenic

sources than the media and past congressionahgedrad demonstrated. It is likely
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that pro-environmental chairmen also called ecoranperts to their own hearings in
order to demonstrate that environmental regulationld not significantly harm the
economy.

Nonetheless, it is also clear from the resulthis chapter that institutional
biases are not evident in information collectiod drsplay decisions. It is clear that no
venues chose information with the intention of lagwut particular viewpoints. No
types of committees even exhibited traits amorgsparticipation of its members that
would suggest they are biased venues. Likely thsam that individual characteristics
of committee leaders and members were more imgdrtdhe case of climate change
when compared to tobacco policies is due to theerpartisan nature of the issue.
Although this chapter remains agnostic on whetlaetyddentification of members was
an important factor in information collection andplay decisions, it is clear that the
positions of members on the climate change isslise&parate along party lines as the
issue matured. As this occurred, the likelihood tha groups antagonistic toward each
other would be represented on committee after cdteenbecame more likely. In the
next chapter, | will analyze the issue of biotedbgy to demonstrate how information
collection and display dynamics can change drdktidapending on the dimension of

the issue being analyzed in a hearing and thavelataturity of the issue.
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TABLE 5.1. Pooled Ordered Probit Regression ResudtTesting the Determinants
of Tone of Committee Member Statements on Climate l@ange Issue

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standard score
Error

Ideology -1.572** 0.225 -6.99

LCV Score 0.020** 0.003 7.47

Environmental -0.342 0.219 -1.56

Committee

Energy Committee -0.030 0.198 -0.15

Science Committee 0.209 0.202 1.03

Foreign Policy -0.115 0.216 -0.53

Committee

Agricultural Committee 0.418 0.303 1.38

Resources Committee -0.226 0.217 -1.04

Kyoto -0.540** 0.125 -4.33

Chamber -0.385* 0.151 -2.54

1990’s -1.016** 0.167 -6.10

2000’s -0.422* 0.187 -2.26

Cutl -1.624 0.284

Cut 2 -1.026 0.286

Cut 3 -0.209 0.281

Cut4 0.362 0.270

N 807

Pseudd® 0.337

Wald Chf 498.09**

Note *p =< .05 **p<=.001one-tailed).

Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses
Dependent variable: Tone of statements given byratise members in congressional
hearings on the topic of climate change
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TABLE 5.2. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of Overall
Tone of Testimony in Climate Change Hearings

Independent Variable Model | Model Il
Constant 1.169* 1.467**
(0.383) (0.349)
Chair LCV Score 0.007*
(0.003)
Chair Ideology -0.408
(0.248)
Environmental Polarization  -0.006*
(0.003)
Ideological Polarization -0.421
(0.285)
Environmental Committee -0.142 -0.023
(0.309) (0.305)
Energy Committee 0.215 0.233
(0.275) (0.283)
Science Committee 0.090 0.211
(0.303) (0.308)
Foreign Policy Committee 0.530 0.554*
(0.318) (0.309)
Agricultural Committee 0.430 0.402
(0.282) (0.317)
Resources Committee 0.039 -0.065
(0.320) (0.340)
Kyoto -0.603* -0.582*
(0.287) (0.318)
Chamber -0.162 -0.085
(0.149) (0.157)
1990’s -0.134 -0.248*
(0.158) (0.124)
2000's -0.320 -0.398
(0.214) (0.240)
N 95 95
AdjustedR? 0.348 0.293
F Statistic 6.39** 4.96**

Note *p =< .05 **p<=.00Jone-tailed).

Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Average tone of testimony wighcommittee in a particular
Congress
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TABLE 5.3. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of Overall
Tone of Testimony Excluding Bureaucratic Administraion Officials in Climate
Change Hearings

Independent Variable Model | Model I
Constant 1.168* 1.527**
(0.390) (0.357)
Chair LCV Score 0.009**
(0.002)
Chair Ideology -0.873**
(0.185)
Environmental Polarization  -0.006*
(0.003)
Ideological Polarization -0.291
(0.277)
Environmental Committee -0.271 -0.174
(0.287) (0.283)
Energy Committee -0.063 -0.071
(0.222) (0.227)
Science Committee -0.024 0.056
(0.280) (0.291)
Foreign Policy Committee 0.009 -0.012
(0.334) (0.291)
Agricultural Committee 0.361 0.271
(0.323) (0.335)
Resources Committee 0.159 -0.037
(0.248) (0.261)
Kyoto -1.457** -1.335**
(0.325) (0.354)
Chamber -0.129 -0.028
(0.147) (0.144)
1990’s -0.340* -0.414*
(0.196) (0.154)
2000’s -0.070 -0.023
(0.185) (0.214)
N 90 90
AdjustedR? 0.600 0.578
F Statistic 24.88** 28.02**

Note *p =< .05 **p<=.00)one-tailed).

Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Average tone of testimony withcommittee in a particular
Congress
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TABLE 5.4. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinge Determinants of the Level
of Testimony Given By Scientific Experts in ClimateChange Hearings

Independent Variable Model | Model Il
Constant 0.479* 0.387*
(0.153) (0.146)
Chair LCV Score -0.001
(0.001)
Chair Ideology 0.070
(0.111)
Environmental Polarization -0.001
(0.001)
Ideological Polarization 0.057
(0.097)
Environmental Committee 0.102 0.112
(0.134) (0.134)
Energy Committee -0.048 -0.029
(0.111) (0.110)
Science Committee 0.240* 0.265*
(0.101) (0.092)
Foreign Policy Committee -0.128 -0.134
(0.098) (0.097)
Agriculture Committee 0.121 0.118
(0.166) (0.172)
Resources Committee 0.103 0.112
(0.096) (0.099)
Kyoto -0.253** -0.271**
(0.076) (0.082)
Chamber 0.025 0.012
(0.069) (0.068)
1990’s -0.162* -0.185*
(0.077) (0.068)
2000's -0.075 -0.114
(0.114) (0.105)
N 95 95
AdjustedR’? 0.272 0.272
F Statistic 16.19** 18.19**

Note * p =< .05 **p<= .00Xone-tailed).

Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Percentage of scientific expestimony within a committee in a
particular Congress
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Chapter 6. Biotechnology Policy —Multidimensional §sue Areas and
Information Collection and Display Decisions

Introduction

In 2001, the House Committee on Government Ref®®ubcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resouhmdd a hearing to analyze some of
the issues involved with using biotechnology tdolsollect embryonic stem cells to be
used in the quest to cure different diseases. Quhis hearing, then-Chairman Mark
Souder, a conservative Republican from Indiana niaeléollowing statement
concerning the use of biotechnology for the purpmidgarvesting embryonic stem cells:

“We all desperately want to find cures for the dises that affect

our friends, our families, and our neighbors. Yeur quest to

find these cures, we must not ignore or rationahzee

tremendous questions posed by destroying livingdrum

embryos. Neither should we overlook all the ethaltdrnatives

that exist that do not require the taking of oniéésin order to

improve the life of another (2002-H401-37).”

By contrast, at the same hearing, the then minoainking member of the
committee, Elijah Cummings, made the following esta¢nt in direct opposition to the
viewpoints expressed by Rep. Souder in the pre\statement:

“We know that top scientists believe that embrystem cells

may lead to breakthrough treatments for devastalisgyders

affect countless American families....Embryonic st

research conducted according to Federal guidelioesd in no

practical sense result in the deprivation of lifdolds a very real
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promise, however, of saving, extending and imprgvire

guality of tens of millions of lives affected byrse of the most

debilitating and dangerous human diseases andilitieal2002-

H401-37).”

From the previous statements, it would seem tlaitstfue of biotechnology, and
thus congressional hearing politics concerninggbee, operates in much the same
fashion as the partisan issue of climate changeetteless, the issue of biotechnology
is much more multi-dimensional than the previoaseshents portray. On some other
facets of the issue, hearing politics operatediffarent fashion than how
biotechnology politics are portrayed above. Fotanse, during a pair of hearings in the
108" congressional session conducted by the House Wgrial Committee’s
Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit, Rural Devaleqt, and Research on the use of
biotechnology for agricultural purposes, then-Cimain Frank Lucas, a Republican
from Oklahoma, made the following statement trunmgethe positive uses of
biotechnology in the agricultural community:

| can think of few technologies that provide as mhope for the

future as biotechnology. The fact that we are &blaeate

healthier, friendlier, and higher yielding cropsaasesult of

modern biotechnology should not be taken lightly...vda

cower in fear of science every morning when we wakeor we

can get out of bed, turn on the electric lightadjeeat our

breakfast foods that are able to be stored longgikept fresher

than ever (2003-H161-13).
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During the same set of hearings, Tim Holden, theonty ranking member of
the committee at the time, also expressed appodvhke use of biotechnology for
agricultural purposes:

Over the past few years, the biotechnology se@emhade great

strides in addressing a wide variety of problensesenced

throughout the world....The role of the biotechnoleggtor in

ensuring the economic viability of both farmers aod-farmers

can also not be overstated. They have providedeiemith a

whole new set of products to assist in increasmg gields,

giving them another means by which to keep them$arunning

(2004-H161-17)

The preceding statements seem to portray an &asaewhere hearing politics
operate in a consensual manner similar to how hgaalitics operated within the
agricultural committees on tobacco policy. Fronmsthéwvo sets of statements, it is clear
that biotechnology is an issue area where heawtiigs will in large part be dictated
by the dimension of the issue that is being exathatea hearing. As this chapter will
demonstrate, during the early development of theasinformation collection and
display decisions operated in a fashion consistehthow decisions would be made by
committee members genuinely seeking informatioamissue. However, as time
moved on and committee members gained a betterstadding of the issue, hearings
began to be used to fit the institutional biasesamhmittees or the belief systems of
committee members, depending on the dimensioneofsiue being analyzed by the

hearing.
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Biotechnology Issue Context

According to the United Nations Convention on B@gtal Diversity, the term
biotechnology refers to “any technological applieatthat uses biological systems,
living organisms, or derivatives thereof, to makenmdify products or processes for
specific use (UN Convention on Biological DivergityAs this definition suggests, the
term biotechnology can refer to a number of diff@ctivities that make up the use of
living organisms to modify materials for a speciiarpose. The activities include, but
are not limited to, the following:

e Environmental biotechnology — the use of organitemal to maintain
biodiversity and to more quickly degrade harmfuhteaninants in an
environment

e Biotechnology in pharmaceutical manufacturing —ubke of organic material to
manufacture medical drugs, vaccines, and antilsiotic

e Gene therapy - the use of genes “to treat or pitedisease” through replacing
abnormal genes and/or repairing or altering dygfanal genes(U.S. National
Library of Medicine)

e Genetic testing — the use of biotechnology toitedividuals for potential
diseases and to attempt to treat individuals basdtie results of these tests

e Agricultural biotechnology — the manipulation ofng#ic material within crops
and plants to increase agricultural productivitgrevoff pests without the use

of pesticides, and improve the taste and appeadfoed among other
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advantages. May also refer to the genetic alteratfanimals for the purpose

of improving food production.

¢ Industrial biotechnology — the use of biotechnoltgyncrease efficiency in
manufacturing industries (i.e. textiles, chemicsd processing, etc.)

¢ Cloning — the use of biotechnology to make genkyigdentical living items
(i.e. humans, animals, cells, tissues, etc.)

e Stem cell treatment — the introduction of cellshattie ability to “renew
themselves indefinitely and differentiate into dasdent cells that have a
specific function” into tissue in order to treaselase (Okarma 2001; Sheingate
2006, 255)

e Marine biotechnology — the use of biotechnologycpsses in ocean
environments to improve the ecological environmerthe ocean

¢ Genetic sequencing — the study of the genetic nakédifferent species of
animals and plants (i.e. Human Genome Project)

Although each of the preceding purposes for whiokelshnology is used makes
use of the same tool to accomplish specific purpadey have not always been treated
in the same fashion by U.S. policymakers. For mstaaccording to past research on
the topic, as Sheingate (2006) demonstrates, WIgydas generally followed a
“bifurcated” path in which the U.S. government kapported the development of
agricultural biotechnology techniques while strgngdgulating the use of
biotechnology for health purposes, in particulardoning and stem cell therapies.
Sheingate (2006) further shows that informatiorsenéed on the issue has been more

positive across time when addressing the agrialltlimension of the issue than it has
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been in the health dimension of the issue. Theawss politics that have operated on
the issue of agricultural biotechnology is inteirggin light of the significant debate on
the issue and the fact that the European Uniomplaaed significant regulations on
agricultural biotechnology (Sheingate 2006). Howewdy have divides occurred in
the tone of information presented on agriculturatdrhnology vis-a-vis health
biotechnology? Are the two issues treated diffdydmy all congressional actors
regardless of the institutional biases of the cott@®s they serve on or their own belief
systems or do informational tones depend on theactexistics of the committee
holding the hearing?

As stated in an earlier chapter, multiple dimensiexist in many policy issues
and not all of these dimensions will cause a diad®ngst different political parties
(Riker 1982; Wolbrecht 2000; Talbert and PotoskiZ0or amongst individuals with
different belief systems. In Congress, differemheinsions of a policy issue can all be
considered simultaneously by different policy veslike committees and
subcommittees (Simon 1983; Baumgartner and Jor#%; I8nes 2001). As such, the
different dynamics on these dimensions may causgystems to act very differently
depending on the dimension being considered. Ih Bstie contexts, certain
dimensions of the issue may exhibit qualities cstesit with distributive issue contexts
while other dimensions of the issue may exhibitlitjea consistent with more partisan
issue contexts.

On policy issues that are more complex and multisional, multiple existing
policy subsystems working on other related iss@® la vested interest in

policymaking on the issue (Zafonte and SabatieB18@nger and Klok 2001; Weible

212



2008; Jones and Jenkins-Smith 2009; Weible, Sabatid McQueen 2009). Each
subsystem working on the issue may exhibit comlyleléferent characteristics
depending on what dimension of the issue is bexagnened. On dimensions of the
issue with a distributive component, committeeinisubsystems whose members
have a vested interest in extracting benefits erigbue may exhibit qualities consistent
with unified subsystems when collecting and dispigynformation in hearings. On the
other hand, on dimensions of the issue with a gmmtcomponent, committees within
subsystems may exhibit qualities consistent withgetitive subsystems when
collecting and displaying information in hearings.

The existence of multidimensionality in certairuiss can clearly be seen in the
policy domain of biotechnology. First of all, eadw in the issue, little was known
about biotechnology and the potential effects (m@fative and positive) that the tool
could have on society. As McQuide (2007) descripablic knowledge of the issue
was relatively sparse at the start of the issugergence on the U.S. government’s
agenda. According to polling done in January ofSl@®en the topic was beginning to
gain more congressional attention in congressibeatings, 54% of the public had not
heard of biotechnology or genetic engineering &t Bad no opinion or did not know
whether or not it was necessary for the industtyetwegulated by the governmént
(McQuide 2007). During congressional hearings @nttpic of biotechnology,
congressional committee members spoke of the reledlance the benefits and risks of

biotechnology and of the need to gather informatinrihe topic to make well-informed

Y McQuide (2007) takes this information from a Cambridge Reports/Research International Survey from
January of 1985.
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decisions. For instance, in 1977, during a heasim@piotechnology policy in front of
the Committee on Science and Technology’s Subcomendn Science, Research, and
Technology, the ranking member for the minorityyéld Hollenbeck, made the
following statement concerning the purpose of tharimg:

[W]e are all looking forward to learning more abdhis intricate

field in the coming months, such that we can makel

informed contribution to legislative consideratiorthe future on

the future of genetic engineering (78-H701-22).
In 1977, Don Fuqua, the then-chairman of the Seidtalicy Task Force under the
Senate Committee on Science, Technology, and $pate of the need to understand
how to strike a balance between the risks and bsrw#fbiotechnology research:

These hearings will attempt to cast some needét dig two

guestions that have been at the heart of the recamiDNA

controversy: how can we reap the benefits of recoamth DNA

research while protecting humanity against unaeteet

biological risks; how can we protect researchdis public at

large, and the environment from hazard while respgthe

scientist’s freedom to conduct research in a resiptexmanner;

and finally, to what degree can this protectiorabeomplished

by self-regulation and to what degree must we oelypublic

authority?...In these circumstances the time ipificus for a

renewed inquiry into this complicated but importasue of

science policy (78-S261-21).
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Both of the preceding statements suggest thatresagnal policymakers were
not confident of what the consequences of usintgbimology tools would be and
wanted to gain a better understanding of the iasgengressional hearings in order to
make the best decisions possible on the issuewllsdemonstrate later, the generally
neutral tone of both Republican and Democratic cdteamimember statements on the
issue during its emergence on the congressionaldags suggestive of this possibility.
If congressional policymakers were genuinely uraerabout the effects of
biotechnology policy and wanted to gain the befsirmation possible on the issue, we

would expect the following hypotheses to be condidm

Informational Perspective Member Statement ToneoHhgsis: Member statements will
be relatively neutral concerning biotechnology, toararly at early stages of the issue
when uncertainty concerning the issue is relatiggbat. Furthermore, subsystem and
personal belief biases will not be an importantedetinant of member statements on

the issue.

Informational Perspective Testimony Tone Hypothdsie tone of testimony
concerning biotechnology will be relatively unbidsend representative of a variety of
different perspectives, particularly at early stagd the issue when uncertainty
concerning the issue is relatively great. Furthereyaubsystem and personal belief
biases will not be an important determinant of tivee of witness testimony concerning

the issue.
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Informational Perspective Expert Testimony Hypsithieegislative hearings will be
constructed so that expert information on a topigathered and that the testimony of
technical and policy experts on a particular issteuld be valued. Expert testimony
(i.e. scientific experts) rather than interest gpaestimony will be the most
predominant type of testimony presented in heanragcularly at early stages of the

issue when uncertainty concerning the issue idixaly great.

Nonetheless, as time moved on in the issue aregyessional policymakers
became more confident in their viewpoints on tiseés However, unlike the other two
issue areas | have examined, the beliefs of cosigresdl policymakers and the politics
concerning the issue differed based on the dimardithe issue being analyzed.
Certain biotechnology issue dimensions were reg@tiuncontroversial and generally
led to agreement between the two parties on thermbon of the issue at hand. For
instance, during hearings on the Human Genome &ya@@mmittee members from
both parties generally spoke very positively alibatproject and the potential benefits
the research could generate while downplayingities that could come from engaging
in the project®. Many other topic areas including marine biotechgyg| industrial
biotechnology, and environmental biotechnology &dlowed this same general trend
of consensus.

Yet, while politics on many dimensions of the bakteology issue were marked

with consensus, a few dimensions of the issue peditheir share of controversy in the

¥ See the following hearing documents for examples of the consensus between the two parties on the
Human Genome Project: 90-H701-34, 90-S261-32, 90-S311-58, 2003-H361-36
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public at large. In particular, the dimensionshaf tssue dealing with agricultural
biotechnology and the use of biotechnology toolsreate and clone human embryos
and human embryonic stem cells for health purpbags been the source of some
debate in society. In the case of agriculturaldmbhology, controversy over the issue
has centered on whether or not genetically moddregs are harmful to the
environment or to the health of the individuals vdomsume them. Proponents of the
use of biotechnology in agriculture argue that ¢ieakly modified crops grow faster
and are more resistant to the harmful effects stgp@rought, and other conditions that
limit the growth of plants than are traditionallsown crops (Bakshi 2003, 212).
Furthermore, these advances in plant productiatyloe obtained without the use of
fertilizers and insecticides that can be expenana harmful to the environment
(Bakshi 2003, 212). As a result, biotechnology Ibesn held up by its proponents as a
method to increase the availability of food in W where poor growing conditions
have led to widespread starvation (Bakshi 2003).212

On the other hand, opponents of the use of biotolgy in agriculture have
argued that the benefits of genetically modifieopsrare not worth the significant
environmental and health risks that could resoltftheir use. In particular, opponents
argue that, among other harmful effects, geneticathdified crops may increase
allergic reactions to food, increase resistan@ntiotic medicines amongst
individuals who consume genetically modified foadjntentionally harm species that
were not intended to be affected by genetic maalifon of crops, and increase the

toxicity of food (Bakshi 2003, 213-221). As sucpponents of agricultural
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biotechnology are very distrustful of food that lh@gn genetically modified and seek
to use food that has only been grown through nbtoeshods.

The lines of debate in the issue of agriculturatdthnology seem to have the
opportunity to divide across committee venues gosed to within these venues. In
particular, due to the consensual nature of peli¢hin the agricultural subsystem and
the historical role of the committee in promotirigagricultural commodities, members
of the agricultural committees in Congress willdignificantly more positive toward
the use of biotechnology than a typical run ofrhik committee. The genetic
manipulation of crops provides farmers with a neal to increase agricultural
productivity and ward off pests without the usgesticides. As such, members of both
political parties within the agricultural subsystane likely to be supportive of
biotechnology, due to its importance for farmerghieir respective districts, and will
likely use congressional hearings on the topiaimarage development of this tool for
future use. On the other hand, while other comemti@ay not necessarily be more
negative toward the use of biotechnology, due ¢ddlck of consensus in other
committees, it is more likely that the safety rigkgolved with agricultural
biotechnology will be addressed in these other catees. As such, if the preceding

analysis is correct, we should expect the followhygotheses to be confirmed:

Agricultural Unified Subsystem Member StatemengTdypothesis: Agricultural

committee members will be more supportive of tbeebhnology industry in their

opening statements than members of miscellaneansiittees.
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Agricultural Unified Subsystem Testimony Tone Hyesis: Since agricultural
committees fit the unified subsystem type, agucallicommittees will produce
significantly more positive testimony toward thetbchnology industry than
miscellaneous committees. Since most members chitmittee are in agreement on
the conception of a policy issue, the personakbslystems of committee chairs will
have little to no impact on the information colieat process in the agricultural policy

dimension of biotechnology.

In addition to the agricultural subsystem, anothdrsystem type which could
have the potential to act as a unified subsysteth@mssue of biotechnology is the
economic promotion subsystem, which is made up@two Small Business
committees in the House and Senate and the Joamdanc Committee. The economic
promotion subsystem possesses certain qualitiesalbéd cause it to act as a unified
subsystem when dealing with the issue of bioteamylFirst of all, many members of
the Small Business committees that operate wittereconomic promotion subsystem
have expressed that their desire to serve on timenitbee is derived from their desire to
serve their constituents, particularly small busg®s that operate within their individual
districts and states (Smith and Deering 1990; Dgeand Smith 1997; Frisch and Kelly
2006). Politics within committees whose membersnaoee constituency-oriented tend
to be more consensual and less divisive, as cosigres policymakers support each
other’'s demands for constituency benefits to enlagislative support for their own

constituency’s demands in the future (Fenno 1978ytw 1974; Weingast 1979;
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Shepsle and Weingast 1981; Tullock 1981; Weingagt\darshall 1988; Smith and
Deering 1990; Deering and Smith 1997; Maltzman }997

Additionally, much like the stated goal of the auitiees within the agricultural
subsystem is to promote the agricultural indugdtrg,goal of many of the committees
within the economic promotion subsystem is to assesdevelopment of businesses,
particularly small businesses. For instance, theddd&mall Business Committee states
that its mission is “to protect and assist smaflibesses.” As such, the committee has
the jurisdiction to assist with “small businessafiicial aid, regulatory flexibility, and
paperwork reduction.” This stated jurisdiction segfg a committee that seeks to
decrease barriers to the development of busineates than placing more regulations
on an industry. As such, we may logically expeat the committee would be biased
toward reducing the barriers to development of fesses in all industries, including
biotechnology.

In the specific context of biotechnology policy homittees within the economic
promotion subsystem have the jurisdiction to conthe@arings on a wide variety of
general economic topics including federal governnpeomotion of biotechnology
companies, patenting of products produced throbgtuse of biotechnology, and the
practical and commercial uses of biotechnologyr@aa like agriculture. While some of
these issues are somewhat controversial, manyesétissues have the propensity to
unite members of the economic promotion subsystesupport of the biotechnology
industry. For instance, in the case of federal mioom and support of the
biotechnology industry, members of the economiermiion subsystem are more likely

than members of other committees to recognize hawveficial federal promotion and
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research and development assistance can be tolamsailesses within an industry.
While not all members of the economic promotionsysbem will have a biotechnology
firm in their district or state, they are also Ikéo realize that support for federal
promotion of the biotechnology industry may leadtpport from other committee
members when an industry in their state or distréetds federal promotion and/or
assistance. Furthermore, while many opponentstehfafor biotechnology products
argue that such patents could ultimately lead égotitenting and commercialization of
actual living organisms like animals and humang, tutheir experience working to
promote small businesses of all types, membeiseoétonomic promotion subsystem
are likely to downplay such criticisms because ttempgnize the importance of such
patents to small burgeoning businesses like mastgdinology firms.

As such, since many biotechnology companies ardl boginesses and since
the development of the biotechnology industry haspotential to positively affect the
economy in many different districts and states, lmens of the economic promotion
committees are likely to be supportive of the sbtelogy industry. On the other hand,
while other committees may not necessarily be megative toward the use of
biotechnology, due to the risks involved with exgian of the biotechnology industry
and the lack of consensus concerning these issu®her committees, it is more likely
that the risks that could result from expandinglile@echnology industry will be
addressed in these other committees. As sucte hrtaceding analysis is correct, we

should expect the following hypotheses to be cordat:
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Economic Promotion Unified Subsystem Member Statehme Hypothesis: Small
Business and Joint Economic committee memberbevithore supportive of the
biotechnology industry in their opening statemeh&én members of miscellaneous

committees.

Economic Promotion Unified Subsystem Testimony Hypethesis: Since Small
Business and Joint Economic committees fit withénunified subsystem of economic
promotion, Small Business and Joint Economic coteastwill produce significantly
more positive testimony toward the biotechnologlstry than miscellaneous

committees.

The final subsystem with the potential to act kkenified subsystem in
information and collection decisions is the sciesgksystem, which is made up of the
two science committees in the House and Senateh Mkesthe agricultural and small
business committees in the House and Senate, mamypets of the science
committees have expressed that their desire t@ sBrthese committees is derived
from their desire to serve their constituents (&raitd Deering 1990; Deering and
Smith 1997; Frisch and Kelly 2006). Since polittaongst members of constituency-
oriented committees tends to be more consensualtih@r types of committees (Fenno
1973; Smith and Deering 1990; Deering and Smith7),.98e may expect that members
of the scientific committees that make up the smesubsystem will be more united in
their support of scientific research and developmenthese committees were created

in part to support scientific research. Since lwbtwlogy is a heavily science-centric
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industry that requires a significant amount of stfee research and development to
expand and thrive, we may expect that the comnsitiest make up the science
subsystem will be more positive toward the biot@tbgy industry when collecting and
displaying information in congressional hearingatlother types of committees.

With this said, the scientific committees facet@er obstacles that may prevent
them from acting like a prototypical unified sub®ys when collecting and displaying
information in congressional hearings. First of afilike the committees that make up
the economic promotion and agriculture subsystémesscientific committees in
Congress held a significant amount of hearingherbtotechnology issue during the
early stages of the development of the issue ig@ms. As stated earlier, during the
early stages of the issue, beliefs had not yetldped and members were genuinely
uncertain about what actions to take on the isEes, during the early stages of the
process, the science committees may have useotigeessional hearing process to
hear from a variety of different perspectives rathan using the process to express and
drum up support for scientific research and develeqt. Furthermore, on several
occasions, science committees did have to addresadre controversial dimensions of
the biotechnology issue (i.e. human cloning andrgorbc stem cell research) when
conducting hearings. As was the case in the cliclaé@ge issue, controversial issues
have the potential to divide committees, even tlitbaenormally act as unified
subsystems. Nonetheless, if the science subsystsnasa unified subsystem in the

issue of biotechnology, we should expect the foillgahypotheses to be confirmed:
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Science Unified Subsystem Member Statement Toreheégps: Science committee
members will be more supportive of the biotechnpladustry in their opening

statements than members of miscellaneous committees

Science Unified Subsystem Testimony Tone Hypatlsesesnce committees will
produce significantly more positive testimony togviire biotechnology industry than

miscellaneous committees.

In contrast to the dimensions of the issue deedrabove, in the case of the use
of biotechnology tools to create and clone humahrgos and human embryonic stem
cells for health purposes, debate over the issnierearound the ethical nature of using
material from human embryos to help cure disedd@gonents of using material from
human embryos to help treat diseases argue thattdraatives to using embryonic
materials are not as effective, and thus, ethigaserations should not prevent the
government from allowing medical researchers toamsbryonic material to find cures
to diseases. As Nisbet (2004, 132) notes, unlikdt atem cells, embryonic stem cells
“have yet to be programmed to be specific” to aenparts of the human body like the
brain or the heart. As such, according to propanehembryonic stem cell treatments,
while adult stem cells can only form tissue frora gart of the body they originated,
embryonic stem cells have the ability to form aewdriety of tissues from many
different parts of the body, and thus, are easidarvest and culture for the purpose of
curing diseases like Parkinson’s Disease, AIDS,sgmadial cord injuries (Nisbet 2004;

Raff 2003; Smith et al 2007).
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Opponents of embryonic stem cell research couhétrthe derivation of human
embryos to date necessarily involves the destmatfdhe embryo (Nisbet 2004, 132).
As such, since most critics of embryonic stem @dkarch believe that embryonic
matter is where life begins, critics argue thatdbavation of embryonic stem cells
involves the unnecessary taking of a human lifetHemmore, as the following portion
of an opening statement made by Rep. Souder atteisitss of embryonic stem cell
research also argue that embryonic stem cell relséaiunnecessary since adult stem
cells has the same potential to cure diseases layenic stem cells:

Contrary to the impressions created by advocatesmitryonic

stem cell research, the potential of such cellsaragmentirely

speculative, because embryonic stem cells have heen

successfully used in clinical applications with lampatients.

Lost in the debate is the fact that all of theicklly successful

human applications of stem cells to date have beaducted

with adult stem cells (2002-H401-37).

Controversy also surrounds the issue of cloningnalbryos for much of the
same reasons that disagreements occurred in theea$stem cell research. While
virtually all participants in the cloning debate apposed to the use of cloning for
reproductive purposes, a great deal of disagreeexasis over whether cloning of
human embryos should be utilized for therapeutippses. As Kfoury (2007, 112)
describes somatic cell nuclear transfer, more contyrmeferred to as therapeutic
cloning, involves “the transfer of nuclear matersalated from a somatic cell into an

enucleated oocyte in the goal of deriving embryaeit lines in the same genome as
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the nuclear donor.” In the following opening stagrduring a hearing on therapeutic
cloning, Henry Waxman, a representative from Cailif, describes some of the
reasons why proponents of somatic cell nucleasteanmesearch are supportive of the
use of somatic cell nuclear transfer/therapeutaiolg techniques:

Somatic cell nuclear transfer has two benefits caneqbto stem

cell research on embryos from a fertility clinictsE, the possible

outcome of this research is the production of gsgihat are

genetic match to the patient, reducing the ristegdction such as

that we have often seen with organ recipients. Sdbe

technique holds great potential for studying genatid other

diseases because scientists could potentially dpaglls using

nuclei from people who have the disease. This waoatd

generally be possible using embryos donated fratititie clinics

because researchers cannot select the genes foceliss(2007-

H401-14).

Critics of somatic cell nuclear transfer techngjgeunter that due to the fact
that the first step in human reproductive clonmgamatic cell nuclear transfer (Rhind
et al 2003), this technique could ultimately leadre reproductive cloning of human
beings. Furthermore, since critics generally subsdo the belief that human life
begins at the creation of an embryo and somatiaaelear transfer involves the
creation of a human embryo, critics argue thatelsbnique is unethical because it
requires the creation of human life only for it® destroyed. In the following opening

statement on the subject of somatic cell nuclearstier techniques, Mark Souder, a
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former representative from Indiana, sums up thespien to somatic cell nuclear
transfer techniques:

The research necessarily requires the destrucfitmirgg human

embryos, and in the case of cloning, the specedtmn of

embryos to be destroyed for their stem cells. Esearch

necessarily requires a large number of eggs, likaging to the

exploitation of women in order to obtain their edgisresearch

(2007-H401-14).

As the previous information suggests, clear coatrgy exists on the issue of the
cloning and use of human embryos for health purpdsarthermore, unlike the case of
agricultural biotechnology, the lines of debateédthe potential to divide individuals
from the two different political parties. More sgfexally, conservative individuals tend
to believe that life begins when an egg is feritizAs such, conservatives are more
likely to have ethical misgivings with embryonic ttes being utilized for health
purposes. On the other hand, since liberals tendtibelieve that life begins when an
egg is fertilized, they are less likely to havei@hissues with the use of embryonic
matter being utilized for health purposes. Sineefdtocess of ideological polarization
(i.e. the separation of the two parties into twatidct ideological camps) has increased
the likelihood that conservatives will primarily bgund in the Republican Party and
liberals will be found in the Democratic Party (Sdeeriault 2008 for an example), it is
more likely that conservatives and liberals willfbend on committee after committee

dealing with the issue of the use of human embfgokealth purposes. As such, it is
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expected that divisions between two different geoap this controversial dimension of
the issue will be present on committee after cotemit

As stated earlier, when the two political parthesome more polarized on an
issue, the likelihood that any naturally sympathegnues to one side or another will be
present decreases, as there will likely be twatipaliparties at odds with each other on
the issue within each committee venue. In thesescage should expect that the
personal views of those running the hearing shbalge more of an impact on the
information collection and display process thantyipe of committee venue in which
the hearing takes place. Furthermore, since cormendthairmen are required to allow
the minority ranking member to call at least ongess to testify at a hearing (Sachs
2003, 11; Staff Interviews 2010), even when the mittee chairs are liberal, hearings
on these issue dimensions will be relatively margative toward biotechnology than a
typical biotechnology hearing because the conseeratinority ranking members will
be more likely to exercise their privilege to caitnesses that are critical of the use of
biotechnology to create and clone human embryosaratyonic stem cells. As such,
if the preceding analysis is correct, we shouldeexphe following hypotheses to be

confirmed:

Controversial Dimension Member Statement Tone Hhygsoé: On the controversial
health aspects of the biotechnology issue, indalslwith more liberal beliefs will give
statements that are more positive toward the blotetogy industry. Individuals with
more conservative beliefs will give statements #inatmore negative toward the

biotechnology industry.
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Committee Chair Belief Testimony Tone Hypothesmsn@ittees with chairs that have
more conservative beliefs will produce testimorat th more negative toward the
biotechnology industry. Committees with chairs tiate more liberal beliefs will

produce testimony that is more supportive of tléemhnology industry.

Controversial Dimension Testimony Tone Hypothdsigieneral, hearings dealing with
the controversial health aspects of the biotechgwlndustry will have a more negative

tone toward the biotechnology industry than othgpexcts of the issue.

As this section has demonstrated, the biotechyaksyie area operates very
differently depending on the dimension of the issamg analyzed. In the next section,
| will detail the ways in which different expectaris regarding how congressional
hearings politics will be conducted in biotechnglagll be tested using empirical data

collected from congressional hearing transcripts.

Data and Methods

Case SelectionCases of congressional hearings concerning biotdody policy were
selected using a two pronged approach. First, igaivere selected by searching
through hearings from the “Congressional HearingtalCset” of théolicy Agendas

project qttp://www.policyagendas.oydn the following subtopic areas: “Agriculture:

Research and Development,” “Health: Research amglDement, ” “Science, Space,

Technology, and Communications: Research and Dpredat,” and “Environment:
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Research and Development.” | then selected thomengs whose descriptions noted
that the whole hearing or a substantial part ofht&ing dealt with biotechnology

policy. In order to ensure all cases were seledtdebn conducted searches using on

Lexis-Nexis Congressional Univer@etp://www.lexisnexis.comfor hearings using the
following search terms: biotechnology, geneticalhjhanced, genetically altered,
genetically engineered, genetically modified, genemgineering, genetic test, cloning,
embryonic transfer, genome, gene therapy, recombisamatic cell, stem cell,
transgenic, biodegradation, bioremediation, anavfrdhormone. Through this method,
| obtained 158 individual cases of hearing docusenblished that at least
substantially concerned the topic of biotechnolpglicy. Data from these hearings
were then aggregated at the committee and subcoeenhétvel for each individual

Congress, which condensed the number of cases8toakEs.

Dependent Variable — Tone of Committee Member Stateents. The tone of
committee member statements in the specific cabeétdchnology was determined as
follows. Particular arguments made over the coafsestatement were coded as
supportive of the biotechnology industry, moderategpposed to the biotechnology
industry. More specific information on how eachtetaent was assigned can be found
in Appendix E. Using PDF XChange Viewer’s free P&ffting software’, notations

were made to denote the positive, moderate, anativeguppositions made over the

Y ppF XChange Viewer allows users to highlight and mark up PDF documents obtained by other sources.
This software can prove invaluable to individuals seeking to content analyze documents on a limited
budget. This software can be found at the following website: http://www.tracker-

software.com/product/pdf-xchange-viewer
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course of a statement. Then, the overall statemastcoded using the following five-

point scale:

Very negative (-2): Statements made up of mostigllanegative arguments
toward the biotechnology industry and very littbenio positive or neutral
arguments

Negative (-1): Statements with mostly negative argats toward the
biotechnology industry and a substantial, but mpiad portion of positive
arguments and statements with a fairly equal balahcegative and neutral
arguments

Neutral (0): Statements made up of nearly all r@@rguments toward the
biotechnology industry or statements with a fagtyual balance of negative and
positive statements made toward the biotechnolodystry

Positive (1): Statements with mostly positive arguts toward the
biotechnology industry and a substantial, but mpiad portion of negative
arguments and statements with a fairly equal balahpositive and neutral
arguments

Very positive (2): Statements made up of mostlglbpositive arguments
toward the biotechnology industry and very littbenio negative or neutral

arguments

Dependent Variable — Tone of Testimonyl. analyze the tone of information presented

in congressional hearings on the topic of biotetduopolicy by analyzing the actual

content of hearing testimony itself. Using the sayaeeral approach that | used for
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opening statements, | assign each individual ppé¢estimony a score on a five point
scale from -2 (very negative toward biotechnolagy? (very positive toward
biotechnology) to denote the basic tone of eaclvididal piece of testimony. | then
take the average of the scores for each piecestifrteny given before a particular
committee in a particular Congress to measure teeati tone of testimony in that

committee for that Congress.

Dependent Variable — Percentage of Testimony Givdry Ethical and Safety
Experts. In biotechnology hearings, individuals with a widege of group affiliations
and backgrounds are called to testify. In particida we will see later, individuals
recognized as experts in their respective fieldeleamade up a large portion of the
witnesses called to testify at biotechnology hegmiOf these experts, ethical and safety
experts constitute a group that is particularlgiasting to analyze. On the one hand,
some of the arguments against the use of bioteoggahat have gained the most
traction amongst the public question the safetyethdtal ramifications that could
come from using biotechnology in particular conseXs such, committee members
supportive of biotechnology may shy away from cajlethical and safety experts to
testify at congressional hearings on the subjebiatechnology in order to avoid
calling attention to the potential safety and ethproblems that could result from the
utilization of biotechnology tools.

On the other hand, as stated earlier, committeebraesroften seek a certain
balance in the types of withesses they call in otdlelemonstrate that witnesses from

all walks of life support the position they arelgag to espouse (Staff Interviews
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2010). As such, much like pro-economic committegirshstill called substantial
numbers of climate scientists to testify at heaiog climate change, pro-
biotechnology chairs may still decide to call ngat many ethical and safety experts
as anti-biotechnology chairs. Thus, we may not exary significant differences in the
percentage of ethical and safety expert witnegsrtesy between chairs with different
beliefs on the biotechnology issue.

In order to study the factors that influence theisiens to select ethical and
safety expert witnesses to testify at biotechnolloggrings, | measured the information
gathered from ethical and safety experts in corsgwaal hearings as follows. First, |
coded the number of those testifying at hearingsdbalified as an independent ethical
or safety expert. Ethical and safety experts ineltetognized experts in safety or
ethical issues representing non-partisan thinkgankiversities, or governmental
research institutions, and religious leaders firests, rabbis, pastors) who were called
to testify for their religious expertise. Those exp clearly representing interest groups
espousing a particular cause were not includedusecthey could be seen more as
representing a particular interest than as tryingrovide unbiased expert information. |
then took the percentage of these experts thaigdsn front of a particular committee

in a given Congress.

Independent Variable — Personal BeliefsAs | will discuss in the next section, |
expect that personal beliefs will only have a sieatmpact on the witness selection
stage of the hearing process on dimensions ostheeiwhere there are clear differences

in viewpoints between members of the two partietherdimension. More specifically,
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on dimensions of the issue concerning the use wldmuembryos and stem cells for
health purposes, more conservative individuals lshiog less likely to be supportive of
biotechnology while more liberal individuals wilebmore supportive of the use of
biotechnology in this particular fashion. As sueh,this dimension of the issue, as
chairs become more conservative and less libérakane of testimony concerning the
issue should be less supportive of biotechnology.

On other dimensions of the issue, more conservatoigiduals may actually be
more inclined to support biotechnology due to theputation for supporting and
promoting the use of tools to help grow of the exog while more liberal individuals
may be less supportive of biotechnology due ta ttegautation of being cautious about
technologies that have the potential to harm tver@nment. As such, differences
between conservative and liberal committee membdfgeir statements for
participating in the hearing may develop. Nonetbglsince these differences are not
likely to be strong enough to motivate committeaichto overcome the barriers that
exist to stacking a hearing with a certain typéestimony, it is unlikely that
differences in the beliefs of committee chairs wiinslate into differences in the tone
of testimony. In order to measure the ideologmraferences of committee and
subcommittee members that characterize deep cbedshéuse Poole and Rosenthal’s
first-dimension DW-Nominate scores, which are bas#df roll call votes taken by the

committee member$fitp://voteview.ord. This variable is measured on a continuous

scale from -1 to 1 with higher scores indicating@re conservative member ideology.
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Independent Variable - Dimensions of IssuéAs stated earlier, in the biotechnology
issue area, it is expected that dimensions ofshgel dealing with the creation and
cloning of human embryos and human embryonic stata for health purposes will
encourage more conflict between the political parthan other dimensions of the issue.
When committees and subcommittees deal with teisislimension, it should have two
distinct effects on the tone of information. Fio$tall, in this dimension of the issue, we
should expect that differences in the belief systefrcommittee chairs will be an
important determinant of the tone of hearing testignwhile on other dimensions of the
issue the belief systems of committee chairs vélrélatively unimportant. Secondly,
since committee chairmen are required to allowntin®rity ranking member to call at
least one witness to testify at a hearing (SacB8201; Staff Interviews 2010), even
when the committee chairs are liberal, hearingthese issue dimensions will be
relatively more negative toward biotechnology tlaaypical biotechnology hearing
because the conservative minority ranking membdlda/more likely to exercise their
privilege to call witnesses that are critical of thse of biotechnology to create and
clone human embryos and embryonic stem cells.

| expect that on other dimensions of the issuettieideology of key committee
actors will not be a significant factor in inforraat collection and display decisions in
congressional hearings. In addition to the contr@aéhealth aspect of the issue that
was already mentioned, the remaining hearings emsue of biotechnology took place
in the following three additional categories: othealth uses, agricultural uses, and
miscellaneous topics. This hearing topic breakdmastightly modified from the

hearing breakdown used in Sheingate’s (2006) rekemar biotechnology hearings.
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Instead of keeping health hearings in one cateddrgye separated the health hearings
out into hearings | think will divide the two padal parties and hearings where party
differences will be relatively muted. The breakdosfrihearing topics into categories of
hearings is as follows:
e Controversial health: Human cloning, somatic caltlear transfer, embryonic
tissue research, and stem cell research
e Other health: Transgenic humans, Human Genomerotsegene therapy,
genetic testing, insurance issues, genetic privaoy,pharmaceuticals
e Agricultural: Micro-organisms, genetically modifigdants, genetically
modified livestock, genetically modified organiselease, and genetically
modified food
e Miscellaneous: Industrial biotechnology, marinetbahnology, patenting,
economic prospects for biotechnology companiesiyemmental
biotechnology, unspecific biotechnology researctiversity-biotechnology
industry relations, legal and voluntary regulatadrgeneral biotechnology
In order to consider the effects detailed aboweehte a variable that equals 1 if the
committee or subcommittee held at least one heaeadjng with any of the first three
topics stated in the previous list. Each of themgables was then interacted with the
ideology of the committee chairs/committee membEng category of miscellaneous

hearings serves as the baseline for comparison.

Ideological Polarization.As we saw in the last chapter, as time has woranzh

Democrats and Republicans became more and modedivn the issue of climate
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change, the impetus for the minority ranking mentbexxert the privilege to call at
least one witness to testify on behalf of theirippas on the issue has become much
stronger. Ultimately, this increasing polarizatioed the effect of causing testimony to
become more pro-economic over time. In the casgodéchnology, since the two
parties have seen little polarization on most aspeaicthe issue and since the two
parties have remained relatively equally dividemtighout time on the contentious
aspect of the issue, it is unlikely that polariaatwill play as key of a role in affecting
the tone of testimony in hearings on the policuésdNonetheless, since the effect has
been found in other issue areas, it is worth inalgidh a model of the biotechnology
issue area as well. In order to measure the ptissii this effect, | create a variable
taking the absolute value of the difference betwiberDW-Nominate scores of the two

key actors in the witness selection process: th# eimd the minority ranking member.

Policy Subsystem Biasln the case of biotechnology policy, due to thesemsual
nature of politics within the agricultural subsysatand the historical role of the
committee in promoting all agricultural commoditigss expected that hearings held
by agricultural committees in Congress will be gigantly more positive toward the
use of biotechnology than a typical run of the mdinmittee. The genetic manipulation
of crops provides farmers with a new tool to inseeagricultural productivity and ward
off pests without the use of pesticides. As suclimipers of both political parties within
the agricultural subsystem are likely to be supperdf biotechnology, due to its
importance for farmers in their respective dissjiend will likely use congressional

hearings on the topic to encourage developmeristaol for future use. Additionally,
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due to the stated role of the small business coteesiin Congress in attempting to
reduce barriers to small business developmen&ittls., | also suspect that
committees within the economic promotion subsystelinoe more positive toward
biotechnology than a typical committee. In ordetest the validity of these
expectations, | created categories and dummy Jasdbr each of the types of
subsystems represented by particular committeEsngress that held hearings on the
issue of biotechnology policy relatively often. Beecategories include the following:

agriculture, economic promotion, science, heaittligiary, and environment.

Control Variable — Time. It is expected that some elements of informatidfecbon

and display in biotechnology policy simply cannetdrcounted for by elements of
changes in different key characteristics betwe&erégnt committees across different
time periods. For instance, as time goes on angressional committee members learn
more about the consequences of using biotechn@sgytool and fears about
biotechnology are either allayed or confirmed, Wwewd expect that viewpoints will
begin to crystallize regarding the acceptabilitypmitechnology amongst policymakers
who were initially uncertain about the issue. Téngstallization of viewpoints will also
be expected to affect decisions at all stagesen€tingressional hearing process. To
control for the effects of time on informationallegation, | include dummy variables

for each decade that congressional hearings t@mep(1975-1980; 1981-1990; 1991-
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2000; 2001-20063° The 1970’s (1975-1980) serve as the referencedeefca variables

in the model.

Control Variable — Chamber. Of the two chambers of Congress, the House repiesen
smaller constituencies, and thus, may operatemor@ parochial manner than the
Senate. As such, the House may be a more recetinves for tools like biotechnology
that can be used to assist agricultural interésts the Senate. Furthermore, due to their
broader constituency bases, the Senate may shoevaharconcern toward broader
concerns like the potential environmental, heaéfety, and ethical effects of
biotechnology. In order to control for this potaheffect, | created a dummy variable
for each of the models, which equal O if the heatakes place in the Senate and 1 if

the hearing takes place in the House.

Statistical Model — Pooled OLSIn order to test the expectations laid out above, |

conducted a series of pooled OLS regression arsatiis¢ grouped data based on the

20 Although including dummy variables for each of the Congresses can be argued to be more
appropriate, doing so uses up a large number of degrees of freedom. With the small number of cases in
the committee level models, the loss of degrees of freedom made it impossible for the statistical
package to estimate the F statistic, which is necessary to show the significance of the overall model.
Furthermore, it is likely that certain characteristics of the chairmen will be nearly perfectly collinear with
the particular Congress being controlled for. For instance, since the House and Senate are typically
controlled by the same party, it is likely that there are relatively few instances where differences in party
control will be observed within Congresses. Additionally, ideological differences within Congresses and
between chairs are also likely to be muted due to the high correlation between ideological preferences
and party identifications. As Beck, Katz, and Tucker (1998) note, one of the drawbacks of their suggested
method of using time dummies for each time period studied is that it cannot account for the effects of
variables where there is little to no variation within the time period. As such | use the decade variable
approach, as it allows time effects to be captured without using up too many degrees of freedom and
allows certain important variables to vary so their effects can be more helpfully studied.
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committee or sub-committee a particular hearing kedd in for the committee level
models and grouped data based on the member pregstatements in the statement
model. A pooled OLS regression assumes that anyitwoyears can be compared
whether across committees or across times andtitaaor is a weighted average of
collapsing groups down to a single, mean time pamna differencing each observation
within each group from its group mean. | now twratdiscussion of the results of my

analyses.

Committee Member Statements — Results

[Figure 6.1 Here]

Committee member statements provide important imsignto why particular
committee members participate in congressionalimgsrBefore reporting the results
of what determines the tone of these statemernssintportant to first analyze how the
tone of these statements have changed over timeéetthe two political parties.

Figure 6.1 presents a graph of the differencesdmtvthe average tone of statements
made by Democrats and Republicans in biotechndiegyings across time. More
positive values indicate higher support of biotexthgy tools. As this graph details, at
the start of the issue, uncertainty amongst coremitiembers appeared to reign on the
issue. From the 9498" Congresses, the average tone of hearing statemewdes by

committee members on the issue of biotechnologyten/fairly closely around the
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neutral tone area with the average tone of the neesndf both party’s opening
statements never rising above 0.5 or below -0.5.

This result is consistent with my expectation thanew and complicated issue
areas with no concrete linkages to past issuesputbee members may express sincere
uncertainty on how to make policy in the issue adidike climate change policy
where committee members could use their beliefsitatiher environmental issues to
guide how they would collect and display informatan hearings on climate change
policy, biotechnology represented a much more nfatteted issue where committee
members did not have a readily apparent belieksysb fall back on immediately. As
such, members did not appear to have a concretelage participating in
biotechnology hearings at the issue’s start.

As Figure 6.1 further depicts, after thé"d®ngressional session, statements
made by committee members of both parties begtak&on a fairly consistently
supportive tone toward the use of biotechnologys Tésult suggests that committee
members became more confident of the safety oébtiwtology as they learned more
and more about the issue area. Furthermore, thoutighost of the history of the issue,
Democrats and Republicans were relatively undivaedhe issue of biotechnology
policy. While Republican committee members werghdly more supportive of
biotechnology in their stated reasons for partiii@ain hearings on the policy area
through most of the issue’s history, the differenbetween Republican and Democratic
committee members were relatively small. Furtheemduring the 10%, 108", and
107"-109" Congresses, Democratic committee members weralictore supportive

of biotechnology interests than their Republicanrterparts.
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Interestingly, the only significant division inas¢ments of Democratic and
Republican committee members on the issue of Hiatsogy occurred during the 107
Congress when Democratic committee members watg $ailidly supportive in the
tone of their statements toward biotechnology wRigpublican members were actually
slightly negative in the tone of their statemeAithough not depicted on the chart, the
107" Congress also represents a congressional sess@mnattention was focused on
the controversial dimensions of the issue. Durlrey*07#' Congress, 67% of the
hearings on the subject of biotechnology dealt Withissue of the creation or cloning
of human embryos or embryonic stem cells. By cantduring the preceding 166
Congress, only 8% of the hearings dealt with tbistioversial dimension of the issue.
As such, this lends credence to the argument hleatdntroversial dimension of the
issue represents a dimension where a gulf betwepnliican and Democratic
committee members in their positions is appareatséch, we should expect that
hearing politics in this dimension of the issueldt@perate in much the same way that
politics operated in the issue of climate changemntviewpoints between the two
parties were also divisive. On the other aspecthefssue, however, there is no
evidence to suggest that hearing politics will @pein a fashion consistent with other

partisan issues.

[Table 6.1 Here]

Turning now to a more systematic analysis of opgistatements across time,

Table 6.1 presents the results of the pooled orgimdit model testing the
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determinants of the tone of opening statements.d\liogkesents analysis without the
interactive effect between topic areas and theladgoof committee chairs while Model
Il presents analysis with the effect. The modetssmparated to demonstrate the effect
of ideology on the overall issue of biotechnology és effect when separating out the
controversial and non-controversial issue dimerssiés the models demonstrate, the
model with the interactive effect performs muchtiéethan the model without the
effect. While the model without the interactiveeeff has a Wald Chof 55.62 that is
significant at all levels of statistical significaa the pseudo R-squared of 0.0377 is
very low even by pseudo R-squared standards. Oothige hand, the model with the
interactive effects perform moderately well, aspseudo R-squared of 0.1161 is
moderate in terms of pseudo R-squared standardtharwald CHiof 165.39 is
significant at all levels of statistical significza

Using Model Il, in terms of the control variablesthe analysis, the statements
from members of the House were significantly defarin tone from statements made
by members of the Senate. However, interestingtlycmtrary to expectations, senators
were more likely to give statements that were falte toward the biotechnology
industry than they were to give statements thaewess favorable toward the
biotechnology industry. The decade in which theingaook place also has significant
effects on the tone of committee member statenmntbe issue of biotechnology.
Statements made during the 1980’s, 1990’s, and’'20@€re all more likely to be more
positive toward biotechnology than statements goamng the beginnings of the issue
in the 1970’s. This result is likely suggestivelod fact that the biotechnology was very

new and policymakers were not certain how to detll the issue. Thus, committee
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members came to hearings during the 1970’s witloeemeutral stance toward the
issue than in future decades when policymakersmeecaore comfortable with the
safety of biotechnology.

As expected, the type of committee venue in whiehhtearing took place had a
statistically significant effect on the tone of cmiittee member statements at hearings
in two different types of venues. Members of bdéth agricultural committees and the
economic promotion committees in Congress were rikely to give statements that
were more positive toward the biotechnology indugtan members of the baseline
case of miscellaneous committees. This resultpeeed since both agricultural
committee members and members of economic promotionmittees have a reputation
for being united in their positions on issues litetechnology that directly impact the
farming community and the business communitiesaetsgely.

With respect to the effect of belief systems of auttee members on the tone of
their statements in congressional hearings comugtriotechnology, as Model |
demonstrates, the ideology of committee members doehave any significant effect
on the tone of statements on the biotechnologissua whole. However, as Model I
depicts, after separating the issue into the famedsions described earlier, the
ideology of members becomes a significant indicafdhe tone of member statements
in two out of the four dimensions of the issuestaf all, as expected, when
committees deal with dimensions of the issue camniegrthe creation or cloning of
embryos and embryonic stem cells, the ideologiemofmittee members become a
significant determinant of the tone of their stages. More specifically, when the

subject matter of the hearing dealt with the coeatr cloning of embryos and
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embryonic stem cells, more conservative committeenbers were significantly more
likely to give statements that were less favoratweard the biotechnology industry
than their more liberal counterparts. This resuhiot surprising in light of the
similarities between this dimension of the issue @re very partisan issue of abortion
where individuals’ positions and governmental pghakers’ actions are also heavily
influenced by their personal belief systems.

Perhaps more surprisingly, the personal ideologie®mmittee members were
also a significant determinant of the tone of tiség@tements on biotechnology policy
when the hearing dealt with the miscellaneous categf biotechnology issues. More
specifically, when the subject matter of a headeglt with the miscellaneous category
of biotechnology issues, more conservative memers significantly more likely to
give statements that were more positive towardtbtchnology industry than their
more liberal counterparts. Although this result was necessarily expected, it is an
intuitive result in light of the fact that this egfory of hearings dealt in large part with
economic development and regulatory issues. Sirare conservative individuals are
seen as more supportive of the business communatytheir liberal counterparts and
since conservatives would not have the ethicakvasens with supporting
biotechnology in this dimension of the issue thatytmay have in the more
controversial aspects of the issue, it makes sasenore conservative committee
members would be more supportive of the biotechmoindustry during hearings on
the miscellaneous dimension of the issue. Howegewe saw in the case of tobacco
policy, conservative members’ tendencies to oppegelation of industries when

individually participating in congressional heasngere not strong enough to translate
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into biased information collection strategies & wWitness selection stage of the hearing
process. It will be interesting to see if the sgrmess holds true in the case of
biotechnology hearings. Nonetheless, it is cleamfthese results that the ideology of
committee members is not a significant determiériie tone of hearing testimony in
the other dimensions of the biotechnology issuedltanot have a sizable partisan
component.

In terms of the independent effect of the dimemsitudied by a particular
hearing on the tone of member statements concebnrigchnology policy, statements
made in all other dimensions of the issue tenddxktsignificantly more negative
toward the biotechnology industry than statemerddarduring hearings on the
miscellaneous aspects of the issue. This resatitisurprising in the case of the health
dimensions of the issue, as Sheingate (2006) disedwhat U.S. policy has been more
restrictive of the biotechnology industry when degwith the health aspects of the
issue. However, despite the U.S. federal governsérgtory of promoting the
agricultural biotechnology industry, committee mems) statements during hearings on
agricultural biotechnology policy tended to be #igantly more negative in tone
toward the biotechnology industry than statemeraderduring hearings on the
miscellaneous dimension of the issue.

When interpreted another way, these results alsmrtieat committee member
statements made in hearings dealing with the nigsesbus dimension of the issue were
significantly more positive in tone toward the lgichnology industry than statements
made in all other hearings on the topic of biotedbgy. Since the miscellaneous

category of hearings includes a wide variety ofisctis where the economic benefits of
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biotechnology are likely to be emphasized and énmeaining topic areas contain a series
of risks that could be brought up in hearings, ¢hresults actually make more intuitive
sense than one would first anticipate. | now torarn analysis of the determinants of
the overall tone of congressional hearing testintongetermine whether the same
dynamics that drive the tone of member statemdstscive the tone of overall

testimony presented in congressional hearings.

Overall Tone of Testimony — Results

[Figure 6.2 Here]

Figure 6.2 presents a graph depicting the evaludidhe tone of testimony on
biotechnology over time. As the figure demonstraé¢she start of the issue’s
development information concerning biotechnolog nelatively balanced between
those opposed to biotechnology and those suppatibetechnology. This result is
interesting in that it is suggestive of the podibthat congressional policymakers
were genuinely confused on what to do on the isBueng the 94 and 9%'
Congresses, the issue was very new and policymakeraot formed any opinions on
the safety of this new technology. As such, it @ppehat they called a wide variety of
witnesses with a wide range of perspectives omitiechnology issue.

As the issue progressed and congressional policgradikely became more
assured of the safety of biotechnology, regardiésghich political party controlled

Congress, information presented in congressioraiigs on the issue of
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biotechnology became generally supportive of theeafdiotechnology. Interestingly,
the 107" Congress represents a significant break in thergéy supportive tone of
testimony toward biotechnology. As stated earbéthough not depicted on the chart,
the 107" Congress also represents a congressional sess@mattention was focused
on the controversial dimensions of the issue. Ahgsit is not surprising that this

Congress produced testimony that was comparathagative in bent.

[Table 6.2 Here]

Turning now to a more systematic analysis of @stimony of witnesses on the
subject of biotechnology across time, Table 6.2@nés the results of pooled OLS
regression models testing the determinants ofahe of testimony. Model | presents
analysis without the interactive effect betweentamrersial topic areas and the
ideology of committee chairs while Model Il preseanalysis with the effect. The
models are separated to demonstrate the effedeofagy on the overall issue of
biotechnology and its effect when separating oatdbtntroversial and non-controversial
issue dimensions. As the models demonstrate, tldeimoth the interactive effect
performs much better than the model without theaffas the model with the
interactive effect explains around 44% of the vasrain the dependent variable while
the model without the effect only explains arous&aof the variation.

Using Model Il, in terms of the control variablesthe analysis, it appears that
the institutional chamber holding the hearings hegligible effects on the tone of

hearing testimony. The House and Senate did nolugesignificantly different
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testimony in tone in either of the models. Howetlee, decade in which the hearing
took place does have significant effects on the wirhearing testimony. The 1980's,
1990’s, and 2000’s produced significantly more pesitestimony toward
biotechnology than the 1970’s. As stated earlhas, tesult is likely suggestive of the
fact that the biotechnology was very new and pahiakers were not certain how to deal
with the issue. Thus, the testimony was more bald@nd more negative than in future
decades when policymakers became more comfortatilaive safety of biotechnology.

More importantly for this paper, as expected, ewben controlling for the fact
that the agricultural dimension of the issue maypire more positivity toward
biotechnology than other aspects of the issueagiieultural committees collect and
display information that is significantly more pipge in tone toward biotechnology
than a typical run of the mill venue. More spedfly, the tone of testimony presented
in front of agricultural committees was an expe®@e2D9 units more positive toward
biotechnology than testimony presented in frorthefbaseline category of
miscellaneous committees. When considered in caaibimwith the results of tobacco
policy, it is clear that agricultural committeesolse information with a mind toward
demonstrating that policies supportive of farminggrests are justified.

Economic promotion committees also collect infatiorathat is more positive
in tone toward the biotechnology industry than@dgl run of the mill committee. The
tone of testimony presented in front of economanpotion committees was an
expected 0.860 units more positive toward biotetdgythan testimony presented in
front of the baseline category of miscellaneous midttees. This result is intuitive in

light of the fact that the economic promotion swdtegn contains committees that are
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very supportive of the small business community wadl many biotechnology
companies are small businesses.

Interestingly, despite their role as promotersaéntific research, the science
committees in Congress do not select witnessegiatestimony that is significantly
more positive toward the biotechnology industryntiaaypical run of the mill
committee. This result can likely be attributedhe fact that, unlike the agricultural
and economic promotion committees, the scientdimmittees held a significant
portion of hearings during the early stages ofissae when beliefs had not yet
developed concerning the appropriate policy pas#tio take. As stated earlier, during
the early stages of the issue, testimony presenteangressional hearings concerning
biotechnology was relatively balanced between tlopgmsed to biotechnology and
those supportive of biotechnology, which suggdsts tongressional committees like
the science committees used the hearing procegntanely collect information to
help inform their policy decisions. As such, contihug hearings during the early stages
of the issue may have prevented the science copesniftom acting like a unified
subsystem on the biotechnology issue. Furthernumiée the agricultural and
economic promotion committees, science committekbalve to address the more
controversial dimensions of the biotechnology isé@e human cloning and embryonic
stem cell research) on several occasions when ctindthearings on the topic. As will
be discussed later, due to the more divisive amtrgeersial nature of politics
concerning human cloning and embryonic stem celaech, hearings concerning these
issues tended to take on a more negative toneoti@n hearings on the topic of

biotechnology. As such, the fact that scientifiontoittees had to deal with these
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controversial dimensions of the issue may also @ucior the less positive tone of
testimony in front of the committees when compdoedgricultural and economic
promotion committees.

With respect to the effect of belief systems of pelicymakers on the tone of
information in congressional hearings, as Modeadrhdnstrates, the ideology of
committee members does not have any significaeteéin the tone of information on
biotechnology. However, as Model Il depicts, whemmittees deal with dimensions
of the issue concerning the creation or cloningrabryos and embryonic stem cells,
the ideologies of committee chairs become a sicgmifi determinant of the tone of
hearing testimony. More specifically, when comnagieeal with the more
controversial dimension of the biotechnology issuene unit increase in the
conservatism of committee chairs is related toxqeeted decrease of 1.295 units in the
tone of support for biotechnology interests in imgatestimony. On the other hand, the
ideology of committee chairmen in all other dimemsi of the biotechnology issue is
not a significant determinant of the tone of hegtgstimony. Thus, it is clear that in
multi-dimensional issue areas like biotechnologis important to consider what
dimension of the issue is being examined by a cdteajias it appears to be a key
determinant as to whether committee chairmen s#! the hearing process to collect
and display information consistent with their bkesgstems or not.

In addition to strengthening the importance ofdfedystems of committee
chairs on the tone of testimony, the controveisgle dimension in biotechnology
policy also has an independent effect in increathegiegativity of the tone of hearing

testimony toward biotechnology. More specificatstimony in front of committees
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that dealt with the more controversial dimensiothef biotechnology issue was an
expected 0.889 units more negative toward biotdogyahan the baseline case of
miscellaneous biotechnology hearings. As stateltbeahis result is likely suggestive
of the fact that , committee chairmen are requiceallow the minority ranking member
to call at least one witness to testify at a hep(®achs 2003, 11; Staff Interviews
2010). Thus, even when the committee chairs aeediphearings on the more
controversial issue dimension of biotechnology Wwélrelatively more negative toward
biotechnology than a typical biotechnology heabegause the conservative minority
ranking member will be more likely to exercise thivilege to call witnesses that are
critical of the use of biotechnology to create almhe human embryos and embryonic
stem cells. Hearings concerning all other dimersmirthe issue produced testimony
that was not significantly different from the baselcase of hearings concerning

miscellaneous biotechnology topics.

Types of Witnesses - Results

[Figure 6.3 Here]

Figure 6.3 contains a graph depicting the evatuitiothe broad categories of
witnesses that have testified during hearings aomeg biotechnology. As Figure 6.3
demonstrates, congressional committees and subdteeehave called mostly experts,
representatives of private interests, and memiddexleral bureaucratic agencies to
testify before them at congressional hearingsohtrast to tobacco hearings but similar

to hearings on climate change policy, experts mgka sizable percentage of withesses
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in congressional hearings on biotechnology polide percentage of experts testifying
at hearings on biotechnology policy never fell belkb% of the individuals testifying

at hearing and even reached as high as 62% ofithesses during the $8Congress.
This result is not surprising considering the tecalhnature of the issue of
biotechnology policy. In such a technical issuenouttee members will want to collect
information from experts to try to come to an imh@d decision on the issue or to
simply add credibility to their own predisposedipplpositions.

As Figure 6.3 further depicts, in the early stagfethe biotechnology issue area
(the 94"-98" Congresses), experts made up the largest catefjaiynesses during the
vast majority of congressional sessions. In theyestages of the issue, experts only did
not make up the largest category of withesses duhie 98' Congress. However, after
the 98" Congress, experts were only the largest catedomjtoesses during the 165
Congress. Nonetheless, even in the™0Bngress, the percentage of experts present at
hearings on the topic of biotechnology never agaaithed their heights at the early
stages of the issue. After the"d8ongress, witnesses representing private intefiests
interest groups, companies, private citizens, eteilinely made up the largest category
of witnesses at hearing on biotechnology policy.

Once again, these results are consistent withxihectation that hearings are
most likely to be used for genuine information eotlon at their earliest stages.
Remember that in the same time period where expete up the predominant witness
category, committee member statements and witeeismibny tended to be more
neutral in tone than at later stages of the isSoagressional committee and

subcommittee chairs likely came into hearings atatirly stages of the issue with an
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open mind as to whether biotechnology could hapesitive or harmful effect on
society. As such, they decided to call witnesseh strong credentials because they felt
the information provided by these witnesses wo@d&ry credible and could be used
to make rational policy decisions on a highly tachhpolicy issue like biotechnology.
Once members’ perceptions of biotechnology becawre woncrete and the
biotechnology industry began to take hold in th&.Urepresentatives of private
interests began to be the predominant categorytoésses testifying on the topic of
biotechnology at congressional hearings. The pré@@mce of representatives of
private interests in biotechnology hearings is @aat with the conception that
hearings are at least partially utilized to givevgie interests a public platform to
express their viewpoints. Nonetheless, as statdigéreanterestingly, experts still made
up a significant percentage of withesses at hesuamgbiotechnology policy. This result
suggests that hearings in biotechnology policynardhe later stages of the issue, were
not solely utilized as a platform for private irgsts to express their views on the issue.
Rather, hearings also served as a platform forrexgfermation to be disseminated to
congressional policymakers and the public, likelprder to justify the viewpoints of

committee leaders that select witnesses to testifyearings.

[Table 6.3 Here]

As stated earlier, of the expert groups thatftedtduring hearings concerning
biotechnology policy, ethical and safety expertsstibute a group that is particularly

interesting to analyze, due to the likelihood ash experts to bring up the risks
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involved with the use of biotechnology. Do more senvative individuals, who we
already know are more likely to call witnesses thaé testimony that is more negative
in tone during hearings on the controversial agpetthe biotechnology issue, also call
disproportionate amounts of witnesses that ardylikebring up the risks involved with
the use of biotechnology as well? Table 6.3 prest® results of the pooled OLS
regression model testing the determinants of theepeage of testimony given by
ethical and safety experts.

Overall, the model performs respectably as it cgrlagn about 22% of the
variance in the dependent variable and the F-8taisssignificant at all standard levels
of statistical significance. In terms of the cohtrariables in that analysis, first of all,
there are no significant differences between tiferdint chambers of Congress in terms
of the percentage of ethical and safety expertedat#d testify in congressional hearings
on the topic of biotechnology policy. Furthermomijle hearings in the 1990’s and
2000’s contained a significantly smaller percentafgethical and safety experts when
compared to the 1970’s, the 2000’s were not sigaifily different from the 1970’s in
this respect.

Turning now to the key variables of importancéhe analysis, as expected, the
dimension of the biotechnology issue being addebgea particular hearing has a
distinct effect on the types of groups that testifya hearing. In the particular case of
ethical and safety experts, committees and subctiegnithat dealt with the health
dimensions of the biotechnology issue (both comrsial and uncontroversial) called
significantly more ethical and safety experts &iifg than the baseline case of

committees dealing with miscellaneous dimensiont®@issue. The effect is more
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pronounced in the case of controversial hearinggeMpecifically, committees dealing
with the more controversial dimension of the issaecerning the creation or cloning of
embryos and embryonic stem cells call around aigiesti 12% greater percentage of
ethical and safety experts at hearings than thelinascase of committees dealing with
miscellaneous dimensions of the issue. By contcashmittees and subcommittees that
deal with the less controversial health dimensimirttie issue call around a predicted
6% greater percentage of ethical and safety expehsarings than the baseline case of
committees dealing with miscellaneous dimensiorth®fissue. These results are
logical in light of the fact that much of the ethi@nd safety concerns regarding the
issue are likely to come up more when dealing Wwehlth issues than with other
dimensions of the issue. In particular, the mostmyersial dimension of the issue
concerning the creation or cloning of embryos améryonic stem cells is likely to
attract ethical and safety experts due to the fsogmt ethical controversies that are
clearly apparent in that particular dimension & igsue.

Nonetheless, while the dimension of the issuegaddressed by a hearing has
a definitive effect on the types of witnesses tgisty at a congressional hearing, the
belief systems of the most important actors in estselection activities, committee
and subcommittee chairs, have no significant impadhe percentage of testimony
given by ethical and safety experts at hearingtheropic of biotechnology policy.
Even when the biotechnology issue is split intogéeeral different dimensions that
make up the issue, the belief systems of commethelesubcommittee chairs have no
significant impact on the percentage of testimoingig by ethical and safety experts in

any of the dimensions of the issue. This compodk with evidence from committee
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staff interviews that committee chairmen often saelertain balance in the types of
witnesses they call in order to demonstrate thatesses from all walks of life support
the position they are seeking to espouse (Stadfirdws 2010). Even though ethical
and safety experts are likely to discuss the riskslved with biotechnology
techniques, pro-biotechnology chairs still callsexperts to testify just as much as
anti-biotechnology chairs in order to give the enhiearing process and the information
presented in the hearing more credibility.

Finally, unlike what was the case for the toneneimber statements and the tone
of witness testimony on the issue of biotechnolagyue characteristics are not a
significant indicator of differences in the percegg of testimony given by ethical and
safety experts at hearings on the topic of bioteldgy policy. None of the committee
types included in the model produced significadifferent percentages of testimony
given by ethical and safety experts than a typigalof the mill committee. | now turn

to the conclusion to discuss the significance efresults.

Conclusion

The issue of biotechnology was chosen, becawseépsulates all of the
different ways that hearing politics can operata single issue. On the one hand,
during the early stages of the issue, committee Ineesclearly did not know exactly
what types of policies should be passed concethi@gise of biotechnology. As such,
committee members apparently used the hearing ggdoecall large amounts of
experts and did not clearly stack the hearingsdplaly information that was stacked in

one way or another. However, as the issue matur@@¢@mnmittee members began to
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understand both the risks and rewards of biotedgyalools, different dimensions of
the issue began to develop that operated in véfigreint ways.

With respect to the agricultural dimension of ibsue, the agricultural
committee, in particular, clearly selects witness#h the purpose of advancing the
interests of farmers. Agricultural committee mensbawnsistently called witnesses who
thought biotechnology could lead to greater crampctivity. The result, as Sheingate
(2006) has uncovered, has been that agricultuoétiinology has been largely
accepted by the public and has remained relatietggulated by the government.
When considered in tandem with the results founolacco policy, it becomes clear
that agricultural committees are particularly liké&b hear from individuals who are
supportive of agricultural programs. The agricidtlwommittees clearly represent the
archetypal example of the truly unified subsystamoalitics. Whether polarization has
made within subsystem politics more conflictuaivrether the increasing breakdown
of jurisdictional clarity in congressional institoihs has prevented particular committees
from becoming attached to certain conceptions ttpassues (Baumgartner, Jones,
and MacLeod 2000), very few committee venues ekkhlei informational collection
and display biases across different issues thadheultural venues in Congress do.

With respect to the dimension of the issue deahith the economic/business
elements of biotechnology (i.e. patents, federahmtion of the industry, etc.),
committees within the economic promotion subsysttso showed the propensity to
act like a unified subsystem on the issue of blmetogy. Members of the two small
business committees in the House and Senate adoititecEconomic Committee were

significantly more positive toward the biotechngtagdustry in their statements during

258



hearings on the issue. Furthermore, and perhaps importantly, committees within
the economic promotion subsystem also called wsegethat presented testimony that
was more positive in tone than a typical run ofrit committee. These results
demonstrate that economic promotion committeesicpdarly the Small Business
committees, have the propensity to act in protaadiosmall businesses like many
biotechnology firms. As such, the economic promosabsystem may be a burgeoning
unified subsystem; particularly on issues like élsenomic dimensions of the
biotechnology issue that are likely to unite mershirthe committees that make up the
subsystem.

In contrast to the agricultural and economic disiens of the issue, the more
conflictual dimension of the issue dealing with tneation or cloning of embryos and
embryonic stem cells for health purposes has ledlifferences of opinions and
testimony tone depending on who was controllingatramittee. More conservative
individuals have generally wanted more governmegtilation of biotechnology in this
issue while more liberal individuals have wanteel glovernment to provide more
resources to those attempting to engage in creatistpning embryos or embryonic
stem cells for health purposes. This result indgrgrt stems from the fact that the
underpinnings of this dimension of the issue acgaw in the very partisan issue of
abortion. In many ways, this dimension of the issugven more partisan and
ideologically driven than climate change policy. #Agh, the likelihood that two groups
antagonistic toward each other would be represestetbmmittee after committee
became more likely. Thus, no naturally hospital@eue to any conception of policy

issues have been present in this dimension oktueiand the real changes in
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informational tone have occurred when changesarbtiief systems of those with
control over congressional committees take place.

The biotechnology issue demonstrates that not mwist researchers consider
the characteristics of the issue being addresset &@halyzing how hearing politics
will operate, they must also understand that deffiedimensions of the same issue may
operate very differently as well. Furthermore, h&gpolitics in one issue may even
operate very differently depending on how matueeigisue is, and thus, how confident
committee members are in their beliefs and poli@sigions concerning the issue. In the
next chapter, | will conclude this project by dissing some of the general lessons

about hearing politics that can be taken from tteegding analyses.
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Figure 6.1. Polarization of Committee
Member Statements on Biotechnology

Policy
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Note: There is a gap in this chart between th8 88d 97" Congresses, because there was no data
available for Republicans in the 9&ongress.
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TABLE 6.1. Pooled Ordered Probit Regression ResudtTesting the Determinants
of Tone of Committee Member Statements on Biotechiagy Issue.

Independent Variable Model | Model Il
Coefficient Robust StandardCoefficient  Robust
Error Standard
Error
Ideology -0.148 0.160 1.013** 0.295
Controversial Health Topic -0.702** 138
Ideology*Controversial -2.895** 0.401
Agricultural Topic -0.330* 0.179
Ideology*Ag Topic 0.068 0.387
Other Health Topic -0.441** 0.140
Ideology*Other Health -0.361 0.334
Agricultural Committee 0.604* 0.249 0.527* 0.264
Science Committee 0.314 0.227 0.218 0.200
Health Committee 0.020 0.215 0.056 0.208
Judiciary Committee 0.159 0.256 0.068 0.223
Environmental Committee -0.097 0.219 0.136 0.234
Economic Committee 1.837** 0.567 1.710** 0.544
Chamber -0.249 0.162 -0.274* 0.159
1980's 0.499* 0.212 0.693* 0.233
1990’'s 0.821** 0.197 1.135** 0.233
2000's 0.738* 0.253 1.150** 0.271
Cutl -0.606 0.279 -0.947 0.278
Cut 2 -0.194 0.282 -0.467 0.275
Cut3 0.424 0.277 0.238 0.273
Cut 4 0.840 0.280 0.713 0.276
N 649 649
Pseudd® 0.0377 0.1161
Wald Chf 55.62** 165.39**

Note *p =< .05 **p<= .001one-tailed).

Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Tone of statements given byratise members in congressional hearings
on the topic of biotechnology
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TABLE 6.2. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of the
Overall Tone of Testimony in Biotechnology Hearings

Independent Variable Model | Model I
Coefficient Robust Coefficient Robust
Standard Standard
Error Error
Constant -0.066 0.292 0.019 0.329
Chair Ideology 0.021 0.273 0.223 0.370
Controversial Health Topic -0.889** 238
Ideology*Controversial -1.295** 0.354
Agricultural Topic -0.270 0.222
Ideology*Ag Topic 0.277 0.448
Other Health Topic -0.246 0.181
Ideology*Other Health -0.097 0.457
Ideological Polarization 0.089 0.383 -0.122 0.297
Agricultural Committee 0.958* 0.330 0.909** 0.266
Science Committee 0.410 0.368 0.353 0.261
Health Committee 0.091 0.316 0.298 0.287
Judiciary Committee -0.208 0.372 -0.172 0.257
Environmental Committee  0.120 0.172 0.160 0.227
Economic Committee 1.106* 0.352 0.860* 0.288
Chamber -0.029 0.149 -0.077 0.122
1980's 0.681* 0.235 1.057** 0.306
1990’'s 0.932** 0.186 1.293** 0.263
2000's 0.497* 0.296 1.196** 0.346
N 118 118
AdjustedR? 0.260 0.439
F Statistic 31.98** 25.58**

Note *p =< .05 **p<= .001one-tailed).
Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses
Dependent variable: Average tone of testimony wighcommittee in a particular Congress
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TABLE 6.3. Pooled OLS Regression Results Testinheé Determinants of the

Percentage of Testimony Given By Ethical and Safetigxperts

Independent Variable Coefficient Robust Standardt score
Error
Constant 0.090* 0.046 1.93
Chair Ideology -0.010 0.038 -0.25
Controversial Health Topic  0.117* 0.040 2.91
Ideology*Controversial 0.082 0.074 1.12
Agricultural Topic -0.012 0.023 -0.54
Ideology*Ag Topic 0.007 0.040 0.16
Other Health Topic 0.058* 0.032 1.78
Ideology*Other Health 0.082 0.089 0.92
Ideological Polarization 0.051 0.041 1.25
Agricultural Committee -0.036 0.025 -1.44
Science Committee -0.020 0.035 -0.57
Health Committee -0.022 0.050 -0.43
Judiciary Committee 0.055 0.050 1.10
Environmental Committee -0.017 0.028 -0.62
Economic Committee 0.002 0.034 0.07
Chamber 0.016 0.019 0.87
1980's -0.082* 0.043 -1.91
1990’'s -0.106* 0.049 -2.14
2000's -0.096 0.058 -1.64
N 118
AdjustedR? 0.220
F Statistic 18.29**

Note *p =< .05 **p<= .001one-tailed).
Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses

Dependent variable: Percentage of Testimony GiweBthical and Safety Experts

266



Chapter 7. Conclusion: Lessons about the Politicsf tnformation
Collection and Display in Congressional Hearings

Introduction

As past research has demonstrated, policy infoomadiearly plays a very
important role in the policymaking process. Quatitticy information has the ability to
inform policymakers on the potential effects ofipplproposals, so that they can make
the best possible decisions on what policy progosapursue (Fenno 1974; Krehbiel
1991). As such, the quest for such quality polidfgimation has been argued to guide
the organization of Congress into congressionalroittees, so that policy experts can
inform the floor about the potential effects ofipglproposals (Krehbiel 1991; Jones
1994, 151). Past research suggests that policynraftion can also have an important
impact on policy decisions. For instance, changdke tone of policy information
presented in congressional hearings can produegymbianges in the form of changes
in law and changes in federal appropriations fogpams when the preponderance of
the information presented about an issue shiftgience in the opposite direction from
the direction of information presented in the gast from negative to positive)
(Baumgartner and Jones 1991, 1993; Talbert, JanesBaumgartner 1995; Jones,
Baumgartner, and Talbert 1993; Jones and Baumga&©®s; Workman, Jones, and
Jochim 2009). Furthermore, under certain circunt&snpolicymakers can change their
beliefs when presented with a piece of informathmat conflicts with their views on an
issue (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatte\&ible 2007).

With all of the clear impacts that policy informati can have on substantive
policy decisions, having control over the way imf@tion is collected and displayed to

other policymakers and the public can be a veryontgmt power to possess. Within
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Congress, the primary power to collect and dispiégrmation belongs to the
congressional committees and subcommittees thaucbicongressional hearings on
policy issues. Through congressional hearings, e@sgpnal committees and
subcommittees can call almost anyone they choowstiby before them and extract
information out of these witnhesses that is relevarhe policymaking process.
Furthermore, since most congressional hearings@er affairs that can be viewed by
the public and other policymakers via C-SPAN cahldets (Palmer 2007; Hallowell
2008) and since congressional hearings make uge pertion of the media coverage
of Congress (Gandy 1982), information presentezbirgressional hearings has the
potential to be displayed to a wide variety of iested individuals.

However, while congressional hearings clearly itreepotential to serve as an
important tool for congressional policymakers tdexsi and display information, a
degree of controversy exists amongst scholars comgehow the process is utilized in
practice by congressional committees. While sorhelacs argue that congressional
committees and subcommittees will use the congreakhearing process to collect
expert information and/or provide a balance of pectives in order to ensure that the
best possible information to make policy decisimavailable to congressional
lawmakers (Gilligan and Krehbiel 1987, 1989, 19Rfkehbiel 1991; Diermeier and
Feddersen 2000), others argue that congressiomahitees instead use the hearing
process to stack hearing testimony to over-reptegginesses that share the viewpoints
of important committee members (Truman 1951; B&8§4; Davidson and Oleszek
1985). Furthermore, even amongst the communitglodlars that argue that

congressional committees are biased in the waydbkgct and display information in
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congressional hearings, scholars are divided ort fabtors and biases drive how
committees select information to collect and digmhacongressional hearings. On the
one hand, some scholars argue that certain typasbsf/stem venues (i.e.
congressional committees and subcommittees) witlidged in the way that their
members collect and display information in congmess hearings due to the
consensual politics and united understanding aésure that operates amongst members
of these subsystems (Baumgartner and Jones 1993; T8lbert, Jones, and
Baumgartner 1995; Jones, Baumgartner, and TalBé&;1Jones and Baumgartner
2005; Workman, Jones, and Jochim 2009). On the btoed, other scholars argue that
those who control the witnhess selection procesemngressional hearings (i.e.
committee chairs) will be biased by their own bislignd other personal characteristics
when deciding how policy information will be colted and displayed in congressional
hearings (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, 199%tt&s and Weible 2007).

As with most debates over trying to explain adegtthat occur in the political
realm, the findings in this project have demonstitdhat each of the preceding
arguments concerning hearing politics have a degfrealidity. Rather than attempting
to understand which of the theoretical explanatminthie congressional hearing process
has the “most” explanatory value, the key to tuhglerstanding what factors drive
information collection and display decisions in gassional hearings is to determine
the conditions under which different explanatioasdamore explanatory value vis-a-vis
other theoretical perspectives. As the findingthaprevious chapters demonstrate,
hearing politics operate very differently dependamgthe characteristics of the issue

dimension being examined, the stage in the devedopof the issue, and the type of
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subsystem in which the hearing takes place. Indépter, | will describe the key
findings of this project with respect to how corggienal hearing politics operate under

different policy and subsystem contexts.

Key Findings about Information Collection and Daypln Congressional Hearings

Stacking of Congressional Hearing TestimonyAccording to proponents of the
conventional wisdom concerning congressional hgapolitics, hearings serve no
greater purpose than a “window-dressing” evenfpoopaganda channel” through
which congressional committees and subcommitteeslisplay carefully selected
information to actors outside the committee (i.enmbers on the floor, interest groups,
the general public, etc.) in order to drum up supfor positions espoused by
committee members and/or “claim credit” for prowiglipolicy benefits to constituents
(Truman 1951; Berry 1984; Davidson and Oleszek 198%was discussed in Chapter
1, the idea that congressional hearings are no thare“propaganda channels” or
“dog-and-pony shows” is flawed due to the time,rggeand resources devoted to
conducting congressional hearings in Congress. Mexy¢he idea derived from the
conventional wisdom that committees and subcomeststack witness testimony to fit
a particular perspective is a valid argument forclwh find clear and persuasive support
in the issue areas examined in this project.

Even in technical policy areas like climate chaagd biotechnology policy that
may be difficult for a layperson to understandestbn of withesses that will present
testimony espousing committee leaders’ preferresitipos in policy debates clearly

occurs. In each of the issue areas examined, ih dirognsions of the issues, the
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overall tone of testimony fit the perceived biaséthe committee venue and/or the
chair of the committee or subcommittee conductirghearing. First of all, in the issue
area of tobacco policy, the tobacco industry, paldirly farmers, received far more
positive treatment during hearings in front of #ggicultural committee than the
industry did during hearings in front of other tgpef committees. When the
agricultural committees conducted hearings ondpectof tobacco policy,
representatives of the interests of tobacco farmers more likely to be invited to
testify than they were in front of other committelesalth and safety advocates and
experts that were the most likely to discuss tr@thend safety aspects of the tobacco
issue were less likely to be invited to testifyrthihey were in front of other types of
committees, and the overall tone of testimony preskon the issue was significantly
more positive toward the tobacco industry thanttime of testimony presented in front
of other types of committees.

In the issue of climate change, while no typegasfues emerged as being
biased in the tone of witness testimony concertiiegssue, committee staff fairly
clearly chose a large portion of their withesseselddaon whether or not they were likely
to present testimony that fit the chair’s viewpsioh the issue. During hearings on the
climate change issue, changes in the tone of vdttestimony across different
committees across time were significantly relateditanges in the belief systems of the
chair of the committee holding the hearing. Morecsfically, conservative chairs and
chairs with pro-economic beliefs on general envinental issues tended to preside over
hearings that produced testimony that was moreespamomic in tone. By contrast,

liberal chairs and chairs with pro-environmentdldde on general environmental issues
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tended to preside over hearings that producedrtesif that was more pro-
environmental in tone.

In the issue of biotechnology, biases in commitbee based on the type of
venue conducting the hearing and the beliefs systdrthe chair presiding over the
hearing were both evident during hearings on afiedimensions of the issue. First of
all, both agricultural and economic promotion comteas were significantly more
positive toward the use of biotechnology than acgirun of the mill committee.
Furthermore, when hearings dealt with the use afdruembryonic matter for health
purposes, changes in the tone of testimony conugthe issue were significantly
related to changes in the belief systems of the ghesiding over the committee
conducting hearings on the issue. More specificaliyservative chairs presided over
hearings where the overall tone of testimony wasengdtical of the potential ethical
and safety risks that could arise from the usaatbhnology techniques on human
embryos for health purposes. On the other hanerdilzhairs presided over hearings
where the overall tone of witness testimony wasenpmsitive about the potential
benefits of the use of biotechnology on human ewdbfgr health purposes.

As the preceding examples demonstrate, congredsitommittees and their
staffs seem to select witnesses with a mind towhaoibsing witnesses that will espouse
the preferred viewpoint of the committee holding trearing. However, the argument
that committees stack witness testimony to onlyaggnt one side in a particular
political argument is a bit overstated. While thajonity of witnesses in most hearings
will likely share the viewpoints of the chair praisig over the hearing, minority party

leaders on committees have different tools at tthsposal to ensure that witnesses
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representing their viewpoints on an issue will beveed to testify at hearings before
the committee.

First and foremost, as stated in Chapter 2, prae¢dules in the House and
Senate require all congressional committees ancbsumittees (except the Senate
Appropriations Committee) to permit the minorityrfyato call its preferred witnesses
on at least one day of the hearing if a majorityniriority committee or subcommittee
members vote to invoke this rule (Davis 2011b, 2)1Although the so-called
“minority witness rule” is seldom formally invokday the minority party, it serves as
an important procedural safeguard to ensure tleatiinority party’s preferred
witnesses are not totally excluded from a heariday(s 2011b, 2011c). In practice,
strong norms exist within virtually all congressabcommittees that dictate that the
majority party honors the requests of minority cottee members to invite at least one
witness to testify during a hearing. On many cortees, however, committee norms
dictate that minority members may invite even ntbea one witness to testify
depending on the total number of withnesses beivigei to testify at a particular
hearing (Staff Interviews 2010). Furthermore, idifidn to the procedural rules and
norms that permit the minority to call at least evithess to testify at a congressional
hearing, rank and file members can use openingmstits, speeches, and statements to
the press to call into question the fairness aéarimg if the majority does not allow
them to call their preferred withesses to testifg Aearing. Since committee chairs do
not want their reputation damaged by having thenéss of their hearings called into
question, they will often work with the minority wh inviting witnesses to avoid

scrutiny.
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Evidence of the minority party’s role in witnessestion can be seen best in the
partisan issue contexts studied in the previouptehns. First of all, in the issue of
climate change, even after those with pro-econdmeiiefs began to control institutional
venues in Congress and started to control witneglsgtson activities in the climate
change issue area, hearing testimony presentednhdf congressional committees on
the issue did not become overwhelmingly pro-ecoeamtone like one would expect
if the majority party was stacking witnesses tolede the minority party’s preferred
witnesses on an issue. Furthermore, as the chaith@mminority ranking member’s
beliefs on general environmental issues divergedinva committee and the
Republican on the committee likely became increggimore pro-economic in his or
her viewpoints on general environmental issuestdhe of hearing testimony became
increasingly pro-economic in tone even when cohtiglfor the belief systems of the
chair conducting the hearing. This demonstratesdi@nges in the minority party’s
viewpoints on an issue can also have an imponapact on the tone of testimony on a
particular issue.

The witness selection process for climate changerngs conducted by the
Senate Environment and Public Works Committee dutie 108 and 108
Congresses provides solid evidence of the effettt@minority on the withess selection
process in congressional hearings on the topitirmate change. During this time
period, James Inhofe, a conservative Republican fdklahoma served as chairman of
the committee. Sen. Inhofe is a noted climate chakgptic who was called the theory
of anthropogenic (i.e. human-caused) climate chétigegreatest hoax ever

perpetuated on the American people (Hearing Dog82:821-13).” However, despite
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Sen. Inhofe’s solidly pro-economic stance on tlseesof climate change, the Senate
Environment and Public Works Committee still indit@itnesses that provided
testimony arguing that climate change is a ser@mwsronmental problem that should
be tackled by the federal government while Inhoés whairman of the committee. In
the 108" Congress, while most witnesses espoused the viatpat climate change
was not a problem that should be tackled by therfddyovernment, 1 (or 33.33%) of
the 3 withesses on the climate change issue provestimony supporting the argument
that climate change is a serious environmentallprobDuring hearings conducted by
the committee in the 16‘9Congress, while over half (56.25%) of the witnessalled to
testify espoused the very pro-economic viewpoirthendebate, 6 (or 37.5%) of the 16
witnesses called to testify provided testimony thas very pro-environmental in tone
toward the climate change issue. As this exampieotstrates, even when those with
solidly pro-economic viewpoints controlled comméteenues, witnesses espousing the
pro-environmental perspective still were inviteddstify at hearings dealing with
climate change policy.

The role that minority party members play in withgglection is also evident
when examining hearings dealing with the contraaétealth aspects of the
biotechnology issue area. First of all, even whamtrolling for the beliefs of the chair,
the overall tone of testimony in front of commitesnd subcommittees that held
hearings dealing with the creation and cloninguwhhan embryos and human
embryonic stem cells for health purposes was megative toward the biotechnology
industry than the tone of testimony in front of guitiees dealing with all other

dimensions of the issue. This result demonstratsaven when committee chairs are
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liberal and thus likely to support the use of batt@ology on human embryonic matter
for health purposes, witnesses that do not suppentise of biotechnology on human
embryos will still be called to testify due to tilfluence that conservative minority
members can have on witness selection.

The witness selection process for climate changerngs conducted by the
House Committee on Government Reform’s Subcommate€riminal Justice, Drug
Policy, and Human Resources during the™aid 108' Congresses provides further
evidence of the effect of the minority on the wiaa&election process for biotechnology
hearings. During this time period, Mark Souderpaservative Republican from the
state of Indiana served as chairman of the subctteenDuring his time in Congress,
Rep. Souder was also known as a staunch opponentlofyonic stem cell research and
cloning of human embryos mostly due to his behatt thuman life begins with the
creation of a human embryo. As an opponent of blotelogy research on human
embryos, Souder argued in statements concerninggbe that the potential of
embryonic stem cell research was “entirely spesdgtrequired the “destruction of
living human embryos”, and would likely lead to tlexploitation of women in order to
obtain eggs for research.” Nonetheless, despite Eayder’s clear opposition to
embryonic stem cell research, the subcommitteénaeead still invited withesses who
were very supportive of increased federal fundihgmbryonic stem cell research and
who trumpeted the potential benefits that thisaese could provide for those suffering
from debilitating diseases like Parkinson’s dise@dBS, and spinal cord injuries. For
instance, in two hearings held on the issue dutiegl0?' Congress, although the

majority (58.8%) of witnesses that were inviteddstify in front of the subcommittee
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on the issue vehemently opposed the use of emlaryoaiter for health purposes, 7
(41.1%) of the 17 witnesses expressed supportmeseay for such use of embryonic
matter. Furthermore, in the hearing held on thegstiring the 1d©Congress, while
the overall tone of testimony tended to be oppasaanbryonic stem cell research, 3
(37.5%) of the 8 witnesses called to testify expeesoverall support for such research.
Once again, this example demonstrates that whal@werall tone of testimony in a
hearing will generally fit the beliefs of the chairthe committee or subcommittee,
perspectives and positions that are not sharetégttair will often be represented in
witness testimony on the topic. As such, the ithed hearing testimony is stacked to
only represent the perspectives of the chair isesamat overstated.

With this said, the preceding examples do not peekhe possibility that
stacking of testimony to ignore alternative posii@n an issue occurs under certain
circumstances. However, stacking of testimony islikely to occur within competitive
subsystems working on partisan issues like theigsaues described above. Instead,
stacking of testimony is more evident when the menmlwithin a committee espouse
similar positions on an issue. Such agreement agst@aognmittee members is most
likely to occur within unified subsystems that desling with issues that are
particularly likely to unite committee and subcortte® members.

The agricultural committees in Congress clearlglstd testimony to support
policies that would benefit farmers when dealinghwvgolicy issues that directly
impacted the agricultural community. For instarveken dealing with tobacco policy,
of the 1094 witnesses called before the agricdltommittees, 1021 (93.3%) were

very supportive of the tobacco industry in thegtiimony before the committee. By
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contrast, the tone of testimony of only 14 (1.3%nhesses could be classified as
negative or very negative toward the tobacco ingusgtdditionally, when considering
the use of biotechnology tools that have the pakta improve crop productivity, of
the 172 witnesses called before the agriculturairodgtees on the issue, 140 (81.4%)
were very supportive of the use of agriculturaltéeinology. On the other hand, the
tone of testimony of only 19 (11%) witnesses ccigdclassified as opposed or very
opposed to the use of agricultural biotechnology.

As these examples demonstrate, while witnessesaltégmative positions were
sometimes called to testify during hearings in frofithe agricultural committees on
issues important to farmers, the vast majority hesses called to testify presented
testimony that was supportive of the agricultuhenunity. This finding can likely be
attributed to the fact that the issues being exathimited agricultural committee
members in support of the farming community. Ashswatnesses that opposed the
tobacco industry and agricultural biotechnology miad appear in many hearings on
these issues because no one on the committee avasrahg for them to appear in the
way that minority members clamor for witnesses&spnting their perspectives to
appear during hearings dealing with more partisanas like climate change. Most, if
not all, members on the agricultural committeesliilkagreed with the witness
selections made by the chair, so alternative petises were less likely to be heard in
committees within the agricultural subsystem.

Hearings as a Tool for Information Collection.In an ideal world, most citizens would
likely want congressional committees and subconestto use the congressional

hearing process to gather information that woul@ kengressional policymakers make
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the best policy decisions possible. After all, flearing process affords congressional
policymakers with the opportunity to call almosyane they choose, ranging from
policy experts to federal executive branch offigjdb testify before them and extract
information out of these witnhesses that is relevarhe policymaking process.
Unfortunately, the evidence for the use of congoesd hearings to genuinely collect
information is decidedly mixed even in technicalippissues like climate change and
biotechnology.

To review, the idea that congressional committeessabcommittees utilize the
congressional hearing process to genuinely catlelity-relevant information rests on
the following two expectations. First of all, asyden (1995, 433) describes, if
committee and subcommittee chairs genuinely watttede the hearing process to
gather information to inform their decisions on mmant policy issues, we would
expect that they would instruct their staffs tokseet witnesses that are representative
of the diverse set of viewpoints on an issue ireotd provide as many different
informational perspectives about a policy problenpassible. Secondly, if committees
use the hearing process to collect the best infoom@ossible to inform congressional
policymakers’ decisions, we should also expect tbatmittee and subcommittee
chairs would seek out non-partisan, non-ideologicdicy experts to testify, as these
individuals are the most likely candidates to pdavihe information necessary for
congressional committee members to become expedspolicy issue.

With respect to the first expectation, on the oaed) the overall tone of witness
testimony concerning the use of biotechnology vedetively balanced during the early

stages of the issue’s development in th8 &dd 98" Congresses. When considered in
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combination with the fact that the tone of comnaitteembers’ statements concerning
biotechnology was also relatively neutral and be¢ainduring the same time period, this
balance in testimony seems to suggest that conesittalled a wide variety of
witnesses with a wide range of perspectives tafyest the issue because they
genuinely wanted to collect the best policy infotimia possible. Thus, as the example
of biotechnology policy suggests, committees arltsmmittee have demonstrated the
willingness to use the hearing process to call egses with a variety of different
positions on a particular issue.

Nonetheless, examples of congressional committegs@committees using
the hearing process to call witnesses with a watéety of viewpoints on an issue
rather than using the process to call witnessesstime the beliefs of the chair are few
and far between. As the last section demonstrated,least one dimension of each of
the issues studied in this project, the overalétohtestimony fit the perceived biases of
the committee venue and/or the chair of the coneitr subcommittee conducting the
hearing. Even in the aforementioned issue are@gtédhnology, in several dimensions
of the issue, the tone of testimony presented \easlyg related to the institutional
biases of the committee running the hearing ob#ieefs of the chair of the committee
running the hearing. If committees and subcomnstteere using the hearing process
to genuinely gather information in these issue @ree tone of testimony would likely
not match the biases of the committees and subctieamirunning the hearings so
consistently, because members of these institutiangd want to hear from a variety of
different perspectives in order to ensure that thege making the best decisions

possible.
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With respect to the second expectation, evidenaecthngressional committees
and subcommittees seek to call expert withesstestiby at hearings is decidedly
mixed. On the one hand, during the early stagéiseotlimate change and
biotechnology issue areas, experts made up faaaag the most common type of
witness called to testify at congressional heariRgs instance, in the early stages of
the biotechnology issue area’s development (tffe@' Congresses), experts made up
55.29% of the witnesses called to testify in heggian the issue. However, as time has
progressed, experts have made up an increasingljesmercentage of witnesses
testifying during hearings on the biotechnologyiessMore specifically, during the later
stages of the biotechnology issue’s developmert10%™-109" Congresses), experts
only made up 33.66% of the witnesses called tafyedhliring hearings on the issue.

The same general trend with respect to expertesty can also be found in the
issue of climate change. In the early stages otlineate change issue area’s
development (98-100" Congresses), experts made up 62.58% of the wiaessled
to testify during climate change hearings. By castirduring the later stages of the
issue’s development (165.09" Congresses), experts have only made up an avefage
37.47% of the witnesses called to testify duringrimgs dealing with climate change.
As this evidence demonstrates, it is clear thaeexpstimony has been valued in both
the biotechnology and climate change issue arsaes@erts have consistently made up
a significant portion of the witnesses called &tifg in both issue areas. Nonetheless, it
is also clear that the percentage of expert witgesalled to testify in both of these

issue areas has fallen significantly over time.sAeh, it appears that testimony from
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policy experts is not as valued in the climate geaand biotechnology issue areas as it
once was.

As the previous analysis suggests, even in techanthcomplex policy areas
like climate change and biotechnology where poliaikars may have difficulty
determining the best policy action to take, congjmsal committees have not
consistently used congressional hearings to caliebtased information from policy
experts. Nonetheless, congressional committeesantbmmittees have shown the
willingness to seek out expert testimony and wiesroviding a balance of
viewpoints on an issue when examining a techngsale that is in the early stages of its
policy development. Consider once again the exawipbéotechnology policy. During
the very early stages of this issue, experts fdraamay were the most common type of
group called to testify at hearings on the issuetifermore, the witnesses called to
testify on the issue presented testimony that atteey was balanced in tone and
represented the wide variety of different positionghe issue. As this example
demonstrates, committees and subcommittees ddwaysuse the hearing process to
invite witnesses that will espouse the preferredwioint of the committee or
subcommittee holding the hearing. When an issnewger and more technical and
committee members are more likely to be uncertaouaithe potential effects of policy
decisions, committees and subcommittees seemnmbe likely to use the hearing
process to call witnesses that espouse a wide-sex$®n of different positions on a
policy issue. Furthermore, committees and subcoteestalso call larger percentages
of experts to testify on technical issues durirgyehrliest stages of the issue, likely

because these experts have the knowledge necéssaduce some of the uncertainty
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amongst committee and subcommittee members conggpoiential policy options to
tackle the issue.

Nonetheless, by and large, committees and subcdeasitend to use the
hearing process to collect and display informatitat matches and bolsters the
positions of committee and subcommittee members.HBaring process in technical
issue areas like climate change and biotechnology iexception to this general
finding. For instance, as committee members beaoore confident in their
understanding of biotechnology and aspects ofgfigel began to take on qualities
consistent with partisan and distributive issu@sreommittees seemed to use the
hearing process to collect and display informatiaat fit either the institutional biases
of the committee holding the hearing or the bedieftems of the chair of the committee
holding the hearing. Furthermore, as the issughagressed and the beliefs of
committee members concerning biotechnology haverheanore concrete, committee
members have relied less on the experts that asélikely to reduce uncertainty on the
proper policy actions to take on an issue and ranreepresentatives of private interests
that are the most likely to present biased inforoma&it a hearing to present testimony
in front of them at congressional hearings.

As such, even in technical policy issues like ctienechange and biotechnology,
over time, congressional committees tend to endsimy the hearing process to select
witness that will bolster the beliefs and positiafishose holding key positions on the
committee. Nonetheless, it would be very shorteidho argue that congressional
committees only use congressional hearings forphipose and seldom use the process

to genuinely collect and display policy-relevarfbrmation that will help congressional
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policymakers make the best decisions on an isa#& Ardeed, under certain
circumstances (i.e. the issue is technical atatlyetages of development),
congressional committees can and have used thmfgmocess to call the types of

witnesses that suggest they are using the prosegnuinely collect information.

Distributive Issues and the Effects of Unified Substem BiasesAs the previous
sections have shown, overall, congressional coreestand subcommittees tend to use
the hearing process to collect and display inforomethat can be used to bolster the
viewpoints of the committee members responsibleébecting these witnesses (i.e.
committee chairs and minority ranking members).né&theless, as stated earlier in this
chapter, a significant degree of controversy exastengst the community of scholars
that argue that congressional committees are biasbe way they collect and display
information in congressional hearings with respedhe factors and biases that drive
how committees select information to collect argptly in congressional hearings. On
the one hand, punctuated equilibrium scholars lfawed that certain types of
subsystem venues (i.e. congressional committeeswdmbmmittees) are biased in the
way that their members collect and display infolioratn congressional hearings due to
the consensual politics and united understandirana$sue that operates amongst
members of such subsystems (Baumgartner and J68é&s 1993; Talbert, Jones, and
Baumgartner 1995; Jones, Baumgartner, and TalB88;1Jones and Baumgartner
2005; Workman, Jones, and Jochim 2009). On the btred, Advocacy Coalition
Framework (ACF) scholars argue that those who obttie witness selection process

in congressional hearings (i.e. committee chaiii)o® biased by their own beliefs and
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other personal characteristics when deciding howeymformation will be collected
and displayed in congressional hearings (Sabatgdankins-Smith 1993, 1999;
Sabatier and Weible 2007).

As with most competing explanations of the behawfaactors within the
political realm, proponents of both theories obmhation collection and display
decisions have a great deal of evidence to badkeipclaims. As such, the key to truly
understanding information collection and displagisiens in congressional hearings is
not to determine which of the competing explanatiisit‘more correct.” The key to
truly understanding which biases drive witnessagla and other information
collection and display decisions in congressiomarings is to determine the conditions
under which different explanations have more exgtiary value vis-a-vis other
theoretical perspectives.

As my theory of information collection and displaglitics explains, the biases
that drive information collection and display déaiss in congressional hearings will
differ depending on the type of issue being exachaiea hearing and the type of
subsystem context within which the committee orceumbmittee holding the hearing
operates. In distributive issue contexts wherecpesdiare likely to benefit specific
constituencies in society (Lowi 1964, 1972; Weind&v9), subsystems made up of the
congressional policymakers that represent thesstit@encies will act as unified
subsystems whose members generally agree on caeepf policy issues due to the
common characteristics of their constituencies, tand, use the hearing process to
collect and display information that supports pgebodesigned to benefit members’

constituents. Furthermore, in unified subsystenadinlg with a distributive issue that is
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likely to increase unity amongst subsystem memitleesindividual characteristics (i.e.
belief systems) of committee chairs are unlikelh&we significant impact on the tone
of witness testimony because most members, regardfgheir personal characteristics,
are likely to agree on the tone of information thladuld be presented at a hearing. As
such, committees and subcommittees will use thertgeprocess to call witnesses that
will bolster the decisions committee members wddde made absent this information
(Sabatier 1978; Feldman and March 1981; Weiss 1G8&ter 1996; Shulock 1999)
and to demonstrate to members outside the comntitéeenembers of the subsystem
have the expertise necessary to keep jurisdictiomatirol over the issue area (King
1997).

Three issue subsystems working on issues examingdsi project exhibit
characteristics that make them strong candidatasttas unified subsystems. These
subsystems include the agricultural subsystem ropa# the two agricultural
committees in both chambers of Congress, the seismlosystem made up of the two
science committees in both chambers of Congresisth@neconomic promotion
subsystem made up of the two small businesses dbeesiin both chambers of
Congress and the Joint Economic Committee. Eatiiesk subsystem types share
certain characteristics that make them all likelyatt as unified subsystems when
collecting and displaying information in congressbhearings. First of all, all of these
subsystems consist of congressional committeesevnesnbers have expressed that
their desire to serve on the committee is derivethftheir desire to serve their
constituents (Smith and Deering 1990; Deering an@t51997; Frisch and Kelly

2006). As stated in earlier chapters, politics witommittees whose members are
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more constituency-oriented tend to be more consgesul less divisive, as
congressional policymakers support each other'saghels for constituency benefits to
ensure legislative support for their own constittyesmt demands in the future (Fenno
1973; Mayhew 1974; Weingast 1979; Shepsle and VdetntP81; Tullock 1981;
Weingast and Marshall 1988; Smith and Deering 18&&ring and Smith 1997;
Maltzman 1997). As such, a culture of cooperatimo@gst committee members may
be more likely to be present in these constituasrognted than would be the case in
committees that were more policy or prestige oadnt

In addition to the constituency-oriented natureahmittees within these
subsystems, each of these committees also haesanedy virtue of their jurisdiction,
stated committee missions, and the issues beingiagd, to be biased in information
collection and display decisions. In the case efapricultural subsystem, agricultural
committees have traditionally served the role asgators and promoters of agricultural
interests in Congress. In two of the issue aream@aed in this project, agricultural
committees had strong reasons to assert this sadedafender of agricultural interests.
In the case of tobacco policy, agricultural comea#t had a reason to use the hearing
process to collect and display information that sasportive of the tobacco industry,
because tobacco is an agricultural crop and putéstictions on tobacco products
likely would harm the economic vitality of farmetgat produce the crop. In the case of
biotechnology policy, despite the risks involvedhaiising such tools, biotechnology
tools have been demonstrated to increase agriabftuvductivity, which can also help
the economic circumstances of those in the agucallcommunity. As such, it would

make sense for the agricultural committees in Cesgto use the hearing process to
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tout the benefits and downplay the risks of usilagdzhnology tools for agricultural
purposes.

In the case of the economic promotion subsysteencdmmittees within the
subsystem, particularly the small business comasiteave generally served as
supporters of economic interests, particularly ¢hosmall businesses. For instance,
the House Small Business Committee states thatigsion is “to protect and assist
small businesses (House Small Business Committiedlie biotechnology issue area,
committees within the economic promotion subsydtewh strong reasons to act as a
defender of the biotechnology industry. The biotexdbgy industry is a relatively new
industry with the potential to help the competitiess of the American economy. Many
biotechnology firms need assistance from the gawent in reducing regulatory
barriers to development, obtaining patents for mw&s created through
biotechnology, and obtaining assistance for sdiemgsearch and development.
Furthermore, many biotechnology firms are smalimesses and two of the main
committees in the economic promotion subsystensal business committees whose
mission and jurisdiction includes protection ansistance for small businesses. As
such, it would be logical for the committees witkiie economic promotion subsystem
to use the hearing process to attempt to bolsfgyatifor the biotechnology industry
within Congress.

In the case of the science subsystem, the two ctigesiwithin the subsystem
have generally assumed the role as a supporteresftgic research and development.
In both the issue areas of climate change anddhatdogy, committees within the

science subsystem have strong reasons to asserlhias a defender of the interests of
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the scientific community. In the case of climatawe, due to the large portion of the
scientific community’s insistence that climate chams a problem, venues like the
science committees that are more likely to prontimescientific community may also
be more sympathetic to the potential dangers ofatk change. In the case of
biotechnology policy, since biotechnology is a higascience-centric industry that
requires a significant amount of scientific resbaand development to expand and
thrive, members of the science subsystem may be hkaty to support the use of
biotechnology than members of other committees imgrkn the issue. As such, in
both the climate change and biotechnology issugsaree may logically expect that
congressional committees within the science subsystould use the hearing process
to collect and display information that is sympatheward the scientific community.
Nonetheless, despite the strong reasons for edtiesd subsystems to act as
unified subsystems when collecting and displayiigrimation in congressional
hearings, only committees within certain subsysteene clearly used the hearing
process to advance the assumed biases of thegcteapsubsystems. In the case of the
agricultural subsystem, committees within the satesy have consistently utilized the
hearing process to collect and display informatiaat was supportive of the
agricultural community. In the case of tobacco @glmember statements given by
members of the agricultural committee were moretpesn tone toward the tobacco
industry than statements given by members of &&ygommittee, withesses called to
testify in front of the committee gave testimongttivas more positive in tone toward
the tobacco industry than witnesses chosen tdyté@stiront of a typical committee, and

greater percentages of farmers were called tdyestiront of the committee than a
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typical committee. In the case of biotechnologyi@glthe tone of member statements
and witness testimony presented before the conenittss more positive in tone toward
the use of biotechnology than a typical run ofrtiik committee. In both issue areas, it
is clear that the agricultural committees in Cosgretilized the hearing process to
collect and display information that supportedititerests of the agricultural industry.
The same use of the hearing process to preseminafimn that fits the general biases of
the subsystem in which a hearing takes place cdoumel in how the economic
promotion subsystem collected and displayed inféionaduring hearings dealing with
the biotechnology issue. In these hearings, the tdmember statements and witness
testimony presented before committees in the ecanpromotion subsystem was more
positive in tone toward the biotechnology indughgn a typical run of the mill
committee. As such, it is clear that both the agtical and economic promotion
subsystems acted as unified subsystems in thehesgyetach collected and displayed
information in congressional hearings covering ésstnat were of utmost importance to
members of the subsystem.

With this said, despite reasons to suspect thatdiemce subsystem would act
as a unified subsystem in the issue areas of @dictzinge and biotechnology, science
committees were did not collect information thaswggnificantly different than a
typical run of the mill committee during hearingscerning these issue areas. More
specifically, the tone of member statements anithtesy presented before the
committee was not significantly different when cargad to miscellaneous run of the
mill committees in both the climate change anddibhology issue areas. These results

lead one to wonder, why have the committees th&erap other subsystems not been
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as biased in terms of information collection argpthy decisions as the committees that
make up the agriculture and economic promotionysibms? More specifically, why
have the committees that make up the science sebsyot been more biased in
support of the scientific community in terms ofitiaformation collection display
decisions in congressional hearings?

Perhaps the main reason that the science subsg#iamt act as a unified
subsystem when collecting and displaying infornratrocongressional hearings can be
derived from the fact that the issue areas beiagnégxed by the science committees in
Congress were not conducive to uniting subsystemlimees in support of a common
cause. For instance, in the case of climate chawgs the scientific aspects of the
issue concerning whether or not changes in theagjldimate are occurring is a matter
of controversy that has split members with diffénagrty affiliations and belief
systems. As such, even if the scientific commiisegenerally a supportive venue for
scientific research, the partisan nature of theess/er whether climate change is
actually occurring can lead to divisions amongsininers that would otherwise be
united on other issues. As issues become mores@ayiike the climate change issue
has become over time, it becomes more likely thatroittee venues like the science
committees will be split into competitive coalit®by virtue of the control party leaders
have over the committee appointment process anfhth¢éhat most committees’
memberships break down along partisan lines (Cax\MeCubbins 1993; 2005). When
competitive coalitions form within a committee venehanges in who controls the
committee are likely to lead to wide differencesvimat types of information will be

collected and displayed in congressional hearingstd the wide differences in beliefs
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about the issue amongst members of the committeebmommittee. As such, when
congressional committees deal with partisan isgshegpersonal views of those running
the hearing have more of an impact on the inforomatiollection and display process
than the type of committee venue in which the mgptakes place.

In addition to the highly partisan nature of th&uis, climate change also does
not contain the substantial distributive comporfeand in issues like tobacco policy
that has the propensity to unite members of a siésy Unlike tobacco policy, which
has the potential to directly and tangibly bendfitners living in the districts and states
of agricultural committee members, climate changlep provides no tangible benefits
to distribute to scientific researchers residinghi@ districts and states of scientific
committee members. More specifically, while margnelte scientists may argue that
climate change is a problem that needs to be tddktehe federal government, policies
to tackle the climate change issue likely would pratvide many tangible economic
benefits to scientific researchers that work onissae. Thus, after considering the
divisive nature of the climate change issue andatle of a unifying distributive
component within the issue, it is quite logicaltteeientific committees did not act as a
unified subsystem when collecting and displayirfgnmation on the climate change
issue.

In the issue area of biotechnology policy, the dasscience committees to act
as unified subsystems when making information ctth@ and display decisions is
guite a bit stronger. Unlike the climate changeésshe biotechnology issue area
contains a large distributive component includisguies like government support for

biotechnology research and development where tengdyvernment benefits can be
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distributed to scientific researchers living in gtates and districts of members serving
on the science committees in Congress. For exatmaescientific committees
frequently examined issues dealing with Human GenBnoject, which was a large
scientific research project designed to study #meetic makeup of the human body. The
Human Genome Project required a great deal of fandssupport to carry out and had
the potential to create jobs for large numbersc@dific researchers. As such,
government policies dealing with biotechnology pot$ like the Human Genome
Project had the potential to unite members of $iecommittees looking to distribute
benefits that would benefit scientific researchersommittee members’ districts and
states.

Nonetheless, despite the presence of a distribabwgoonent in the
biotechnology issue that had the potential to btoggther members of the science
subsystem in support of biotechnology researchdawelopment, the tone of
information collected and displayed by the sciecm@mittees on the biotechnology
issue was not significantly different from a tygioan of the mill committee. This result
can likely be attributed to the fact that, unlike t&agricultural and economic
committees, the science committees worked on aspétiie biotechnology issue that
were likely to both divide members from differemtiical parties within the subsystem
and cause members of the subsystem to call wite@asie a variety of viewpoints in
order to reduce uncertainty amongst subsystem nrsnebacerning the risks and
benefits of biotechnology research and developnterst of all, unlike committees
within the agricultural and economic promotion stgiems who seldom held hearings

during the early stages of the biotechnology issance committees conducted a
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significant amount of hearings during the earlgetaof the issue when little was

known about biotechnology and congressional polely@ns were uncertain as to what
policy actions to take concerning the isétiAs stated in previous section, during the
early stages of the biotechnology issue, all casglomal committees, including the
science committees, seemed to use the congreshieauahg process to hear from a
variety of different perspectives, particularlyrfi@xperts, rather than using the process
to drum up support for scientific research and tgyeent. As such, it is not

particularly surprising that science committeesrthtl use the hearing process to bolster
scientific research during the early stages oighee, because members of the science
subsystem were not certain enough to know whekigerisks of the research
outweighed its benefits during the early stagethefissue.

In addition to the fact that the science committegld hearings on the issue of
biotechnology during the early and uncertain stafeile issue, unlike committees
within the agricultural and economic promotion sydéems, the science committees
also confronted the controversial and partisan dsims of the biotechnology issue
involving human cloning and embryonic stem celbegrsh?? As the results from the

previous chapter demonstrate, policies relatedeéaise of human embryonic matter for

*! Eleven of the cases in which science committees held hearings on the biotechnology issue during a
particular Congress took place during the early stages of the issue from the 94"-gg™ Congresses. By
contrast, only three of the cases in which agricultural committees held hearings on the biotechnology
issue during a particular Congress and one of the cases in which the economic promotion committees
held hearings on the issue during a particular Congress took place from the 94"_gg™" Congresses.

?> Three of the cases in which science committees held hearings on the biotechnology issue during a
particular Congress dealt with the controversial health aspects of the issue. By contrast, the agricultural
and economic promotion committees have never held hearings that dealt with the controversial health
aspects of the biotechnology issue.
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health purposes clearly divided committee membéis different core belief systems,
in large part due to the similarities of the isauea to the issue area of abortion. Much
like the climate change issue, this divisive dimen®f the biotechnology issue served
to divide scientific committee members in their gogt for biotechnology research and
development who may have otherwise been unitelein support for the technology
when used for other purposes. Due to the divisatane of human cloning and
embryonic stem cell research, the tone of testinarm/committee member statements
on this dimension of the issue tended to be sicpnifily more negative than testimony
and statements given on other dimensions of theeigss such, the fact that the science
committees conducted hearings on the divisive dgioenof the biotechnology issue
likely served to drag down the overall supportived of testimony and member
statements for biotechnology within the scientdiubsystem.

As the analysis in the previous section suggéstsfact that the tone of
testimony given in front of science committees lom biotechnology issue was not
significantly more positive than a run-of-the-nubmmittee can likely be attributed to
the high percentage of cases in which the commsitte®ked on either the highly
uncertain or controversial dimensions of the is§€Mehe 36 cases in which science
committees held hearings on the biotechnology isk4€38.89%) either took place
during the early stages of the issue during tie @' Congresses or dealt with the
controversial dimensions of the issue. By contrasty 15.79% of the cases in which
agricultural committees held hearings on the bimtetogy issue and 12.50% of the
cases in which the economic promotion committeés earings on the issue during a

congressional session took place during the fivst€ongresses (8499" Congresses)
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in which the issue was examined in congressioralihgs. The agricultural and
economic promotion committees have yet to holdleagrings on the controversial

aspects of the biotechnology issue.

[Table 7.1 Here]

In order to demonstrate the effects that diffetgpés of issue dimensions have
had on the tone of testimony presented in fronhefscience committees, Table 7.1
depicts the average tone of testimony present&om of the science committees
concerning biotechnology under different issue extst For the purpose of
comparison, the average tone of testimony presentidnt of the committees within
the agricultural and economic promotion subsystsnasso presented. As Table 7.1
demonstrates, while the overall tone of testimorgsented in front of the science
committees was moderately positive toward bioteldgyg testimony tone was more
negative toward biotechnology than the agricultaral economic promotion
committees by a fairly significant margin. As Talzld further depicts, the tone of
testimony presented during hearings held prioheo1t0d' Congress was only
moderately positive toward the biotechnology induand decidedly more negative
toward the biotechnology industry than the ovetale of testimony presented in front
of the science committees. Furthermore, as expgtttedone of testimony presented
during hearings on the controversial dimensiorhefissue was slightly negative overall
toward the biotechnology industry and significamtigre negative toward the

biotechnology industry than the overall tone ofitasny presented in front of the
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science committees. When cases where the scienuaitiees conducted hearings
during the early stages of the issue (th8-9¢" Congresses) and cases where the
committees conducted hearings dealing with therowatsial dimension of the issue
are excluded, the average tone of testimony ofSldpproaches the very positive
average tone of testimony presented in front oftdécultural and economic promotion
committees.

As this analysis demonstrates, the type of issugglExamined in a
congressional hearing can have a powerful effe¢herdegree to which a subsystem
venue is biased in the way it collects informatidthen committees consider partisan
issues that are likely to divide members of a cott@@ior new and technical issues that
are likely to lead to high degrees of uncertaimypagst committee members,
committee members are significantly less likelyp&ounited in their conceptions of a
policy issue, and thus, will be less likely to beted when making decisions on what
information to collect and display at congressidmedrings. As such, committees are
less likely to be biased in the tone of informattmtiected and displayed in
congressional hearings when considering partisdmaw and technical issue areas. By
contrast, distributive issues that directly affiét constituents of committee members
are more likely to unite committee members in suppba shared ideal. As such,
committees are more likely to be biased in the waformation collected and
displayed in congressional hearings when considgefistributive issue areas.

Partisan Issues and the Effects of Committee ChaBeliefs.As stated earlier, many
theorists argue that those who control the witise$sction process in congressional

hearings (i.e. committee chairs) will be biasedh®sir own beliefs and other personal
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characteristics when deciding how policy informatigill be collected and displayed in
congressional hearings (Sabatier and Jenkins-Si@8iB, 1999; Sabatier and Weible
2007). As such, rather than members of committeas@s being united and biased in
the tone of information they collect and displayearings on a particular issue, the
tone of information collected and displayed at gesgional hearings will change
dramatically within a committee depending on thielfiee and individual characteristics
of those in charge of the committee (i.e. commitieairs). In Chapter 2, | argue that
the degree to which the beliefs and other charatites of committee chairs will affect
the tone of testimony presented at congressioralrgs will largely depend on the
issue and subsystem context in which a hearingtpleee.

On the one hand, the belief systems and otheactaistics of committee
chairs are unlikely to affect the tone of testim@ngsented in front of committees that
are part of unified subsystems confronting a distive issue that is likely to unite
subsystem members. Consider, for instance, the @eawhagricultural committees
conducting hearings on the issue of tobacco polibg tobacco issue is a distributive
issue for agricultural committee members thatkslyi to unite members of the
agricultural subsystem due to the significant éffeéhe policy decisions in the issue
area can have on farmers living in the districtagricultural committee members. In
the tobacco issue area, on the one hand, ranklarabfmmittee members working on
the issue seemed to be biased by their individelzfs and characteristics when
making statements during congressional hearin@loactco policy. For instance,
committee members from tobacco states and comnmitezebers with more

conservative beliefs tended to give statementswbed more positive toward the
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tobacco industry in tone than their counterpards thd not represent tobacco states and
who had more liberal beliefs. Nonetheless, deshédact that individual
characteristics of individual members clearly aféelcthe tone of individual member
statements on the issue of tobacco policy, theviddal characteristics of committee
chairs had no significant impact on the tone diinesny presented during hearings on
the topic of tobacco policy. Instead, as stateith@nprevious section, the type of
committee venue that held the hearing was a maperitant indicator of the tone of
testimony at a hearing than the personal charatteyiof committee chairs. In
particular, the testimony presented in front ofi@gtural committees was significantly
more positive in tone toward the tobacco indudtgntthe other committees that held
hearings on the issue.

With this said, why are the individual charactics of committee chairs not a
significant indicator of the tone of testimony preted at tobacco hearings when the
characteristics of committee members clearly wegaificant determinant of the tone
of individual member statements? First of all, rember that individual members have
much more control over their own individual statemsethan chairs have over the
overall tone of testimony presented during hearmgs which they preside. Unlike the
other stages of the hearing preparation procesgédtsonal staff members of individual
members tend to have a greater role in craftingnimgestatements and lines of question
for their respective members (Staff Interviews 2007 course, the final decisions on
what particular committee members will say at agreasional hearing are ultimately

up to the individual members that are participaahthe hearing (Staff Interviews
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2010). As such, individual committee members halage degree of discretion to say
whatever they please during congressional heaangsparticular topic.

Committee chairs, on the other hand, do not hlaeesame degree of discretion
to be able to totally control who is invited tottBsat a particular congressional
hearing. More specifically, due to the formal rudeml informal norms permitting the
minority to call witnesses to testify at hearingsl ghe fact that rank and file members
can use opening statements and speeches to oatjuastion the fairness of a hearing,
committee chairs must often allow minority partymieers to have some input on the
witness selection process. As such, committee €lsaimnot use the hearing process to
choose witnesses that will only represent theiwpignts on a particular issue.

With this aspect of congressional hearing politicenind, in unified subsystems
that are tackling a distributive issue that isljk® unite subsystem members, the
characteristics and beliefs of the committee cpasiding over a hearing should not be
a significant determinant of the tone of testimpngsented in that hearing. In unified
subsystems, regardless of the personal beliefglaar@cteristics of a chair, each of the
chairs are likely to have similar viewpoints on tbgue at hand and will likely call
witnesses that fit the common viewpoints sharedraggbmembers of the committee.
Furthermore, in unified subsystems dealing withsane that is likely to united
subsystem members, the minority side is very uhlit@use minority witness rules and
norms to select witnesses that are antagonistleetoiews of the chair due to the
consensual political environment that generallyraf@s amongst members of the
subsystem and the fact that the minority partynigkely to disagree with the majority

party’s witness choices within a unified subsystenere everyone generally agrees on
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the understanding of an issue. As such, in thecabassue, regardless of the
characteristics of the chair presiding over thecadfural committees, the tone of
testimony presented in front of the committee telnebe very positive toward the
tobacco industry due to the shared support amangstbers of the agricultural
subsystem for tobacco farmers.

On the other hand, when a member with charactesigtiat would make him or
her more likely to support the tobacco industrg. (fepresenting a tobacco state,
espousing a conservative ideology) chaired venuesde the agricultural subsystem
that were more contentious, the tone of testimaeggnted did not reach the level of
support for the tobacco industry found when agtical committees held hearings on
the issue. This result can likely be attributeth® role the minority plays in the witness
selection process. For instance, unlike in agnicaltvenues, many members of the
health and safety and judiciary committees didshatre the understanding that tobacco
products are important to the economy of many dkfferegions of the U.S. Instead,
these members focused on the harmful effects dbacto use has on the health and
safety of those who use the product. As such, eden members that supported the
tobacco industry chaired health and safety anctjadi committees, the minority used
their rights to select witnesses to call witnesbas would present testimony that was
largely unsupportive of the tobacco industry. Femthore, if tobacco state chairman
had utilized the hearing process to stack testinbatwas only supportive of the
tobacco industry, members of the minority woulddkely used their rights to make
speeches and opening statements to call into quesie fairness of a hearing. As such,

chairman that were tobacco supporters could nokse&stimony in the tobacco
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industry’s favor out of fear that the public wowi$miss the hearing as political, which
would damage the chairman’s reputation.

With this said, while differences in the persornt@m@cteristics of committee
chairmen are not likely to be a significant deteramt of the tone of hearing testimony
within unified subsystems tacking a distributiveus that is likely to unite committee
members, the belief systems of committee chairdbban a highly significant
determinant of the tone of testimony when commstiegld hearings on partisan issues
that are likely to heighten differences among satesy members. With respect to the
issues examined in this project, the belief systeht®@mmittee chairs had the most
significant impact on the tone of testimony presdrduring hearings on the topics of
climate change policy and the dimension of thedmlbhology issue dealing with the
use of biotechnology tools on human embryonic médtehealth purposes. In the case
of climate change policy, more conservative chaird chairs with more pro-economic
belief systems tended to preside over hearingtioaiuced testimony that was
generally more pro-economic in tone. By contrasiterliberal chairs and chairs with
more pro-environmental belief systems tended teigecover hearings that produced
testimony that was generally more pro-environmentébne. In the case of the
controversial health dimension of the biotechnol@gye, conservative chairs tended to
preside over hearings where the overall tone afesgi$ testimony was more critical of
the potential ethical and safety risks that couiskeafrom the use of biotechnology on
human embryos. By contrast, liberal chairs tendgar¢side over hearings where the
overall tone of witness testimony was more posisibeut the potential health benefits

of the use of biotechnology on human embryos.
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In light of these results, the following questionshbe addressed: why have the
personal beliefs of committee chairs had suchamgteffect on the tone of testimony in
the issue area of climate change and the contraVelimmension of the biotechnology
issue while having a comparatively muted effeattimer issue areas? What makes these
issue areas different from the other issue areasigred in this project? Unlike the
other issue areas examined in the project, botkkdh&oversial dimension of the
biotechnology issue and the climate change issielaarly partisan issue areas that
have divided members with different partisan afibns. With respect to the climate
change issue area, Republicans and Democrats bawveb increasingly divided over
environmental policy in general since the 1970%8i§8n and Lowry 2001, 245). This
polarization in general environmental beliefs betwénhe two parties has clearly been
evident in the specific environmental issue of @ienchange. As Chapter 5
demonstrates, Republicans and Democrats becansasiegly divided in the tone of
the statements they made during congressionaliysadiealing with the climate change
issue. With respect to the controversial dimensiotne biotechnology issue, the use of
biotechnology tools to create or clone embryosemdryonic stem cells is rooted in
the very partisan debates over whether human difgns when an egg is fertilized and
becomes an embryo. The fact that the climate chessge and the controversial health
dimension of the biotechnology issue are both gamtissue areas is important due to
the ability of partisan issue areas to heightefeddhces among members of a
subsystem. When an issue causes divisions betweetbers of the two political
parties, the likelihood that each committee venukbe split into competitive

coalitions significantly increases due to the colninat party leaders have over the
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committee appointment process and the fact that comsmittees’ memberships break
down along partisan lines (Cox and McCubbins 128®5).

When subsystems are split into competing coalitithmes characteristics of the
chair of the committee conducting the hearing Wikkly have the largest impact on the
tone of testimony presented in front of a particelammittee. Although the minority
party plays a role in selecting withesses, ultityatee chair of the committee holding a
hearing plays the most important role in the preadsselecting witnesses to testify at
congressional hearings. In addition to other resjmilities, committee and
subcommittee chairs are responsible for oversebmgrocess of selecting withesses
and sending the formal invitation to those seletbei@stify at a particular hearing
(Sachs 2003; Palmer 2007; LaForge 2010). As seddaer, when unified subsystems
tackle a distributive issue that is likely to uniimmittee members, differences in the
beliefs of committee chairs will not significantyfect the overall tone of testimony
presented in hearings on an issue because commitieders are likely to have shared
understandings of an issue and should agree aetbetion of witnesses to testify at a
hearing.

On the other hand, when subsystems confront asparissue that is likely to
divide subsystem members, committee members wifitreint belief systems are likely
to have very different understandings and positamghe issue at hand. For instance, in
the conflictual dimension of the biotechnology ssuiea, liberals and conservatives are
diametrically opposed to each other on the accédjyadst embryonic stem cell
research. Since committee staff members often aieathe acceptability of a witness

based on the degree to which the witness agrebghatpositions of the chair (Staff
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Interviews 2010), differences in the positions lodicmen can lead to wide differences
in the tone of information presented by witnesseged to testify at a hearing. Due to
the fact that wider differences in viewpoints amaogmittee members are likely to be
found when a partisan issue is being examinedy¢hiefs of the chair rather than the
committee venue in which a hearing takes placem@al in determining the tone of
testimony presented at hearings dealing with thgses of issues. As such, changes in
who controls a particular committee venue can lzasebstantial effect on the tone of
testimony presented in front of a particular vetagkling a partisan issue. Therefore, it
should not be surprising that the beliefs of cornteritatnd subcommittee chairs were
most significant as determinants of the tone dfrtemy presented at hearings in the
more partisan issue areas studied in this projadewaving a relatively muted effect
on other issues where differences in the positodmsdividual members within a
subsystem were less pronounced.

Nonetheless, while the belief systems of committesars had a significant
effect on the tone of testimony presented in thiégam issue areas studied in this
project, the belief systems of committee chairsraitihave a significant effect on the
types of witnesses called to testify during heagiag any of the three issues analyzed
in this project. For instance, although many inc¢heate science community have
argued that climate change is a serious probletrstiald be addressed by the
government, committee chairs with conservative @odeconomic beliefs on
environmental issues were no more or less likelsalbscientific experts than
committee chairs with liberal and pro-environmeibtgiefs. The lack of impact of

committee chair beliefs on the types of withnessdied to testify in hearings can likely
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be attributed to the fact that committee chairscialty seek to ensure that individuals
with a wide spectrum of different backgrounds cdamtestify at a particular hearing
(Staff Interviews 2010). Committee staff membenseagally feel that bringing in
witnesses from a wide cross-section of differemmkigpounds can demonstrate that
individuals from all walks of life support the pten the chair espouses (Staff
Interviews 2010). As such, even if committee stadimbers tend to look for witnesses
that will espouse the chair’s viewpoint on an issbey try to avoid calling withesses
with similar backgrounds. With the basic findindgtas project laid out, | now turn to
a discussion of the normative implications of thiasgings for congressional

policymaking.

Normative Implications of Information CollectionaDisplay Politics: Are
Congressional Hearings Worth the Time and Effort?

While this project has confronted many differeisuiss related to the politics of
information collection and display in congressiohehrings, the core of this project
seeks to answer the following question: do commétiend subcommittees conduct
hearings with a mind toward ensuring that a paldicuewpoint will be
overrepresented in witness testimony during a hgarAs the analysis presented in the
previous chapters clearly demonstrates, in mogts;atsis clear that committees and
subcommittees are biased in one way or another a#leting information to collect
and display in congressional hearings. Grantedtaltiee effects of the minority
witness rule and informal norms of compromise betwihe majority and minority in

witness selection, the conventional wisdom thatmdtiee chairs stack testimony to
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only select witnesses that will espouse their pmsstwhile totally ignoring the
positions of minority members when selecting wisgssmay be a bit overstated.
However, in almost every dimension of each issea atudied in this project, the
overall tone of witness testimony fit the biasegitiier the committee venue
conducting the hearing or the chair presiding dkeractions of the committee.

For valid reasons, many skeptics of the hearinggs® may argue that these
results call into serious question the utility ohducting congressional hearings. After
all, as stated in Chapter 1, the process of coagneal committees is very costly in
terms of money, time, and lost opportunities toag@gin other policymaking activities.
First of all, congressional hearings require coggianal committees to hire and pay
congressional staff members to conduct extenss@areh on the topics being
discussed at the hearing, including interviewingsthtestifying at hearings prior to the
hearing taking place (Oleszek 1989, 98). Furtheemoongressional committees must
also often pay for any expenses (i.e. travel, leggetc.) involved with ensuring that
witnesses can appear at a committee hearing (LaR240). Finally, the process of
conducting hearings congressional hearings takes aiway from congressional policy
makers that could be used on other policymakinyides (i.e. writing legislation,
forging compromises on bills, providing servicextmstituents, attending other
committee meetings, etc.) that may be of utmosbntamce in determining whether
constituents will reelect committee members in sghent elections (Diermeier and
Feddersen 2000, 52). Congressional committeesidact, spend a large amount of
their time conducting congressional hearings. Myrecifically, between 1989-2004,

Congress conducted an average of 11 congressieaahljs per day on a wide variety
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of policy topics?® If congressional hearings are not a useful polikimg activity, the
amount of time, money, and resources spent onrigsawould be significantly wasteful
to society.

As such, in light of the findings that have beecawered about congressional
hearings in this project and the significant amafritme, money, and resources
devoted to conducting congressional hearings,dl@ding normative questions are
important to consider. First of all, is it trouldithat committee chairs use the hearing
process to handpick witnesses that will fit a gatar point of view in a debate when
Congress spends so much time and resources toatdhdae hearings? Secondly,
should congressional committees spend less oftih@ron conducting hearings if
committees are just going to use the process tovitalesses to testify that espouse a
particular point of view? In sum, are congressidredrings a worthwhile policy
activity for congressional policymakers to devatensuch of their time, money, and
resources?

In my opinion, despite the fact that committeesagally use the hearing process
to collect and display information that fits a e&ntposition espoused by important
committee members, the hearing process still servesnber of important purposes in
the congressional policymaking process. First Ipicatics of the hearing process

should not forget about the vast potential of heggitocollect and display important

2 Information on the number of hearings per Congress was collected from Baumgartner and Jones's
Policy Agenda Project website, which can be found here: http://www.policyagendas.org .

Information on the number of days Congress was in session that was used to calculate the average
number of hearings per day that Congress was in session can be found at the Library of Congress
website here: http://thomas.loc.gov/home/ds/ .
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policy information that can inform policymakers’aigons on an issués an
informational gathering tool, congressional heagiafford congressional committees
with the ability to call almost anyone they chotseestify before them and extract
information out of these witnesses that is relevarthe policymaking process through
guestioning. Even when individuals are reluctartestify at hearings, most
congressional committees and subcommittees havgotlier to require individuals to
appear before them by issuing subpoenas to thoseefirse to testify (Palmer 2007).
Although committees and subcommittees generallg tisis power to call witnesses
that would present testimony bolstering the biaseommittee members, during
certain periods of certain issues, congressiomahgittees and subcommittees seemed
to use the process to attempt to gather the biesmation possible so that they could
gain some perspective on what policy actions te.t&kr instance, in hearings
conducted during the early stages of the biotedyyand climate change issue areas,
experts in these issue areas who likely would prtetbee most informative testimony on
the issues at hand made up by far the largest@atefjwitnesses testifying at
hearings. Furthermore, during the early stagekabtotechnology issue, the relatively
neutral overall tone of testimony suggests thatrodtees wanted to hear from
witnesses espousing a wide variety of differenspectives in order to properly
understand the issue and arrive at the proper eairaction to take. Thus, even though
critics may be discouraged at the way congressicoraimittees often use the process,
they should not forget the fact that the processazal has been used by committees to

collect solid policy information from experts oretlssue.
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However, even when committees and subcommittekzeutine process to select
witnesses that will espouse their preferred viewpm a policy debate, the hearing
process can still serve a number of important pggpan congressional policymaking.
First of all, the congressional hearing procsds transparency to the process by
which congressional policymakers make importantsi@es Congressional hearings
are very public affairs that are often televisesitheey take place, on the C-SPAN cable
outlets (Hallowell 2008). However, even if a hegris not televised, unless extenuating
circumstances dictate otherwise, congressional atees and subcommittees will
typically print written transcripts of the testimgrguestioning, and statements made by
committee members and witnesses over the couséedring (Palmer 2007). As most
staff members noted during interviews, the pubditure of hearings allows
congressional committees to “establish a recordt thn be used for a variety of
reasons at later stages of the hearing proced$ {&aviews 2010).

First of all, due to the fact that withesses anahittee members are making
public statements that can be checked later, hesaduals cannot go back on these
statements when decisions are being made in termbai policy actions to pursue
later in the process. Furthermore, through statésmaade by committee members and
witness during the hearing process, the publicsesnwhat the original intent behind a
particular policy decision was. The statementstastimony presented in congressional
hearings can be particularly helpful when courtd atiner actors are trying to determine
whether actions taken by government actors, pdatigubureaucratic actors when
implementing laws, are consistent with the originént of a particular law that has

already been enacted (Staff Interviews 2010). Withloe transparency of hearings, it
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sometimes would be very difficult to determine wtked original intent of a law is. As
such, even if congressional committees use thangearocess to stack testimony that
bolsters the positions and decisions that the cat@enis already espousing and
pursuing, this testimony can be very helpful irmb8shing why congressional
policymakers made the decisions that they did.

Related to the previous purpose, the congressimaing process also affords
committees with the opportunity pwovide support for the decisions that policymakers
within the committee are makinip a constitutional republic like the U.S., weshd
expect that our representatives will base theirsitats on solid facts and reasoning.
Through the hearing process, even if committeeslgeusing the process to call
witnesses that will bolster their own positionsizeins and policymakers outside the
committee (i.e. other congressmen, executive braffatals, etc.) can at least see the
information that is being presented to supportdagive decisions made by these
committees. From there, individuals outside the mahee can judge for themselves
whether or not they find the information preserttgdhe committee to back up
particular policy decisions to be compelling. Indeas past research has shown, the act
of holding a hearing on an issue can serve as partant stage in the life of a bill as
holding a hearing has been found to demonstrateetfioor that a bill has been vetted
seriously enough to be considered by the floor ¢Bm and Hirsch 2007, 179; Oleszek
1989; Diermeier and Feddersen, 2000; Krutz 2005 atrthere are enough significant
problems with a piece of legislation that it shontit be passed (Brasher 2006).

Although it was not the main focus of this partaaubroject, one of the most

important purposes for which congressional hearargonducted is taversee other
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actors in society, particularly members of the fatlexecutive branchThrough the
congressional hearing process, congressional caeevahd subcommittee members
have the opportunity to call executive officialstéstify before them and directly
attempt to discredit the information they provi@&aff Interviews 2010). As we saw in
the case of climate change hearings, when chaioakwitnesses from the federal
bureaucracy to testify, they are likely doing soider to directly question the wisdom
of whatever policies they are pursuing rather tfealnolster arguments made by one
side or to genuinely collect information. This wdeéhe hearing process to oversee the
executive branch can be very healthy in the funatig of our government. Through
strenuous questioning of executive branch offidgl€ongressional committee
members, these officials must regularly justify tleeisions they make when
implementing laws passed by Congress. Furtherndoieeto the transparent nature of
the process, when officials make statements dumaagings, they are officially “on the
record” when they make these statements. As suelcugve branch witnesses cannot
retract or go back on statements made during rgeatater on in the process without
having to defend the reasons for doing so. As stmfigressional hearings serve as an
important method for holding our executive brantficials accountable to Congress
and U.S. citizens.

Finally, critics of our hearing process have oftgmored the fact theninority
party has some rights and powers in the hearing@ss No, minority party members
do not have the same powers over witness seleittadrihe majority party, particularly
the chair, has over the process. Indeed, the vaiteelection process is a highly

majoritarian process where the vast majority ohesses selected will be chosen by the

312



committee chair and in most cases will be seletddablster the positions espoused by
the committee chair. However, should we expectttiminority party would have an
equal say in who gets to testify at hearings asrtaprity party does? Through the
process of winning elections and gaining the apgro American citizens, the
majority party has earned the power to controlpbkcymaking process within a
particular chamber of Congress. This power incluzeg able to determine which
witnesses will be able to testify at congressidradrings. Nonetheless, despite the
largely majoritarian nature of the witness seletpoocess, due to the formal rules and
informal norms permitting the minority to call wésses to testify at hearings and the
fact that rank and file members can use openirtgraents and speeches to call into
guestion the fairness of a hearing, committee strairst often allow minority party
members to have some input on the witness seleptamess. The degree to which
committee chairs allow minority members to haveuingn the witness selection
process (i.e. the number of withesses that the mitynmarty is allowed to select) may
vary from committee to committee. However, on evagmittee, strong institutional
norms are present that permit the minority partgaib at least one witness it chooses to
testify at a hearing. As such, even though thepaets/e favored by minority party
members may not get equal consideration in a cesgmeal hearing, the perspective
will at least be presented once over the coursehafaring.

Therefore, although some may argue that the biaaede of the witness
selection process during hearings proves thatriheeps is not worthy of attention by
researchers, the important purposes of the heproaess stated earlier provide enough

justification for scholars to continue researchiimig woefully understudied
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congressional institution. Furthermore, as thislgtuas demonstrated, the politics of
congressional hearings are far more nuanced thay past scholars have described.
Those subscribing to the conventional wisdom ofgcessional hearings have assumed
that committee chairs will always utilize the pres@o shut out the minority and choose
witnesses that bolster the positions of committesrs. Yet, due to the rules and norms
that operate within Congress, totally shutting theet minority perspective in witness
selection simply does not happen as often as theetional wisdom describes.
Furthermore, depending on the issue context andubgystem context in which a
hearing takes place, those in charge of a commmtigenot seek to stack witness
testimony to only represent a particular viewpoiRdther, they may seek to use the
process to call executive branch witnesses thewkmitl disagree with their positions

in order to hold these officials accountable to gress and the public or to call expert
witnesses with a wide variety of perspectives ofsaune in order to more properly
understand an issue and reduce the uncertaintguhaiunds that issue. Finally, even
when committees use the process to bolster a pknticiewpoint in a debate, whether
the institutional bias of a committee or the conteatchair’s belief systems are driving
witness selection decisions largely depends oimsthee and subsystem contexts in
which a hearing takes place.

As such, the idea that all hearing politics opetlatesame way regardless of the
issue being examined must be reexamined. Futueanegsers must continue to study
the hearing process under a wide variety of differesue contexts to determine how
decisions made over the course of the processhaarge depending on the context in

which a hearing takes place. By looking at howltearing process is conducted under
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a wide variety of different contexts, we can gaimach greater appreciation for the
variety of different ways the process can be w@dizinder different contexts and

situations.
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Table 7.1 Average Tone of Biotechnology Testimonynder Different
Issue and Subsystem Contexts

Subsystem Issue Context Average Tone of
Testimony
Science Overall 1.082
94"-99" Congresses 0.510
Controversial Dimension -0.365

After 99" Congress Excluding  1.565
Hearings on Controversial

Dimension
Agricultural Overall 1.667
Economic Overall 1.853

Promotion
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Appendix A. List of Congressional Hearing Documentsn Each
Issue Area

Tobacco Policy

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 71-H161B4irley Tobacco — Proclamation
of Marketing Quotas, Farm Poundage Quotas (H.J. B85, H.R. 4328, H.R.
4462, H.R. 5233, H.R. 573Hearings before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of
the House Committee on Agriculture. February 23,11March 2 and 16, 1971.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 71-S16P8undage Quotas for Burley
Tobacco (S. 789Hearing before the Subcommittee on Agriculturald@iion,
Marketing, and Stabilization of Prices of the Serfabmmittee on Agriculture
and Forestry. March 2, 1971.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 72-H161-Miscellaneous (H.R. 6217,
H.R. 1161, H.R. 6915MHearings before the House Committee on Agriculture.
May 6 and 12, 1971; July 28, 1971.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-S26Rdblic Health Cigarette
Amendments of 1971 (S. 1494garings before the Consumer Subcommittee of
the Senate Committee on Commerce. February 1,d31@&n1972.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 72-H161-lLldase, Sale, and Transfer of
Tobacco Acreage-Poundage Quotas (H.R. 8055, HBB7,(H.R. 11643, H.R.
12705, H.R. 12713Hearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of theskd
Committee on Agriculture. February 8, 1972.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 72-S161-Tdbacco Exportddearings
before the Subcommittee on Agricultural Exportshef Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry. February 22 and 28, 1972.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 72-H621-CBange in Pay Status of
Tobacco Graders (H.R. 9066j)earing before the Subcommittee on Employee
Benefits of the House Committee on Post Office @ndl Service. April 13,
1972.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 72-S161-#8rm Program Administration.
Hearing before the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Farm raragddministration of
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. @, 1972.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-H521E4mination of Cigarette
RacketeeringHearings before Subcommittee No. 1 of the House rGiti@e on
the Judiciary. September 28, 1972.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-H161R®&view of Food, Agricultural,
and Farm Credit LegislatiorHearings before the House Committee on
Agriculture. January 29 and 30, 1973; February, anél 22, 1973

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 74-H161-RRscellaneous (H.R. 1952,
H.R. 2933, H.R. 9138, H.R. 4612, H.R. 9295, S. R4¥arings before the
House Committee on Agriculture. March 5, 1973; N2&y 1973; July 10, 1973;
July 10, 1973; July 17, 1973; December 13, 1973.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-H161-Afmend Tobacco Marketing
Quota Provisions (H.R. 6485, H.R. 679dearing before the Subcommittee on
Tobacco of the House Committee on Agriculture. Ap2i, 1973.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-S161F8bacco Marketing Quotas
(H.R. 6485, S. 1533Hearing before the Subcommittee on Agricultural
Production, Marketing, and Stabilization of Pricéshe Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry. April 13, 1973.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 74-H161S2ispension of Public Law 480
Barter Program for Tobaccddearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of
the House Committee on Agriculture. May 22, 1973.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-H501-Bfitle Cigars (H.R. 7482, S.
1165, H.R. 3828Hearings before the House Committee on Interstade a
Foreign Commerce. May 22, 23, and 24, 1973.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 73-H781-28ade Reform (Part 14) (H.R.
6767).Hearings before the House Committee on Ways anchdleaine 12, 13,
14, and 15, 1973.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 74-H161-B¥rease in Tobacco Marketing
Quotas.Hearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of ihesd Committee
on Agriculture. January 22, 1974.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 75-H161-Mscellaneous (H.R. 13267,
H.R. 6468, H.R. 9054, H.R. 7954, S. 3801, H.R. T68&earings before the
House Committee on Agriculture. March 21, 1974; Mag974; July 9, 1974,
September 19, 1974; September 30, 1974.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 74-H161-B&ergency Support Level
Increases for Flue Cured Tobacco (H.R. 16058aring before the
Subcommittee on Tobacco of the House CommitteegntAlture. July 23,
1974.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 75-S161F8bacco Price Supports (H.R.
17506).Hearings before the Subcommittee on Agriculturad@ction,
Marketing, and Stabilization of Prices of the Serfabmmittee on Agriculture
and Forestry. December 10 and 12, 1974.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 76-H161-Mscellaneous (S. 435, H.R.
6994, H.R. 6403, H.R. 1502, H.R. 2343, H.R. 11126éarings before the House
Committee on Agriculture. April 17, 1975; May 2®75; July 28, 1975;
September 11, 1975; September 25, 1975; Decemb@®I8.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 75-S161-Pransfer of Flue-Cured
Tobacco Acreage Allotments (S. 708¢aring before the Subcommittee on
Agricultural Production, Marketing, and Stabilizatiof Prices of the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. May 13, 1975

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 76-H16IFébacco ProgramHearings
before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of the Housemitiee on Agriculture.
June 12, 13, and 20 1975; July 10, 11, and 18,;184&ust 13, 1975.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 76-H161-Elue-Cured Tobacco Leasing
and Transfer (S. 700Hearings before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of the
House Committee on Agriculture. February 4 and%61

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 76-S541-@farette Smoking and
Disease, 1976 (S. 290earings before the Subcommittee on Health of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. Felgrii9, 1976; March 24,
1976; May 27, 1976.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 78-H161-lLl8asing of Flue-Cured
Tobacco Marketing Quotas (H.R. 341Bgaring before the Subcommittee on
Tobacco of the House Committee on Agriculture. Makb, 1977.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 77-S161-Ribblems of Flue-Cured
Tobacco Farmerd-earing before the Subcommittee on Agricultural
Production, Marketing, and Stabilization of Pricéshe Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. March 30, 197

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 78-H161E8onomic Value of Present
Tobacco ProgramHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of thesd
Committee on Agriculture. October 6, 1977.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 78-S521R3cketeering in the Sale and
Distribution of Cigarettes (S. 148Hlearing before the Subcommittee on
Criminal Laws and Procedures of the Senate Comenttitethe Judiciary.
October 21, 1977.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 78-H501-A&tismoking Initiatives of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfafearing before the
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment of thadé¢ Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. February 15, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H521-0garette Bootlegging.
Hearings before the Subcommittee on Crime of thedddCommittee on the
Judiciary. February 28, 1978; March 8, 1978; Ap8| 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 78-H781-HBscellaneous Measures to
Discourage Cigarette Smuggling (H.R. 9667, H.R.2QF2R. 9733, H.R. 9763,
H.R. 9905, H.R. 10066, H.R. 10579, H.R. 111B2paring before the
Subcommittee on Miscellaneous Revenue Measurdediidbuse Committee on
Ways and Means. March 21, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-S411Dsease Prevention and Health
Promotion Act of 1978 (S. 311%jearings before the Subcommittee on Health
and Scientific Research of the Senate Committddwonan Resources. May 25,
1978; June 7 and 9, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H161E8onomic Impact of Tobacco
Program.Hearings before the Subcommittee on Tobacco ofithese
Committee on Agriculture. July 21, 1978; Augusi@78; September 15, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H161E®ects of Smoking on
NonsmokerdHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of these
Committee on Agriculture. September 7, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H401-@Quality of Scientific Evidence
in FDA Regulatory Decisions (The Adoption of anigxnbking Warning in Oral
Contraceptive Pill Labeling}earing before the Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resourcésedfiouse Committee on
Government Operations. October 4, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H501-Bgarette Smoking and Health
— Update 1978Hearings before the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations of the House Committee on Intersaatd Foreign Commerce.
October 5 and 6, 1978.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-S261-3fhoking Deterrence Act of
1978 (S. 3118)Hearings before the Subcommittee for Consumers®isenate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportafiotober 23 and 24,
1978.
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u.S.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H161-EBe-Day Selling Week for
Flue-Cured Tobaccd-earing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of the
House Committee on Agriculture. February 15, 1979.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 79-H161-Ehe-Cured Tobacco Price
Support Program for 1979 Marketing Yedétearing before the Subcommittee
on Tobacco of the House Committee on Agricultundy 31, 1979.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 80-H161-Géneral Tobacco Issues in
KentuckyHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco of thase
Committee on Agriculture. February 1, 1980.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 80-H781-B8esident’s Cash Management
Initiatives in the Fiscal Year 1981 Budgktearings before the House
Committee on Ways and Means. February 26, 1980¢iviaD, 1980.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-H361-2%arette Advertising and the
HHS Anti-Smoking CampaigHearing before the Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations of the House Committee on EnargyCommerce. June 25,
1981.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-H161-Bnit Nonquota Tobacco in
Quota Areas (H.R. 3179, H.R. 327Hgaring before the Subcommittee on
Tobacco and Peanuts of the House Committee on égre. July 15, 1981.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-H161-#8bacco Price-Support
Program.Hearings before the Subcommittee on Tobacco andufeaf the
House Committee on Agriculture. February 1, 11,18,16, and 22, 1982;
March 6, 8, and 9, 1982; April 3, 1982.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-H361-8®mprehensive Smoking
Prevention Education Act (H.R. 5653, H.R. 49%¥®arings before the
Subcommittee on Health and Environment of the H&m®mittee on Energy
and Commerce. March 5, 11, and 12, 1982.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-S161-@4ersight on the Tobacco
Price Support Prograntearing before the Senate Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry. March 15, 1982.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-S541-6dmprehensive Smoking
Prevention Education Act of 1981 (S. 1929aring before the Senate
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. March98.1
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 82-S261-6@mprehensive Smoking
Prevention Education Act of 1981 (S. 19293aring before the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportddlag.10, 1982.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-S26 F5C’s Authority over Deceptive
Advertising.Hearing before the Subcommittee for ConsumerseoBiénate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportatidn.22, 1982.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-H161R&view of Tobacco Price
Support Program Costslearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco and
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture. Batd, 1982.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-H161-Review of Tobacco Price
Support ProgramHearings before the Subcommittee on Tobacco andu®ea
of the House Committee on Agriculture. February#B83; March 18 and 25,
1983; April 13, 14, and 15, 1983.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-H361-8&oking Prevention Education
Act (H.R. 1824)Hearings before the Subcommittee on Health andr&nrient
of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce. iM&iand 17, 1983.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-H361-6garette Safety Act (H.R.
1880).Hearing before the Subcommittee on Health and Bnuent of the
House Committee on Energy and Commerce. March233.1

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-S541-8moking Prevention Health
and Education Act of 1983 (S. 772, S. 11H&arings before the Senate
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. May 5 andl983.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-S161R&posed Changes in the
Federal Tobacco Prograntearing before the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. June 14, 1983

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 83-S141Hdme Fire Deaths: A
Preventable Tragedydearing before the Senate Special Committee ongAgin
July 28, 1983.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 84-H161-Béview of Export Promotion
Credit ProgramsHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco anduReanh
the House Committee on Agriculture. March 7, 1984.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 84-S401-Gyarette Safety Study Act (S.

1935).Hearing before the Senate Committee on Governmaffiiats. May 10,
1984.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 85-H161-R&view of the Tobacco Seed
and Plant Exportation Actlearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco and
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture. Saper 12, 1984.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-H781-WUBer Fees, Revenue Proposals
Contained in President Reagan’s 1986 Budget, ariCRevenue Measures.
Hearings before the House Committee on Ways anddldaine 19 and 20,
1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-H36IF6bacco Issues (H.R. 760, H.R.
2950, H.R. 3078, H.R. 2833)earings before the Subcommittee on Health and
Environment of the Senate Committee on Energy amdr@erceJune 24, 1985;
July 26, 1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-H16IF6bacco Equalization Act of
1985 (H.R. 2600)Joint Hearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacdo an
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture AaedSubcommittee on
Select Revenue Measures of the House Committeeays \Ahd Means. July 18,
1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 85-S161-P8bacco Program
Improvement Act of 1985 (S. 1418garing before the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. July 22, 1985

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-S361-H4piring Excise Tax
Provisions Hearing before the Subcommittee on Taxation and Deb
Management of the Senate Committee on Financeef@épt 10, 1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-S361-B8piring Cigarette Excise Tax
Provisions: Il.Hearing before the Subcommittee on Taxation and Deb
Management of the Senate Committee on Financee@épt 16, 1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-S401{84n-Smokers Rights Act of
1985 (S. 1440Hearings before the Subcommittee on Civil Serdrust Office,
and General Services of the Senate Committee oer@mental Affairs.
September 30, 1985; October 1 and 2, 1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-H161-R&view of Tobacco Quota
Referendum; Agricultural Marketing Service Investign of lllegal Seed
Exports; and Problems Related to Nonauction Warsbhdales of Tobacco.
Hearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco anduReahthe House
Committee on Agriculture. November 1, 1985.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 86-S361-8fposals Relating to Excise
TaxesHearing before the Senate Committee on Financeal 2pr1986.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 87-H161-R&view the Status of
Regulations Relating to Certification of Pesticidésed on Imported Tobacco.
Hearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco anduReahthe House
Committee on Agriculture. April 22, 1986.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 87-H161-E#ects of Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 on thedaro and Peanut Price
Support Programs; Determination of 1986 Flue-Cuaed Burley Quotas; and
the Issue of Nonauction Salétearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco
and Peanuts of the House Committee on Agricultdes 8, 1986.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 87-H361-B2signation of Smoking Areas
in Federal Buildings (H.R. 4488, H.R. 454Harings before the Subcommittee
on Health and the Environment of the House Committe Energy and
Commerce. June 12 and 27, 1986.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 87-H361-88vertising of Tobacco
Products (H.R. 4972Hearings before the Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment of the House Committee on Energy anehi@erce. July 18, 1986;
August 1, 1986.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 87-H701-R@sidential Radon
Contamination and Indoor Quality Research Neétiaring before the
Subcommittee on Natural Resources, Agriculture &ebe and Environment of
the House Committee on Science and TechnologyeS8dar 17, 1986.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 87-H161-B8onomic Conditions Affecting
Tobacco and Peanut Producek$earing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco
and Peanuts of the House Committee on Agricultdeech 23, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H161B&rk Air-Cured and Dark Fire-
Cured Tobacco Quotaklearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco and
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture. |Aprii987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H361-®alth Protection Act of 1987
(H.R. 1272, H.R. 1532Wearing before the Subcommittee on Transportation,
Tourism, and Hazardous Materials of the House Cdtamon Energy and
Commerce. April 3, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H361-ETC Nicotine Program.
Hearing before the Subcommittee on Transportafionyism, and Hazardous
Materials of the House Committee on Energy and Cernex May 7, 1987.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H161R&view the Pesticide
Certification Amendment to Determine Its EffectassiHearing before the
Subcommittee on Tobacco and Peanuts of the Housenitee on Agriculture.
June 11, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H781R&venue Increase Options, Part
1 (H. Con. Res. 93, H.R. 1005)earings before the House Committee on Ways
and Means. July 7, 8, and 9, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H781R&venue Increase Options, Part
2 (H. Con. Res. 93, H.R. 1008)earing before the House Committee on Ways
and Means. July 15, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-S361RBvenue Raising Options
Required under the FY88 Budget Resolution, Parehrings before the Senate
Committee on Finance. July 15 and 16, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H361-%dbacco Advertising (H.R.
1272, H.R. 1532Hearings before the Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment of the House Committee on Energy anchi@erce. July 27 and
28, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H361-Fifects on Consumers of
Tobacco Use (H.R. 237@&)earing before the Subcommittee on Commerce,
Consumer Protection, and Competitiveness of thesel@ommittee on Energy
and Commerce. September 16, 1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 88-H641-2Z8 Ban Smoking on Airline
Aircraft (H.R. 432, H.R. 2376, H.R. 3018)earing before the Subcommittee on
Aviation of the House Committee on Public Works dmansportation. October
7,1987.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H36171Gigarettes: Advertising,
Testing, and Labelingdearings before the Subcommittee on Transportation,
Tourism, and Hazardous Materials of the House Cdtamon Energy and
Commerce. May 4, 1988; June 8 and 29, 1988.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H161-R@view of Imported Tobacco
IssuesHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco anduReahthe House
Committee on Agriculture. May 25, 1988.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H161-R@view of Exported Tobacco
IssuesHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco anduReahthe House
Committee on Agriculture. June 15, 1988.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H761veterans’ Canteen Service.
Hearing before the Subcommittee on Oversight amddtigations of the House
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. June 23, 1988.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H361-H@alth Consequences of
Smoking: Nicotine Addictiotdearing before the Subcommittee on Health and
the Environment of the House Committee on Energy@ommerce. July 29,
1988.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H161-R@view of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture's Change in Procedure ConcerningeSadf Commodities
Through the Export Credit Guarantee Program andlItitermediate Export
Credit Guarantee Prograntearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco and
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture. Bmat®, 1988.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H161-b®estigation of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Export Credit Guaranteéegram.Hearing before
the Subcommittee on Tobacco and Peanuts of theeHoasimittee on
Agriculture. March 1, 1989.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H161-B&view of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture's Export Credit Guarantee Programsl&ing to the U.S.
Tobacco ProgramHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco anduRean
of the House Committee on Agriculture. June 4, 1989

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 90-H641F6.Ban Smoking on Airline
Aircraft. Hearing before the Subcommittee on Aviation of Hmeise Committee
on Public Works and Transportation. June 22, 1989.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 90-H361F8bacco Issues (Part 1).
Hearings before the Subcommittee on TransportatinwhHazardous Materials
of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce.2il$989; September
13, 1989.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 89-H161-B@view of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture's Transfer of No Net Cost Funds €ciéd Pursuant to the
Budget Deficit Reduction Adilearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco and
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture. Ati@u1989.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 90-H361-54bacco Issues (Part 2).
Hearings before the Subcommittee on TransportatinwhHazardous Materials
of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce. ibee 16, 1989; March
1, 1990.
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Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 90-S541-B8bacco Product Education
and Health Protection Act of 1990, Part 1 (S. 188®aring before the Senate
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. February/=m.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 90-S541-b6bacco Product Education
and Health Protection Act of 1990, Part 2 (S. 188®aring before the Senate
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. April 9019

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 91-H361-26bacco Issues (Part 3).
Hearing before the Subcommittee on TransportatnehHazardous Materials of
the House Committee on Energy and Commerce. AfrilL990.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 91-S541Sihoking and World Health.
Hearing before the Senate Committee on Labor anddi#uResources. May 4,
1990.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 90-H361-Fite Safe Cigarettes (H.R. 293,
H.R. 673)Hearing before the Subcommittee on Commerce, Coasum
Protection, and Competitiveness of the House Coteendn Energy and
Commerce. May 16, 1990.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 91-H361-Z@bacco Control and
Marketing (H.R. 5041)Hearings before the Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment of the House Committee on Energy anchi@erce. May 17, 1990;
July 12, 1990.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 91-S361-HBalth Impact, Costs of
SmokingHearing before the Senate Committee on Finance. 2ag990.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 92-H161R2&view of the Tobacco Seed and
Plant Exportation ActHearing before the Subcommittee on Tobacco and
Peanuts of the House Committee on Agriculture. 26ly1991.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 93-S261-IL6ébacco Product Education
and Health Protection Act of 1991, S. 1088 (S. J088aring before the
Subcommittee on Consumer of the Senate Committ€goammerce, Science,
and Transportation. November 14, 1991.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 93-H641-G&neral Services
Administration Issues (Smoking Policy in Federailld@ngs), (Alternative Rules
Program for the Federal Fleet), (Child Care in FedeeBuildings).Hearing
before the Subcommittee on Public Buildings andu@ds of the House
Committee on Public Works and Transportation. Fety@23, 1993.
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u.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 93-H641-8d Prohibit Smoking in
Federal Buildings (H.R. 881Hearings before the Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Grounds of the House Committee oniP¥Works and
Transportation. March 11, 1993; April 22, 1993.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 93-H161-R@view of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s Tobacco SmokdySHearing before the
Subcommittee on Specialty Crops and Natural Resswtthe House
Committee on Agriculture. July 21, 1993.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 94-H361E@awvironmental Tobacco Smoke.
Hearing before the Subcommittee on Health and ther&ment of the House
Committee on Energy and Commerce. July 21, 1993.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 94-H161-Review of the Burley Tobacco
Program.Hearing before the Subcommittee on Specialty CespsNatural
Resources of the House Committee on Agriculturéolr 29, 1993.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 94-H781-Ehancing Provisions of the
Administration's Health Security Act and Other Hedkeform Proposals (H.R.
2534).Hearing before the House Committee on Ways and Madovember
16, 18, and 19, 1993.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 94-H361-BAvironmental Tobacco Smoke
(Part 2) (H.R. 3434)Hearings before the Subcommittee on Health and the
Environment of the House Committee on Energy anchi@erce. February 7,
1994; March 17, 1994.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 94-H161-@&itlook for the Tobacco
Market and Flue-Cured Tobacco Prograhhearing before the Subcommitee on
Specialty Crops and Natural Resources of the HQasemittee on Agriculture.
February 21, 1994.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 95-H361-Regulation of Tobacco
Products (Part 1) (H.R. 2147Hearings before the Subcommittee on Health and
the Environment of the House Committee on Energly@mmerce. March 25,
1994; April 14, 1994.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 95-H361F&e Safe Cigarettes (H.R.
3885).Hearing before the Subcommittee on Commerce, Coasinotection,
and Competitiveness of the House Committee on Breand Commerce. April
20, 1994.
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Protection (H.R. 3957, H.R. 5664)earing before the Subcommittee on Courts,
Intellectual Property, and the Administration o$tice of the House Committee
on Judiciary. September 25, 1990.

366



U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 91-H161-Bkview of Current and
Proposed Agricultural Biotechnology Regulatory Aarity and the Omnibus
Biotechnology Act of 1990 (H.R. 531Blearing before the Subcommittee on
Department Operations, Research, and Foreign Agrreuof the House
Committee on Agriculture. October 2, 1990.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 92-H401-P®@mestic and International
Data Protection Issuesiearings before the Subcommittee on Government
Information, Justice, and Agriculture of the Ho@ammittee on Government
Operations. April 10, 1991; October 17, 1991.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 91-H701-Btotechnology and Technology

Transfer.Hearing before the Subcommittee on Technology amgetitiveness
of the House Committee on Science, Space, and oty May 6, 1991.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 92-S521B#technology Patent
Protection Act of 1991 (S. 654)earing before the Subcommittee on Patents,
Copyrights and Trademarks of the Senate Committeiudiciary. June 12,
1991.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 93-H521-Bétechnology Development
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Hearing before the Senate Committee on Labor andd#uResources.
November 21, 1991.

Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 93-H521-B&technology Patent
Protection Act of 1991 (H.R. 141 Hearing before the Subcommittee on
Intellectual Property and Judicial Administraticitlee House Committee on
Judiciary. November 21, 1991.
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U.S. AgricultureHearing before the Subcommittee on Research, Mutyiand
General Legislation of the Senate Committee on@ufire, Nutrition, and
Forestry. May 24, 1995.
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Hearing before the Subcommittee on Health of thadddCommittee on Energy
and Commerce. June 20, 2001.
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on Appropriations. October 19, 2005.
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U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 2007-H4DA-Human Cloning and
Embryonic Stem Cell Research After Seoul; ExanundExploitation, Fraud
and Ethical Problems in the Researttearing before the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resourdéb@House Committee
on Government Reform. March 7, 2006.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 2007-ST&LAlternative Pluripotent Stem
Cell Therapies Enhancement Act (S. 2754), Spe@aliHg (S. 2754 )Hearing
before the Subcommittee on Departments of LaboaJtH@and Human Services,
and Education, and Related Agencies of the Seratentittee on
Appropriations. June 27, 2006.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 2007-ST4 At Home DNA Tests:
Marketing Scam or Medical Breakthroudtearing before the Senate Special
Committee on Aging. July 27, 2006.

U.S. Government Printing Office. CIS-No. 2007-S¥8Recent Controversies in Stem
Cell ResearchiHearing before the Subcommittee on Departmentsabbt,
Health and Human Services, and Education, and &kekgencies of the Senate
Committee on Appropriations. September 6, 2006.
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Appendix B. List of Congressional Committees Holdig Hearings in
Each Issue Area

Tobacco Policy

Subsystem House Committees Senate Committees
Agriculture Agriculture Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Full Committee Forestry
Subcommittee on Tobacco Full Committee
Subcommittee on Tobacco and Subcommittee on Agricultural
Peanuts Production, Marketing, and
Subcommittee on Specialty Stabilization of Prices
Crops and Natural Subcommittee on Production an
Resources Price Competitiveness
Subcommittee on Risk Subcommittee on Agricultural
Management, Research, and Exports
Specialty Crops Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Farm
Program Administration
Health and Committee on Energy and Committee on Commerce,
Safety Commerce® Science, and Transportation

Full Committee

Subcommittee on
Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer
Protection

Full Committee
Subcommittee on Consumer

Committee on Environment
and Public Works

Subcommittee on Transportatiof-ull Committee

and Hazardous Materials
Subcommittee on Health and t
Environment

Subcommittee on Clean Air and
ne Nuclear Regulation

Subcommittee on Oversight andCommittee on Labor and

Investigations
Consumer Subcommittee
Subcommittee on Commerce,
Consumer Protection, and
Competitiveness
Subcommittee on Commerce,
Trade, and Consumer
Protection

Human Resource$’

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Public Health
and Safety

Subcommittee on Health

Subcommittee on Health and
Scientific Research

Special Committee on Aging
Full Committee

** Committee also called Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and Committee on Commerce

%> Committee also called Committee on Labor and Public Welfare and Committee on Human Resources
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Subsystem

House Committees

Senate Committees

Judiciary

Committee on the Judiciary

Committee on the Judiciary

Full Committee
Subcommittee Number 1
Subcommittee on Crime
Subcommittee on Courts and
Intellectual Property
Subcommittee on Courts, the
Internet, and Intellectual

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Antitrust,
Business Rights, and
Competition

Subcommittee on Criminal Laws
and Procedures

Property
Miscellaneous | Committee on Government Committee on Finance
Reform?® Full Committee

Full Committee

Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental
Relations and Human
Resources

Committee on Post Office and

Civil Service

Subcommittee on Employee
Benefits

Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure *’
Subcommittee on Aviation
Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Grounds
Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Economic
Development

Committee on Science and
Technology

Subcommittee on Natural
Resources, Agriculture
Research, and Environmer

it

Subcommittee on Taxation and
Debt Management

Committee on Governmental

Affairs

Full Committee

Oversight of Government
Management, Restructuring
and the District of Columbia
Subcommittee

Subcommittee on Civil Service,
Post Office, and General
Services

Committee on Veterans' Affairs
Full Committee

Committee on Indian Affairs
Full Committee

%% Committee also called Committee on Government Operations

%7 committee also called Committee on Public Works and Transportation
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Subsystem

House Committees

Senate Committees

Miscellaneous
(cont)

Committee on Veterans’
Affairs

Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations

Committee on Ways and
Means

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Miscellaneous

Revenue Measures
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Climate Change Policy

Subsystem

House Committees

Senate Committees

Environmental

Committee on Enerqy and

Committee on Environment and

Commerce

Subcommittee on Health and
the Environment

Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations

Public Works

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Environmental
Pollution

Subcommittee on Environmental
Protection

Subcommittee on Toxic Substand
and Environmental Oversight

Subcommittee on Clean Air and
Nuclear Regulation

Subcommittee on Clean Air,
Wetlands, Private Property,
and Nuclear Safety

Subcommittee on Clean Air,
Climate Change, and Nucleat
Safety

Subcommittee on Hazardous
Wastes and Toxic Substance

Energy

Committee on Energy and

Committee on Energy and

Commerce”

Subcommittee on Energy and
Power

Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations

Natural Resources

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Energy Resear
Development, Production, an
Regulation

Science

Committee on Sciente

Full Committee
Subcommittee on Science
Subcommittee on Natural
Resources, Agriculture
Research, and
Environment
Subcommittee on Space
Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment
Subcommittee on Energy
Subcommittee on Environmer

Committee on Commerce,

Science, and Transportation

nt

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Science,
Technology, and Space

Subcommittee on Oceans and
Fisheries

28 . .
Committee also called Committee on Commerce.

*° Committee also called Committee on Science, Space, and Technology.
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Subsystem House Committees Senate Committees

Science (cont’) | _Committee on Science

(cont’)*

Subcommittee on
Investigations and
Oversight

Subcommittee on National

Economic Growth, Natural

Resources, and Regulatory

Affairs
Foreign Policy | Committee on International | Committee on Foreign Relations
Relations™ Full Committee
Full Committee Subcommittee on International
Subcommittee on Economic Economic Policy, Export, and
Policy, Trade and Trade Promotion

Environment
Subcommittee on Human

Rights and International

Organizations

Agricultural Committee on Agriculture Committee on Agriculture,
Subcommittee on Department Nutrition, and Forestry
Operations, Research, and-ull Committee

Foreign Agriculture Subcommittee on Research,
Subcommittee on Forests, Nutrition, and General
Family Farms, and Energy Legislation
Resources Committee on Resources Committee on Enerqy and
Full Committee Natural Resources

Subcommittee on Fisheries | Full Committee
Conservation, Wildlife, Subcommittee on Forests and
and Oceans Public Land Management

Committee on Interior and

Insular Affairs

Subcommittee on Water and
Power Resources

Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries

Subcommittee on
Oceanography and the Great
Lakes

% committee also called Committee on Science, Space, and Technology.

! Committee also called Committee on Foreign Affairs
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Miscellaneous

Committee on Government

Committee on Appropriations

Reform

Full Committee

Subcommittee on National
Economic Growth,
Natural Resources, and
Regulatory Affairs

Subcommittee on Energy and
Resources

Committee on Small Business

Full Committee

Joint Economic Committee

D

Full Committee

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing
and Related Programs
Appropriations

Committee on Commerce,

Science, and Transportation
Subcommittee on the Consumer

Joint Economic Committee
Full Committee
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Biotechnology Policy

Subsystem House Committees Senate Committees
Agricultural Committee on Agriculture Committee on Agriculture,
Full Committee Nutrition, and Forestry
Subcommittee on Resource Full Committee
Conservation, Research, | Subcommittee on Research,
and Forestry Nutrition, and General
Subcommittee on Conservation,  Legislation
Credit, Rural Development, Subcommittee on Agricultural
and Research Research and General
Subcommittee on Livestock, Legislation
Dairy, and Poultry Subcommittee on Conservation
Subcommittee on Department and Forestry
Operations, Research, and
Foreign Agriculture
Subcommittee on Risk
Management, Research, and
Specialty Crops
Subcommittee on Department
Operations, Research, and
Foreign Agriculture
Subcommittee on Department
Operations, Oversight,
Nutrition, and Forestry
Subcommittee on Forests,
Family Farms, and Energy
Science Committee on Sciente Committee on Commerce,

Full Committee
Subcommittee on Science,
Research, and Technology
Subcommittee on Basic
Research
Subcommittee on Research
Subcommittee on Natural
Resources, Agriculture

Research and Environment

Subcommittee on Investigation
and Oversight
Subcommittee on International

Science, and Transportation

[72)

Scientific Cooperation

Full Committee
Subcommittee on Science,
Technology, and Space

3 Committee also called Committee on Science and Technology and Committee on Science, Space, and

Technology
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Subsystem

House Committees

Senate Committees

Science (cont’)

Committee on Science (cont)

Subcommittee on Energy
Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment
Technology Policy Task Force
Subcommittee on Technology
and Competitiveness
Subcommittee on Technology,
Environment, and Aviation
Subcommittee on Technology
Science Policy Task Force
Subcommittee on Environment

Health

Committee on Energy and

Commerce™

Subcommittee on Health and t
Environment

Subcommittee on Health

Subcommittee on Oversight an
Investigations

Subcommittee on Commerce,
Trade, and Consumer
Protection

Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and
1@ensions®

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Public Health
d and Safety

Subcommittee on Public Health
Subcommittee on Health
Subcommittee on Health and
Scientific Research

Committee on Appropriations

Subcommittee on Departments
Labor, Health and Human
Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

Special Committee on Aging

Full Committee

* Committee also called Committee on Science and Technology and Committee on Science, Space, and

Technology

** Committee also called Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and Committee on

Commerce.

35 . .
Committee also called Committee on Labor and Human Resources
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Subsystem

House Committees

Senate Committees

Judiciary

Committee on the Judiciary

Committee on the Judiciary

Subcommittee on Crime

Subcommittee on Courts, Civil
Liberties, and the
Administration of Justice

Subcommittee on Courts,
Intellectual Property, and
the Administration of
Justice

Subcommittee on Intellectual
Property and Judicial
Administration

Subcommittee on Courts and
Intellectual Property

Full Committee

Subcommittee on Patents,
Copyrights, and Trademarks

Subcommittee on Technology a
the Law

Subcommittee on Administrative
Practice and Procedure

Environmental

Committee on Energy and

Commerce®

Subcommittee on Health and t
Environment

Subcommittee on Oversight an
Investigations

n&ubcommittee on Toxic

d Environmental Oversight

Subcommittee on Environment
and Public Works

Substances and

Subcommittee on Hazardous
Wastes and Toxic Substanc

Economic
Promotion

Committee on Small Business

Committee on Small Business

Subcommittee on Regulation
and Business Opportunitie

Subcommittee on Regulation,
Business, Opportunities,
and Energy

Subcommittee on Rural
Enterprises, Agriculture,
and Technology

Subcommittee on Energy and
Agriculture

Joint Economic Committee

)

Full Committee

Full Committee

Joint Economic Committee
Full Committee

*® Committee also called Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and Committee on

Commerce.
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Subsystem

House Committees

Senate Committees

Miscellaneous

Committee on Education and

Committee on Enerqgy and

the Workforce
Subcommittee on Employer-
Employee Relations

Subcommittee on
International Relations
Full Committee

Committee on Government
Reform®’

Subcommittee on Government
Information, Justice, and
Agriculture

Subcommittee on Human
Resources and
Intergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee on Criminal
Justice, Drug Policy, and
Human Resources

Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries
Subcommittee on Oceanograp
Subcommittee on
Oceanography, Gulf of Mexico
and the Outer Continental She

Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Energy
Research and Development

Committee on Foreign
Relations

Subcommittee on International
Economic Policy, Export, and
Trade Promotion

Committee on Governmental
Affairs
Full Committee

*” Committee also called Committee on Government Operations.
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Appendix C: Tobacco Testimony/Committee Member Stagment
Rubric

Pro-Tobacco
A) Health/Safety

1) Arguments/evidence that tobacco use diminishesteaaks

2) Arguments/evidence of the tobacco industry’s famugproviding healthier/safer
tobacco products (i.e. low tar/low nicotine cigéasi little cigars,
etc.)/diminishing the health/safety risks of tobmpcoducts

3) Lack of evidence that tobacco use causes certaithhe
problems/diseases/cancers

4) Opposition to health taxes on tobacco products

5) Alternative explanations for lung cancer/other dsses other than tobacco use

6) Criticism of reports stating harmful effects of sed-hand smoke

7) Alternative explanations for health problems commattributed to second-
hand smoke

8) Opposition to permitting liability suits againsbcco companies related to the
harm caused by using tobacco products/deceptieentation concerning health
effects on tobacco products/advertisements

9) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating riskobatco use when mixed with
other drugs/products/etc.

10)Refutation of arguments/evidence of damages camgetjarette-oriented fires

11)Lack of need for/disputed feasibility of improven®im cigarettes to reduce the
risk of cigarette-oriented fires

12)Opposition to denying compensation to veteransdioacco related diseases

13)Arguments/evidence of the tobacco industry’s comraiit to uncovering the
true health effects of tobacco use

14)Arguments/evidence that the government has purplbg&fithheld information
citing the lack of evidence that tobacco use leadeealth problems

15)Arguments/evidence that tobacco is healthier thharalternative recreational
products/drugs (i.e. marijuana, alcohol, etc.)

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence of the health/o#lter monetary costs of
tobacco use

17)Arguments/evidence that individuals are persona$ponsible for their own
tobacco use and not tobacco companies

B) General Regulatory Issues
1) Opposition to more stringent regulation of tobapoaducts/Opposition to
stricter penalties for disobeying regulations
2) Support for more lenient regulation of tobacco jpicid
3) Opposition to/lack of need for federal cigarettstitey programs
4) Opposition to regulation of tobacco products bgdefral regulatory body
5) Opposition to regulating tobacco as a drug
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6) Opposition to the establishment of mandatory cigarfee safety standards
without forming a commission to study the feasipibf manufacturing self-
extinguishing cigarettes

7) Opposition to regulating all tobacco products likgarettes

8) Opposition to allowing states to regulate tobacwmalpcts more stringently than
the federal government

Regulation of Tobacco Use

1) Opposition to/lack of need for government-fundeogoams/research to
decrease tobacco use

2) Opposition to efforts to restrict smoking to cemtdesignated areas in public
areas (i.e. federal buildings, parks, etc.)

3) Arguments/evidence that forcing people to smokaeisignated areas will hurt
worker productivity

4) Arguments/evidence that forcing people to smokaeisignated areas will hurt
businesses/attendance at club meetings

5) Failures of past efforts to limit smoking to desatgd areas

6) Opposition to ban on smoking on airplanes

7) Opposition to government programs to reduce tobasedy youths

8) Arguments/evidence of the ineffectiveness of refjuta/taxes in curbing
tobacco use

9) Arguments/evidence of the religious uses of tobaroducts

10)Arguments/evidence of efforts by the tobacco inguist reduce tobacco use
among youths

Regulation of Tobacco Sales

1) Arguments/evidence of tobacco industry’s abilitys&df-regulate/voluntarily
comply with regulations

2) Opposition to government intervention in the sdlproducts

3) Arguments/evidence of the dangers (economic, leghical, constitutional,
etc.) of regulation/taxes on tobacco products

4) Opposition to federal efforts to equalize stateatmo taxes at high levels (if
opposing because states will not have the pritoignact higher taxes, select
Anti — D4)

5) Opposition to ban on sale of tobacco products diqodar facilities

6) Opposition to higher excise taxes on tobacco prisdexpediting the collection
of tobacco excise taxes

7) Support for more orderly and efficient sale of tod@a

8) Opposition to ban on cigarette sales in vendingmmas

9) Lack of need for stricter regulation of cigaretes to youth

10)Opposition to reversing the trend of prevalencebécco use by prominent
figures (especially baseball players)

11)Arguments/evidence that the trend of cigarette gig can be attributed to
tobacco taxes that are too high in some states
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12)Arguments/evidence of the harmful effects of tolmesmuggling on the tobacco
industry

13)Arguments/evidence that states with high taxeslshenforce these policies on
their own

14)Support for lower excise taxes on tobacco products

15)Refutation of arguments/evidence of the tobaccastry’s intention to
circumvent the tobacco regulation process

E) Advertising

1) Support for advertising regulation favorable toaoto industry

2) Opposition to stricter regulations/bans on advegi®f tobacco products

3) Arguments/evidence that tobacco companies do tracaioung people

4) Defense of tobacco industry advertising practices

5) Concerns about restrictions on tobacco advertising

6) Arguments/evidence that tobacco advertisementsardypurage brand
switching and do not attract new tobacco users

7) Arguments/evidence that'amendment rights are violated by restricting
tobacco advertising

8) Refutation of claims that tobacco advertisementgetgparticular subsets of the
population (women, minorities, youths)

9) Doubted effectiveness of banning tobacco advergsgsin dampening tobacco
use

10)Support for allowing tobacco companies to volutyaestrict tobacco
advertisements

11)Arguments/evidence that broadcasters can self-aggtdbacco advertising

12)Opposition to increased funding for anti-tobacceeatisements

13)Support for efforts to reduce funding for anti-toba advertisements

14)Opposition to disallowing business expense dednstior tobacco products
advertising

15)Arguments/evidence of the dangers (economic, legel) of regulation/bans on
advertising of tobacco products

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence that pro-tobackvedisements are more
prevalent than anti-tobacco advertisements

F) Addiction/Tar and Nicotine Content

1) Lack of evidence of tar and nicotine content’s Haitraffects on health

2) Opposition to/doubted effectiveness of governmardards regulating the tar
and nicotine content of cigarettes

3) Effectiveness of cigarette filters in decreasingpgilation of smoke and tar

4) Arguments that tobacco products are not addictibstances

5) Arguments/evidence of the distinction between aathcand drug abuse

6) Opposition to requirements to list tar and nicottoatent (along with other
ingredients) on tobacco products

7) Opposition to classifying nicotine as a drug
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G)

H)

8) Refutation of claims that the tobacco industry matates nicotine levels in
tobacco products to ensure their products remaiictde

9) Refutation of claims that U.S. tobacco companieg af graduated nicotine
levels to promote initial use of snuff and progr@sdo increasingly potent
brands

10)Arguments/evidence of the accuracy of tobacco itrgigsown tests measuring
tar and nicotine content of cigarettes

Educating Public about Tobacco Risks

1) Opposition to hazard labels on tobacco productgididements

2) Arguments that the public is already aware of riskbacco use

3) Disputed value of hazard labels as an effectiverdent to tobacco use

4) Criticism of assumptions underlying warning labetbtion system

5) Problems with cigarette manufacturers implementiiregrotating hazard label
system

6) Opposition to anti-tobacco education campaigns

7) Opposition to placing hazard labels concerningt¢obaise on other products
(i.e. contraceptives, drugs, etc.)

8) Arguments/evidence of the harm done to the tobawhastry by opponents of
tobacco industry exaggerating its risks to the jgidmncerns that opponents of
the tobacco industry are given disproportionatetimexpress their views in
public forums (i.e. congressional hearings)

9) Arguments/evidence of the need to educate the pabbut the benefits of the
tobacco industry

10)Concerns that anti-tobacco education programsexdggerate risks of tobacco
use and under-emphasize risks of other produetsdiiug use, alcohol use, etc.)

11)Arguments/evidence of the difficulty of tobacco qumanies in complying with
hazard label regulations

12)Refutation of arguments/evidence that tobacco comepaleliberately attempt
to suppress information about the harmful effe€t®lbacco use

Pesticide Use

1) Support and defense of use of pesticides on tobaroohicts

2) Support for regulatory approval of pesticide useatacco products

3) Support for applying pesticide standards applic&bld.S. tobacco farmers to
crops imported into the U.S. in order to preverfaurcompetition to U.S.
tobacco farmers

Insurance

1) Opposition to insurance industry practice of chagdower rates for individuals
who do not use tobacco products

2) Support for tobacco company takeover of insuranoepanies

3) Support for extending federal insurance to tobaypoavers
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J)

K)

International Tobacco Market

1) Importance of foreign trade of tobacco producth®U.S. economy

2) Support for U.S. export of tobacco products

3) Support for reinstatement and extension of thedobdarter program

4) Support for expanding U.S. tobacco export markets

5) Support for efforts to make U.S. tobacco more cditipe in the international
market

6) Opposition to bringing in cheap tobacco from ottauntries (if the reason for
this opposition is to protect the American tobagomwver and strengthen the
U.S. tobacco industry)

7) Support for subsidies to tobacco farmers who exjptdcco to other countries
regardless of participation in acreage/poundagenaéint programs

8) Opposition to/dangers of stricter trade barriersadpacco products

9) Support for/benefits of breaking down trade basri@n tobacco
products/sanctioning other countries that do nobarage free trade of tobacco

10)Arguments/evidence that the tobacco barter progvaminappropriately
suspended without proper notice to tobacco farmers

11)Statement of benefits of tobacco barter program

12)Support for increased Federal export credit angi@sge for tobacco

13)Support for USDA enforcement of tobacco seed exgamtrol programs

14)Arguments/evidence that tobacco farmers are natedefairly under export
credit and assistance programs

15)Support for tobacco export policies that protebettco growers

Federal Tobacco Support Programs (i.e. Tobacco PrecSupport/Marketing

Quota/Acreage Allotment System/etc.)

1) Support for/need for policies that set prices/gsi@tialevels that are best for
increasing the sale of tobacco

2) Arguments/evidence of the economic importance etttfacco price
support/control and acreage/poundage allotmentranog

3) Support for federal government funding/supportloé tobacco industry/tobacco
industry promotion research/agreements with thadob industry

4) Support for leasing/selling of acreage/poundagekatang quota policies that
provide the most benefits to tobacco farmers (neddok at the intent behind
supporting the policy not opposition/support foe fholicy itself)

5) Concerns that price levels/quotas are not beingtsetevel that is best for
increasing the sale of tobacco

6) Arguments/evidence that price support system apactmo grading systems are
of little to no cost to taxpayers/Arguments/evidenf the revenues generated
by taxes paid by the tobacco industry

7) Support for allowing tobacco farmers to have cdrax@r the tobacco program

8) Opposition to giving non-farmers/non-quota farmes ahility to buy and lease
tobacco allotments

9) Support for governmental support to tobacco farrhérly disasters

10)Opposition to overly strict limits on/cuts to tolsacacreage/poundage
allotments
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11)Support for stabilization of support levels for aglbo against disruptive
fluctuations

12)Support for auction and grading systems that mekmg tobacco easier for
tobacco farmers

13)Support for adjustments in acreage/poundage/preystem to help farmers
who were victims of circumstances beyond their cant

14)Support for compensating tobacco farmers if quath@ice support program is
eliminated

15)Arguments/evidence that tobacco producers are gayutisproportionate
amount into the tobacco price support system coeaptar the federal
government

16)Support for educating legislators about the neesipport the tobacco
allotment/quota programs

17)Arguments/evidence of the need for federal polcgdsist tobacco
industry/farmers in price
control/overproduction/underproduction/conservdiidtation/etc. problems

18) Support for protecting small farmers from harmsatftain price control
programs

19)Concerns about the harms to the tobacco indusaetm farmers of
proposed/enacted changes to tobacco support predramliberalizing the
tobacco leasing/selling system, allowing the s=king of tobacco
allotments/quotas, changing the length of timeskdling tobacco, changing
price support formula, only allowing tobacco farsey sell and lease tobacco
allotments, etc.)

20)Arguments/evidence of the importance of the tobapgeding system to the
tobacco industry

21)Support for increasing the pay of tobacco grademprove the process for
tobacco farmers

22)Support for changes in the administration of tolbagpaota/price support
programs with the intent of improving the processtbbacco farmers

23)Support for improving tobacco storage programddaners

24)Support for giving farmers more authority in detarimg changes to tobacco
price support/allotment/quota system

25)Support for maintaining the integrity of the prigpport system

26)Opposition to price supports/quota policies thatléely to hurt the tobacco
industry

27)Refutation of arguments/evidence that high tobguames can be blamed on
tobacco growers

28)Opposition to increasing tobacco marketing quatdsght of concerns that
tobacco farmers may not be able to meet these gjuota

29)Support for/need for policies that set prices/gsi@tialevels that are best for
meeting the needs of tobacco growers

30)Support for/need for tobacco marketing policiesitetogies that are best for
meeting needs of tobacco growers

31)Arguments/evidence of the benefits of researchetp promote the tobacco
industry
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L)

32)Support for changes in the tobacco price suppogrnam to protect it from
being eliminated

33)Arguments/evidence of the need for tobacco proptsrerunite to defend
against the threat posed by opponents of the tobadaistry

34)Support for lowering the cost burdens of tobacemé&s (i.e. lowering the price
of tobacco allotments, assisting in lowering thiegof supplies for tobacco
farmers, reducing/eliminating the fee for graderstamp no grade on tobacco
products not subject to price supports, etc.)

35)Support for penalizing those who tamper with tolbaoops

36)Arguments/evidence that the tobacco price suppart&gsystem should be
ended/significantly changed due to the harm thgnara is doing to the tobacco
industry

Tobacco Settlement Agreement/Litigation

1) Feared adverse impact (i.e. loss of income, losshzcco quota equity, and loss
of equipment value) on tobacco producers if tobastdement agreement
becomes law

2) Adverse impact on tobacco industry/producers oftob settlement agreement

3) Unfairness of tobacco settlement agreement to sreatling machine
companies

4) Unfairness of tobacco settlement agreement to sleskéobacco manufacturers
and other small manufacturers of tobacco products

5) Support for provisions in tobacco settlement agesdrthat provided tobacco
companies with immunity from punitive damages fastpactions and with
immunity from future class action lawsuits

6) Burdensome impact on convenience stores of tobseitiement agreement
provisions

7) Criticism of tobacco settlement agreement for béamgstrict on tobacco
companies

8) Opposition to provisions in tobacco settlement agrent that required tobacco
companies to pay for anti-smoking programs

9) Support for compensating tobacco producers andeiafor adverse impact of
tobacco settlement program

10)Opposition to provisions in tobacco settlement pragrequiring tobacco
companies to pay penalties if declines in youthlgngare not realized

11)Opposition to requiring that attorney fees be gidobacco companies/support
for allowing money from tobacco settlement agreeisiémbe used to pay for
attorney fees

12)Arguments/evidence stating harmful effects of taoasettlement agreement on
Native Americans

13)Opposition to government-sponsored litigation agiaiobacco industry

14)Defense of antitrust exemption provisions in toloegettlement in order to
protect tobacco companies from suits

M) Economic Issues
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1) Arguments/evidence stating the importance of tobaedustry to economy
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Neutral

1. Statement of information on tobacco policy withaal conclusive findings or
recommendations

2. Description of information concerning tobacco udegatising/etc. without any
conclusive findings or recommendations

3. Quest for more information about tobacco policy

4. Statement of both sides in tobacco debate withadinhg a side in the debate

5. Support /opposition for legislation to increaseoeoément of tobacco smuggling
(need to look at intent behind support of legislayi

6. Arguments/evidence that tobacco smuggling cantoibatied to disparities in taxes

between states without taking a position on whetidvezs being too high or too low

are to blame

Information about organized crime’s role in cigégetmuggling

Support for encouraging the development of healtivigacco products (If the

tobacco industry is talking about how they haveady made healthier products,

Pro — A2 is more appropriate)

9. Description of cigarette smuggling problem

10. Support for the establishment of cigarette fireegastandards while agreeing to
form a commission to study the feasibility of maamitiring self-extinguishing
cigarettes

11. Support for increasing tobacco excise taxes tofagpbacco support program in
order to keep the program alive/assist tobaccodesm

12. Support for giving cigarette companies more disonein complying with hazard
label requirements

13.Opinions on where revenues for increased excisstaktobacco products ought to
be spent if it is necessary to increase excisestexdle still opposing excise taxes
on tobacco products

14. Support for applying pesticide standards applic&bld.S. tobacco farmers to crops
imported into the U.S. without giving a reasongapport

15. Defense of a pesticide product without any opirearthe tobacco industry

16. Support for phasing out the sale of tobacco in seéacilities while allowing the
sale of tobacco in other VA facilities

17.Support for policies that are unanimously opposetbbacco farmers but are
proposed in the interests of the tobacco indusrg @hole

18. Support for voluntary/market-based solutions tatmo health problems while
recognizing the health problems of tobacco use

19. Support for compromise between tobacco compani@fealth advocates in
settling tobacco-related litigation

20.Debate over whether federal or state governmemisidieceive benefits of tobacco
settlement agreement

21.Need for/support for compromise between tobaccopeomes and public health
advocates in order to reduce tobacco use

22.Debate over how attorney’s fees in tobacco setthiersigould be paid

o~
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Anti-Tobacco
A) Health/Safety

B)

1) Arguments/evidence of health hazards of tobaccdymts

2) Arguments/evidence of harmful effects of carbon mode in cigarettes

3) Support for health taxes on tobacco products

4) Arguments/evidence of dental problems related bat¢oo use

5) Support for permitting liability suits against tata companies related to health
effects caused by using tobacco products/deceptisanation concerning
health effects on tobacco products/advertisements

6) Concerns about misleading information/marketingugiposedly healthier (i.e.
low tar/low nicotine cigarettes, little cigars, sketess tobacco, etc.) tobacco
products

7) Arguments/evidence of harmful effects of seconddnemoke

8) Arguments/evidence of respiratory infections amorb#dren attributable to
second-hand smoke

9) Arguments/evidence stating risks of tobacco usenwhixed with other
drugs/products/etc.

10)Arguments/evidence of damages caused by cigareésted fires

11)Need for/feasibility of improvements in cigarettegeduce the risk of cigarette-
oriented fires

12)Support for denying compensation to veterans foadoo related diseases

13)Concerns about misleading information presentetbbgcco advocates
concerning the safety of tobacco products

14)Arguments/evidence of the health care/other mopetasts of tobacco use

15)Arguments/evidence that tobacco use leads to ugthef more harmful
drugs/recreational substances

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence of the tobaccastrg’s focus on providing
healthier/safer tobacco products (i.e. low tar/f@eotine cigarettes, little cigars,
etc.)/diminishing the health/safety risks of tobmpcoducts

General Regulatory Issues

1) Support for/need for/feasibility of federal cigdestesting programs

2) Support for more stringent regulation of tobacoodpicts

3) Opposition to more lenient regulation of tobaccodurcts

4) Support for regulation of tobacco products by afatiregulatory body

5) Support for regulating tobacco as a drug

6) Support for/need for the establishment of cigarttesafety standards without
forming a commission to study the feasibility ofmaéacturing self-
extinguishing cigarettes

7) Support for regulating all/more tobacco produdte kigarettes

8) Arguments/evidence that tobacco regulations areeremient in the U.S. than in
other countries (basically an argument that sayadco companies should not
be complaining about how stringent tobacco lawsratke U.S.)

9) Support for/need for more stringent enforcemeribbécco regulations

10)Support for allowing states to regulate tobaccalpots more stringently than
the federal government
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C) Regulation of Tobacco Use

D)

E)

1)
2)
3)

4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)

Support for government-funded programs/researcadoce tobacco use
Support for/importance of efforts to reduce usebhcco products
Support for efforts to restrict smoking to certdesignated areas in public
facilities (i.e. federal buildings, parks, etc.)

Successes of part efforts to restrict smoking sighated areas

Support for ban on smoking in airplanes

Arguments/evidence of safety risks of smoking aplanes

Support for reversing the trend of prevalence batwo use by prominent
figures (especially baseball players)

Support for programs to reduce tobacco use by gouth
Arguments/evidence of high use of tobacco prodactengst youths

10)Support for providing incentives to individuals/messes/etc. that take

measures to discourage tobacco use

Regulation of Tobacco Sales

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

Support for federal efforts to equalize state tobaaxes at high levels
Support for ban on sale of tobacco products atquaat facilities

Support for stricter regulation of cigarette sategouth

Support for/benefits of increasing excise taxesotwacco products/expediting
the collection of excise taxes on tobacco prod(witess the reason for
increasing excise taxes is to save the tobaccagqmgn which case select
Neutral — 12)

Arguments/evidence that the trend of cigarette giiig can be attributed to
tobacco taxes that are too low in some states

Arguments/evidence that tobacco smuggling caus¢sssto lose their rightful
tax revenue

Arguments/evidence of the tobacco industry’s intento circumvent the
tobacco regulation process

Refutation of arguments/evidence of the dangexsn@mic, legal, ethical,
constitutional, etc.) of regulation/taxes on tolmapooducts

Support for ban on cigarette sales in vending nmeashi

10)Arguments/evidence that tobacco smuggling is eragmd by tobacco

companies

Advertising

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)
6)

Support for stricter regulations/bans on advergsihtobacco products
Opposition to more lenient regulations on advergsef tobacco products
Arguments/evidence of growth of tobacco use amarntqular subsets of the
population (women, minorities, youths)

Support for increased funding/increased advertispage/time for anti-tobacco
advertisements

Opposition to efforts to reduce funding for antb&@co advertisements
Arguments/evidence of effectiveness of anti-tobaabeertisements
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F)

G)

7) Support for disallowing business expense deduction®bacco products
advertising

8) Arguments/evidence that tobacco advertisementsfégetive in attracting new
customers to use tobacco

9) Refutation of claims that tobacco advertisementg encourage brand
switching and do not attract new customers to osadco

10)Arguments/evidence that tobacco advertisementstaayticular subsets of the
population (women, minorities, youths)

11)Refutation of claims thatlamendment rights are violated by restricting
tobacco advertising

12)Arguments/evidence of effectiveness of banningtobadvertisements on
tobacco use

13)Opposition to/problems with advertising/promotidrtabacco products

14)Arguments/evidence that broadcasters/tobacco coegaannot self-regulate
tobacco advertising

15)Arguments/evidence that pro-tobacco advertisemametsnore prevalent than
anti-tobacco advertisements

16)Opposition to tobacco advertisements that distersific evidence about the
health effects of tobacco use

Addiction/Tar and Nicotine Content

1) Support for/need for government to publicize tadt aitotine content (along
with other ingredients) on tobacco products (Lobtha reasoning behind this.
If stated for health reasons, it is decidedly niegaif used to say that there is no
reason to regulate tobacco tar and nicotine contsetin combination with A2
for a neutral piece of testimony)

2) Arguments/evidence of lack of effectiveness of mtfe filters in decreasing
inhalation of smoke and tar

3) Support for establishing government standardsdalage the tar and nicotine
content of tobacco products

4) Arguments/evidence of the addictive propertieobgatco

5) Arguments/evidence of U.S. tobacco companies’ figganluated nicotine
levels to promote initial use of snuff and progr@sdo increasingly potent
brands

6) Arguments/evidence that the tobacco industry maaips nicotine levels in
cigarettes to ensure their products remain addictiv

7) Support for classifying nicotine as a drug

8) Arguments/evidence of the harmful effects of tast aitotine content of
cigarettes

Educating Public about Tobacco Risks

1) Support for/need for increased attention to edanatn health risks of tobacco
products

2) Support for warning labels on tobacco products/eeaments (including
varying the message on the warning labels)
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H)

J)

K)

3) Arguments/evidence that the public is not suffidieaware of risks of tobacco
use

4) Support for/need for/effectiveness of anti-tobaedacation campaigns

5) Support for placing hazard labels concerning tobarse on other products (i.e.
contraceptives, drugs, etc.)

6) Support for government support/funding of effodstiucate the public about
the risks of tobacco use

7) Arguments/evidence that tobacco companies deliblgrattempt to suppress
information about the harmful effects of tobacce us

Pesticide Use

1) Opposition to use of pesticides on tobacco products

2) Arguments/evidence of the dangers involved witmgigiesticides on tobacco
products

3) Support for applying pesticide standards applic&bld.S. tobacco farmers to
crops imported into the U.S. in order to discourtigeesale and use of tobacco
products

Insurance

1) Support for industry practice of charging lowetesato individuals who do not
use tobacco products

2) Opposition to takeover of insurance companies bgat¢oo companies

International Tobacco Market

1) Opposition to U.S. cigarette exports

2) Support for suspension of the tobacco barter progra

3) Support for stricter trade barriers on tobacco potsi

4) Opposition to breaking down trade barriers on tobgmroducts

5) Refutation of arguments/evidence that the tobaectebprogram was
inappropriately suspended without proper noticebacco farmers

6) Opposition to increased Federal export credit asistance for tobacco

7) Opposition to increased imports of tobacco proddatsto the harmful effects
of tobacco use

Federal Tobacco Support Programs (i.e. Tobacco PrcSupport/Marketing

Quota/Acreage Allotment System/etc.)

1) Opposition to tobacco subsidies

2) Arguments/evidence that tobacco support prograrns cosney to taxpayers

3) Opposition to federal efforts to increase tobacwalpction/sales (i.e. price
support programs)

4) Support for pricing policies/federal efforts thasaburage tobacco
production/sales

5) Support for strict limits on/cuts to tobacco aceagundage allotments
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6) Arguments/evidence that the federal governmendysng a disproportionate
amount into the tobacco price support system coaaptar tobacco producers

7) Opposition to increasing the pay of tobacco gratemnprove the process for
tobacco farmers

8) Arguments/evidence that federal funds to promagetdbacco industry diverts
funds from anti-tobacco programs

9) Support for using assessments paid by tobacco farrmeupport the price
support program for other purposes

10)Opposition to federal government support/fundinggagients with tobacco
industry

11)Support for breaking tobacco farmers dependendelzatco as a crop

L) Tobacco Settlement Agreement/Litigation

1) Arguments that tobacco settlement agreement idyofarorable to tobacco
industry

2) Concerns that state tobacco settlement funds willlocated to programs
unrelated to tobacco use prevention

3) Support for provisions in tobacco settlement ages#rthat required tobacco
companies to pay for anti-smoking programs

4) Opposition to compensating tobacco producers amaeis for adverse impact
of tobacco settlement program

5) Support for provisions in tobacco settlement prograquiring tobacco
companies to pay penalties if declines in youthlgngpare not realized

6) Support for requiring that attorney fees be paiddibacco
companies/opposition to allowing money from tobasettlement agreements to
be used to pay for attorney fees

7) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating harmfidat$ of tobacco settlement
agreement on Native Americans

8) Inadequacy of tobacco industry payments mandatestthement agreement

9) Support for settlement agreement public health iprons

10)Concerns about implications of agreement for curoerfuture litigants in cases
against the tobacco industry

11)Support for government-sponsored litigation agatiolsacco industry

12)Concerns that antitrust exemption in tobacco se#lg agreement may give too
much power to tobacco industry

13)Support for requiring tobacco companies to disclotrnal documents

14)Support for enacting provisions preventing tobaommpanies from seeking
bankruptcy protection in order to avoid paying peesto litigants in cases
against tobacco industry

M) Economic Issues
1) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating the ingome of tobacco industry to
economy
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Appendix D: Climate Change Testimony/Committee Membr
Statement Rubric

Pro Environment
A) General Regulatory Policy

1)

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

9)

Support for the precautionary principle (taking@aeton climate change before
science has established that the problem is oogyrri

Support for stricter regulation of carbon dioxideigsions

Opposition to more lenient regulation of carbonxéie emissions
Support for classifying carbon dioxide as a potata

Support for economic penalties to discourage cadiaxide emissions
Need for interagency cooperation on climate chasgee

Criticism of climate change mitigation policies thi® not go “far enough”
Support for requiring federal agencies to consildeir impact on the
environment

Support for more activity by federal agencies ant¢hmate change issue

10)Support for mandatory commitments to reduce greesdigas emissions
11)Support for concrete greenhouse gas emission riedupbals

12)Support for cap and trade program

13)Evidence of state and local governments that hageessfully enacted climate

change mitigation measures

14)Arguments defending the constitutionality of climahange mitigation policies
15)Arguments/evidence that carbon sequestration (aleéid manufactured) is not

enough to mitigate climate change

16)Need for comprehensive climate change mitigaticatetyy

B) Agriculture/Plant Life/Natural Resources

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
6)

7)
8)

Support for natural carbon sequestration (i.e. gngwnore trees and increasing
the ability of the soil to sequester carbon diokiae a method to control carbon
dioxide emissions if used in combination with othetivities (i.e. stricter
regulation) or while admitting that sequestratismot going to solve climate
change by itself

Arguments/evidence that climate change affects tgply
Arguments/evidence of harmful effects of carborxile on natural resources
Arguments/evidence that climate change negativiédgets agricultural
production

Arguments/evidence that climate change will havegative effect on plants,
trees, and forests

Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatande on water supply
Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatange on fisheries
Arguments/evidence of harmful effects of climatarfe on soll

C) General Scientific Arguments/Evidence
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D)

1) Arguments/evidence that the climate is changing

2) Arguments/evidence that climate change is causddibyan activities

3) Arguments/evidence of glacial melting

4) Arguments/evidence that climate change reducealiti¢y of the ocean to
absorb carbon dioxide

5) Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatande on coastal areas

6) Arguments/evidence of connection of climate chaoggrowth of greenhouse
gases (particularly carbon dioxide) in the atmosphe

7) Arguments/evidence showing the urgency of climainge mitigation

8) Arguments/evidence of rise in sea level due toalexchange

9) Arguments/evidence of the potential negative impdchanges in sea level due
to climate change

10)Strengths and relative certainty of research shgwhe existence of climate
change, its harmful effects, and or its relatioathropogenic sources

11)Arguments/evidence that climate change will diggdoud cover leading to a
positive feedback process that will increase sgveficlimate change

12)Arguments/evidence of relationship between clinthi@nge and increased
incidence of natural disasters

13)Arguments/evidence that aerosols have dampenedteliomange trends, but
will not continue to do so in the future

14)Critique of methodology used in studies arguingaelie change is not
occurring/effects of climate change are not seeéneate change is not related
to anthropogenic sources

15)Arguments/evidence that solar flux will only exawzae climate change issues
caused by greenhouse effect

Energy/Fuel

1) Support for shifting from coal to alternative enespurces

2) Support for renewable energy sources

3) Arguments/evidence that fossil fuel use leadsitaate fluctuations

4) Feasibility of alternative non-carbon emitting wiel replacing fossil fuels

5) Role of insulation in reducing fossil fuel emissson

6) Support for increasing CAFE fuel efficiency stardar

7) Support for imposing greenhouse gas emissions &tdsdh automobiles

8) Support for increasing energy efficiency standarfsroducts

9) Feasibility of increasing fuel efficiency of autobiles

10)Support for more efficient lighting systems/lightlibs

11)Support for more efficient energy management indngs

12)Arguments/evidence that failing to mitigate climabtange will lead to higher
energy prices

13)Arguments/evidence that climate change mitigatidhlead to lower energy
prices

14)Arguments/evidence that climate change mitigatiolicies will lead to a wider
array of energy sources and energy independence

15)Support for increased regulation of electricityfgyecompanies’ emissions

16)Support for increased regulation of transportaimustry’s emissions
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E)

F)

G)

Economy

1) Emphasis on the financial risks of ignoring climebange

2) Arguments/evidence that climate change mitigatidhnet be significantly
costly for the economy

3) Arguments/evidence that climate change leads titigadleconomic instability

4) Criticism of economic models showing high econonasts of climate change
mitigation

5) Arguments/evidence that economic costs of climhtge mitigation will be
reasonable

6) Arguments/evidence of potential benefits to theneoay of climate change
mitigation

7) Potential benefits to the economy of energy efficie

8) Arguments/evidence of positive impact of climatarge mitigation policies on
employment

9) Arguments/evidence that businesses can be econbnuoepetitive while
taking climate change mitigation measures

Federal Funding/Support for Climate Change ResearcdlMitigation Programs

1) Support for increasing funding/support for climak@nge mitigation programs

2) Support for increasing funding/support for climaek@nge research programs

3) Support for federal support of private sector paiaun of automobiles with
lower greenhouse gas emissions

4) Support for federal support/funding of renewabld alean energy technology
research and development

5) Support for giving National Office of Climate ChanBesponse authority over
climate change research

6) Opposition to placing Department of Energy in chanfclimate change
research programs

International Climate Change Policy

1) Support for stronger international climate changeaments

2) Need for international cooperation in climate reskalue to the global nature of
climate change

3) Arguments/evidence of harmful impact of climatergp@on agricultural
production, industrialization, and economic devetept of developing
countries

4) Need for measures to encourage efficient energynuseveloping countries

5) Need for sustainable development for third worldrdoes

6) Need for U.S. leadership in reducing worldwide gremise gas emissions

7) Arguments/evidence that U.S. lags behind intermaticommunity in climate
change mitigation

8) Support for assistance to developing countriegducing greenhouse gas
emissions

9) Criticism of international climate change agreemexs being too weak
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H) Need for Climate Change Research
1) Need for more climate research to warn of the demngkclimate changes and
mitigate its effects
2) Importance of programs studying climate change
3) Need for cooperation across different disciplireaddress climate change
4) Need to focus on policy-oriented climate changeaesh

[) Health
1) Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatange on health
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Neutral

1.
2.

3.

©ooNOO

Statement of information on climate change withenw conclusive findings
Description of efforts to understand climate chawgbout any conclusive findings
or recommendations

Support for nuclear energy, bio-fuels, and cleaal as methods to mitigate climate
change

Support for measures to encourage voluntary reshiin greenhouse gas
emissions by businesses and individuals (if to stpgimate change mitigation
efforts - probably a 1; if to show that effortscmntrol climate change are not
necessary - maybe a 0 or -1 depending on opiniomstalimate change science; if
no opinion on climate change — probably a 0)

Description of current climate change efforts withmaking recommendations
Statement of complexity of climate change issue

Support for requiring reporting measures for gre@erske gas emissions

Need for more climate monitoring

Evidence of businesses taking measures to mitcaate change (if to support
climate change mitigation efforts - probably a frying to emphasize the
effectiveness of voluntary measures or a 2 if atiimgithe science of climate change
and not explicitly calling for voluntary measuregsewen calling for mandatory CO2
emission reductions; if to show that efforts totcohclimate change are not
necessary - maybe a 0 or -1 depending on opinioogtalimate change science; if
no opinion on climate change — probably a 0)

10.Need for more research on the ability of ocearabgorb carbon dioxide
11. Statement of current climate change policy
12. Arguments over which types of forestry practicesuth be utilized to ameliorate

climate change

13. Support for international climate change agreemeititsvoluntary emission

reduction goals

14. Support for joint implementation programs in int&ranal climate change

agreements

15. Support for legislation enacting voluntary carbequestration programs as the sole

method to combat climate change (need to alsodigut the motives for supporting
the programs)
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Pro-Economy

A)

B)

C)

General Regulatory Policy

1) Opposition to the precautionary principle (takiregi@n on climate change
before science has established that the probleecisrring)

2) Opposition to stricter regulation of carbon diox&haissions

3) Support for more lenient regulation of carbon ditexemissions

4) Opposition to classifying carbon dioxide as a palhd

5) Opposition to economic penalties to discouragearahoxide emissions

6) Criticism of policies that go “too far” in attempg to mitigate climate change
and end up hurting the economy as a result

7) Opposition to requiring federal agencies to consildeir impact on the
environment

8) Opposition to more federal activity by federal agiea on the climate change
issue

9) Support for policies that emphasize the abilityraf world to adapt to climate
changes

10)Problems with using current climate change reseasahn basis for policy
changes to mitigate climate change

11)Opposition to greenhouse gas emission reductiols goa

12)Opposition to cap and trade program

13)Arguments/evidence of adverse impact of climatengbkanitigation on state and
local governments

14)Arguments that certain climate change mitigatiohcpes may be
unconstitutional

15)Support for allowing greenhouse gas emissions mdimmge to rise

Agriculture/Plant Life/Natural Resources

1) Arguments/evidence that climate change does nettfibod supply

2) Ability of agricultural community to respond to wlate changes

3) Potential positive effects of increased greenh@aseemissions on plants and
animals

4) Arguments/evidence of adverse impact of mandatmgrihouse gas emissions
standards on agriculture industry

5) Arguments/evidence that natural carbon sequestrattvities will solve the
climate change problem on their own

General Scientific Arguments/Evidence

1) Arguments/evidence that climate change is notrifszggnt problem

2) Arguments/evidence that climate change is benéficithe world

3) Arguments/evidence that climate change is not chbhgenthropogenic sources

4) Arguments/evidence that solar energy flux is theary reason for fluctuations
in global temperatures and this flux will only leertporary

5) Arguments/evidence that the climate is not changing

6) Arguments/evidence that climate change trends anteop an overall climate
cycle
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D)

E)

7) Refutation of arguments/evidence that climate chaeduces the ability of the
ocean to absorb carbon dioxide

8) Refutation of arguments/evidence connecting clinchinge to growth of
greenhouse gases (particularly carbon dioxide)eratmosphere

9) Arguments/evidence that climate change is a grgohadllem that does not
require immediate attention

10)Critique of research finding evidence of climatamge/harmful effects of
climate change/climate change being related toraptiyenic sources

11)Critique of methodology used in studies arguingielie change is
occurring/effects of climate change are severeatinthange is related to
anthropogenic sources

12)Arguments/evidence of the ability of the world atsdtechnology (particularly
through the use of carbon sequestration practicgégexhnology) to adapt to
climate changes

13)Arguments/evidence that climate change will haveffect on cloud cover or
may actually produce clouds that will lessen theeggy of climate changes

14)Refutation of arguments/evidence of rise in sealldue to climate change

15)Refutation of arguments/evidence of the potenggative impact of changes in
sea level due to climate change

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence of relationshipveen climate change and
increased incidence of natural disasters

Energy/Fuel

1) Arguments/evidence that fuel efficiency standarageha constraining effect on
the economy

2) Difficulties of increasing fuel efficiency standardf automobiles

3) Difficulties of replacing fossil fuels with non-daon alternative energy sources

4) Arguments/evidence that climate change mitigatidhl@ad to higher energy
prices

5) Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatande mitigation policies on
energy companies

6) Arguments/evidence that climate change mitigatiolicges will limit U.S.
electricity/energy supply

7) Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatande mitigation policies on
automotive industry

8) Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatande mitigation policies on
transportation industry

Economy

1) Arguments/evidence that businesses do not neegl ittfloenced by economic
penalties to voluntarily undertake climate changigation measures

2) Arguments/evidence that economic costs of climhtage mitigation will be
high

3) Criticism of economic models showing low to moderebsts of climate change
mitigation
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F)

G)

H)

)

4) Arguments/evidence of economic benefits of clincitenge

5) Arguments/evidence of adverse economic effectsasfdatory greenhouse gas
emissions standards

6) Arguments/evidence of anticipated negative effe€tmandatory greenhouse
gas emissions standards on small businesses

7) Arguments/evidence of adverse impact of climatengkanitigation on
consumers

8) Arguments/evidence of climate change mitigationgoes on employment

9) Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatange mitigation policies on
steel industry

10)Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatange mitigation policies on
construction industry

11)Arguments/evidence of negative impact of climatenge mitigation policies on
paper industry

Federal Funding/Support for Climate Change ResearcdMitigation Programs

1) Opposition to increased funding of for climate peogs

2) Support for placing Department of Energy in chasfjelimate change research
programs

3) Opposition to placing National Office of Climate &ige Response in charge of
climate change research programs

International Climate Change Policy

1) Opposition to international climate change agreamgnposing mandatory
greenhouse gas emissions standards

2) Lack of need to cooperate with international comityuon climate change issue

3) Need for other countries (particularly third wodduntries) to agree to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in order for U.S. to dagremndatory reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions

4) Opposition to binding emissions targets for devetbpountries (i.e. the U.S.)

5) Opposition to non-binding emissions targets foradeping countries

6) National security concerns involved with agreeimgnternational
environmental agreements with mandatory greenhgasemission standards
on some countries but not others

7) Arguments/evidence of the inability of the U.Sre@duce carbon emissions to
specified caps set out in international climatengfgaagreements

Need for Climate Change Research

1) Need for more climate research to ensure that tihefiritely is a problem
before taking action

2) Lack of need to focus on policy-oriented climatamfpe research

Health
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1) Refutation of arguments/evidence of negative impéctimate change on
health
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Appendix E: Biotechnology Testimony/Committee Membe
Statement Rubric

Pro-Biotechnology
A) Agricultural Biotechnology/Genetically Modified Organisms

1) Arguments/evidence of safety of GMO consumption

2) Opposition to stricter regulation of agriculturatechnology
research/applications/GMQO’s/food products

3) Support for more lenient/more flexible regulatidragricultural biotechnology
research/applications/GMQO’s/food products

4) Ability of agricultural biotechnology to alleviateunger in poor communities

5) Support for federal funding/support of agricultusadtechnology research

6) Need for/support for more manpower/training fori@gtural biotechnology
research

7) Benefits (agricultural, health, medical, scientitconomic, etc.) of agricultural
biotechnology research/applications/GMO’s/food jcid

8) Support for improving U.S. competitiveness in intronal GMO/agricultural
biotechnology market

9) Opposition to international agreements regulatihgCEs

10)Support for more lenient trade barriers on GMO'’s

11)Opposition to stricter trade barriers on GMO'’s

12)Arguments/evidence that biotechnology is supensafer than other methods
for improving the agricultural industry

13)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating problenasrasks (ethical,
environmental, health, scientific, economic, eés3ociated with
GMO'’s/agricultural biotechnology research/food prois

14)Need to/support for overcoming barriers to agrimalt biotechnology research
and development

15)Support for private sector support/investment incagfural biotechnology
research and development

16)Opposition to bans on GMO’s/agricultural biotectowyf research/food products

17)Arguments/evidence that agricultural biotechnologgearch and development
will reduce harm to the environment

18)Need to/support for dissemination of biotechnologgearch and applications

19)Arguments/evidence that genetically modified orgars must be released into
the environment to test their effects

20)Arguments/evidence of the potential of biotechnglogsearch and development
to decrease agricultural surpluses by allowing &smo engineer new products
out of plants and crops

21)Refutation of arguments/evidence that that biotetdgy research will hurt the
agricultural industry

22)Need for/support for more basic research in agucal biotechnology

23)Arguments/evidence stating benefits (agricultunahlth, economic, etc.) of
plant genome project
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B)

24)Support for federal funding/support of plant gengmgect

25)Opposition to requiring the placement of labelsagricultural products
produced by biotechnology methods

26)Arguments/evidence of the harm done to the agucallbiotechnology industry
by groups exaggerating the risks associated witfOGkgricultural
biotechnology research/food products

27)Support for GMO’s/agricultural biotechnology resgdfood products

28)Opposition to classifying biotechnology productgpksnt pesticides for
regulatory purposes

29)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksedibérately introducing
GMO'’s into the environment

Cloning

1) Potential benefits (scientific, medical, etc.) ahfan reproductive cloning

2) Importance of using cloning to produce embryongrstells to use in medical
research

3) Criticism of arguments that biotechnology reseavdhlead to human
reproductive cloning

4) Criticism of arguments that cloning of other speftieerapeutic cloning will
lead to reproductive cloning of humans

5) Arguments/evidence of potential benefits (medisaientific, societal,
agricultural, etc.) of general cloning (i.e. thexafpic cloning)

6) Opposition to cuts/total ban on public funding ahtan reproductive cloning
research

7) Support for increases in public funding of humaproeuctive cloning research

8) Opposition to ban on human reproductive cloningaesh

9) Arguments/evidence of ability of scientists to vdhrily refrain from human
reproductive cloning research

10)Arguments/evidence that the risks of cloning arerstated

11)Support for increases in public funding for genetahing research

12)Opposition to ban on general cloning research

13)Opposition to strict governmental guidelines/retjates governing cloning
research

14)Opposition to permanent ban on cloning researchdandlopment

15)Support for cloning of human embryos

16)Refutation of ethical and religious arguments agfdimuman cloning/refutation
of arguments/evidence stating safety risks of huregroductive cloning

17)Benefits (medical, scientific, societal, agricu#tliretc.) of cloning human
embryos

18)Opposition to ban on cloning human embryos

19)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating riskdafiog human embryos

20)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksesfagal cloning research

21)Support for human reproductive cloning researchdewtlopment

22)Support for general cloning research and developmen

23)Opposition to penalizing individuals who receiveatments developed through
cloning methods
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C)

D)

24)Arguments/evidence that human embryo cloning issgpbnymous with human
reproductive cloning

Stem Cell Research

1) Support for stem cell research and the practicalofistem cells

2) Benefits (medical, scientific, agricultural, etof)stem cell research

3) Opposition to ban on/cuts in government fundingggupof stem cell research

4) Support for embryonic stem cell research

5) Arguments/evidence that stem cell research willeatd to human cloning

6) Need to use embryonic stem cells in stem cell rebea

7) Support for/need for more federally approved ¢eétd for embryonic stem cell
research (i.e. existing stem cells have been cantded with mouse feeder
cells)

8) Arguments/evidence of the benefits of using exaesgro fertilization embryos
for stem cell research (i.e. the embryos will bstds/ed and not put to use if
they are not used)

9) Opposition to ban on human embryonic/stem cellareteand development

10)Refutation of arguments/evidence that the benefiteiman embryonic stem
cell research and development can be more effégktbically achieved
through other methods (i.e. limiting stem cell agsé and development to the
study of adult stem cells)

11)Arguments/evidence that stem cell research doefahaeinder the ban on
human embryo research

12)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating the rigkethical arguments against
stem cell research

13)Support for government funding/support of stem dearch

14)Arguments/evidence that proper safeguards haveddaeehe instituted to
ameliorate risks of stem cell research

15)Support for lifting funding ban on human embryoea@sh in order to allow for
federal funding of stem cell research

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating problenasrasks (ethical, religious,
medical, scientific, legal, etc.) related to usimgnan embryos in stem cell
research

17)Benefits (medical, scientific, agricultural, etof)Jusing human embryos in stem
cell research

18)Ethical problems with not supporting stem cell ezsh

19)Support for government funding/support of genetatscell research

20) Support for the deliberate creation of embryosésearch purposes

21)Support for government funding/support of human ghic stem cell research

Industrial Biotechnology Research

1) Support for industrial biotechnology research appliaations

2) Benefits/practical uses (medical, commercial, gdienenvironmental, etc.) of
industrial biotechnology research
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E)

F)

G)

3) Support for making U.S. more competitive in intéro@al industrial
biotechnology market
4) Support for federal funding/support of industriatechnology research

Tissue Research

1) Support for human tissue research

2) Benefits (scientific, medical, etc.) of human tissasearch

3) Support for federal funding/support of human tissegearch

4) Potential/realized medical benefits of fetal tisgaasplantation research

5) Support for public funding/support of fetal tisdu@nsplantation research

6) Opposition to decreased public funding/ban on puiinding of fetal tissue
transplantation research

7) Ethical problems with not supporting fetal tisstensplantation research

8) Criticism of arguments that express ethical prolsl@ssociated with fetal
transplantation research (i.e. research will eregeirvomen to get abortions,
claims of the sanctity of the lives of unborn fetsisetc.)

9) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksetdlftissue transplantation
research

10)Arguments/evidence that proper safeguards havddagehe instituted to guard
against risks of fetal tissue transplantation resea

11)Arguments/evidence stating risks of not fundin@liféissue transplantation
research

12)Arguments/evidence that fetal tissue transplamatsearch provides uniquely
superior medical benefits than alternative methods

13)Opposition to ban on fetal tissue transplantatesearch

Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer Research

1) Support for somatic cell nuclear transfer research

2) Benefits (scientific, medical, ethical, etc.) ofisatic cell nuclear transfer
research

3) Support for federal funding/support of somatic celtlear transfer research

4) Opposition to bans on somatic cell nuclear transfsearch and development

5) Arguments/evidence that somatic cell nuclear temssearch and development
is not synonymous with human cloning/will not neszedly lead to human
cloning

6) Refutation of arguments/evidence that benefitoaiatic cell nuclear transfer
research and development can be more effectivilgadly achieved by other
means

7) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksdamers of somatic cell
nuclear transfer research

8) Arguments/evidence that proper safeguards havddseehe instituted to guard
against risks of somatic cell nuclear transferaeseand development

Economic/Commercialization Issues
1) Support for making biotechnology products more ssit#e to the public
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H)

2)
3)

4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Arguments/evidence of importance of biotechnolaggearch and development
to economic development

Support for making U.S. more competitive in inteio@al biotechnology
market

Support for commercialization of biotechnology

Anticipated/realized biotechnology commercial apgtions

Support for/need to overcome barriers to bioteatgywkommercialization
Support for federal stimulation of biotechnologyrouercialization

Support for international cooperation to speedleypelopment of commercial
applications of biotechnology research and devetagm

Genetic Sequencing Research and Development

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
6)

7)
8)
9)

Support for public and private human genome researc

Support for genomic invention

Successes of human genome project

Arguments/evidence that gene therapy will not leachore ethically
objectionable biotechnology research and developnenhuman cloning,
positive eugenics, etc.)

Support for federal funding/support of human genq@mogect
Potential/realized benefits (medical, societalestific, economic,
environmental, agricultural, etc.) of human gengragect

Support for human genome project

Support for international cooperation in human gee@roject implementation
Support for patterning gene sequences

10)Refutation of ethical arguments against pattergeige sequences

11)Support for human genome diversity project

12)Benefits (scientific, medical, societal, etc.) ohian genome diversity project
13)Support for gene therapy

14)Opposition to stricter regulation of gene therapy

15)Benefits (scientific, medical, agricultural, etof)gene therapy and gene transfer

applications

16) Arguments/evidence that genetic information willdegpt confidential
17)Remedies for discriminatory uses of genetic infdrama
18)Benefits (medical, scientific, societal, etc.) sfng genetic tests to predict

diseases

19)Arguments/evidence of safety of genetic testing/anmgenome

research/recombinant DNA research

20)Support for recombinant DNA research
21)Benefits (scientific, medical, societal, etc.) e€ombinant DNA research
22)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksi¢athscientific, medical,

environmental, legal, etc.) of genetic engineering

23)Arguments/evidence of benefits (medical, societeikntific, agricultural, etc.)

of genetic engineering

24)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksi¢athscientific, medical,

environmental, legal, etc.) of recombinant DNA agsé and development

25)Arguments/evidence that genetic exchange is aalgiuwcess
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26)Benefits (medical, scientific, agricultural) of engbnic transfer

27)Support for the use of genetic biotechnology redeand development for
enhancement purposes

28)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksi¢athscientific, medical,
environmental, legal, etc.) of gene therapy andedeansfer applications

29)Support for genetic screening programs

30)Refutation of concerns that biotechnology researchdevelopment will lead to
the genetic manipulation of human behavior

31)Support for making U.S. more competitive in humanegic research

32)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risks Ive@ with human genome
project

33)Benefits of using DNA information to law enforcenmetivities

34)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating dangeeslical, societal, ethical,
safety, etc.) of using genetic tests to predictake

Patent/Privacy Issues

1) Need for genomic invention patents

2) Support for protection of patent rights of bioteglugy researchers

3) Opposition to moratorium on patenting of genetracures

4) Support for patenting of genetic structures

5) Support for expediting private sector patent agpicns arising from
biotechnology research/support for a more efficpatent application process

6) Support for protection of trade secret data geedrhy biotechnology research

7) Opposition to exempting certain groups from gengttiacture patent liability

8) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksatépting genetic structures

9) Support for patenting stem cells

10)Support for allowing the Patent and Trademark @ffc keep its user fees in
order to ensure a higher quality patent procesbifiiechnology research and
development

11)Benefits (medical, ethical, economic, legal, eté.patenting genetic
structures/protection of patent rights for biotealogy researchers/risks
(economic, medical, legal, etc.) of not protectiagent rights for biotechnology
researchers

12)Arguments/evidence of the constitutionality of pditeg genetic structures

13)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating problestis¢al, legal, etc.) involved
with patenting of genetic structures/protectiompuadprietary biotechnology
information

14)Refutation of arguments/evidence that legislat®onat necessary to provide
necessary patent protection to entities engagifgoitechnology research and
development

15)Arguments/evidence of delays in patent approvalgifoducts developed
through biotechnology research and developmentignobinvolved with patent
delays

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence that delays iemtapproval for products
developed through biotechnology research and dpredat are the fault of
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J)

K)

biotechnology companies (i.e. excessive litigatioot, using means available to
them to reduce patent time, etc.)

17)Arguments/evidence that biotechnology researchdavwdlopment is
sufficiently open to the public

General Biotechnology Research and Development

1) Benefits (agricultural, economic, scientific, maadjeetc.) of biotechnology
research and development

2) Support for biotechnology research and development

3) Support for preserving freedom of scientific inguir

4) Arguments/evidence of progress made by biotechiyalegearch

5) Arguments/evidence of the practical applicatiomiotechnology research

6) Support for overcoming barriers impeding biotecbgylresearch and
development

7) Opposition to considering the immediate benefitdtpublic of all scientific
research

8) Need for more manpower/training for biotechnologgaarch

9) Arguments/evidence that traditional methods of isgiyproblems are not as
effective as biotechnology research and applicatomuld be/are in solving
these problems

10)Opposition to precautionary principle when consitgrvhether or not to
conduct biotechnology research and development

11)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksi€agiural, scientific, medical,
societal, safety, environmental, etc.) of biotedbgy research

12)Support for making U.S. more competitive in basatdrhnology research

13)Concerns that definitions of biotechnology-relatedcepts are overly negative
toward the biotechnology industry

14)Criticism of the qualifications of those critiquitigotechnology research and
development

15)Arguments/evidence of the need to educate the ptlinderstand the
benefits/safety of biotechnology research and apreént

16)Need for/support for more basic research in biatetdgy

17)Support for/need for better technology to assistdaihnology research and
development efforts

18)Concerns that the anti-biotechnology side in tHeatkeis hiding information
from the pro-biotechnology side

19)Arguments/evidence of the harm done to the bioteldgy industry by groups
exaggerating the risks associated with biotechnotegearch and development

General Guidelines and Regulation of BiotechnologRResearch and

Development

1) Opposition to stricter governmental guidelines @tdrhnology research

2) Support for more lenient/more flexible/simpler goweental guidelines on
biotechnology research
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3) Arguments/evidence that necessary safeguards edendsen conducting
biotechnology research

4) Adequacy/overly restrictive nature of current glirtkes/regulatory structure for
protection against dangers of biotechnology re$earc

5) Opposition to interim and total bans on biotechggleesearch and development

6) Arguments/evidence that researchers in public aivate sector entities will
voluntarily comply with federal guidelines

7) Arguments/evidence that researchers in public aivdte sector entities can
engage in self-regulation

8) Opposition to rigorous monitoring and enforcemeerthanisms to govern
biotechnology research

9) Support for looser penalties for violating feddyadtechnology research and
development guidelines

10)Opposition to stricter penalties for violating fealebiotechnology research and
development guidelines

11)Opposition to allowing states/localities to have friority to enact statutes
beyond federal biotechnology regulatory standards

12)Arguments/evidence of the dangers of over-reguiaticbiotechnology research

13)Arguments/evidence of the difficulty of ensuringestific accountability to the
public

14)Arguments/evidence that regulating biotechnologgagch is unconstitutional

15)Adequacy of scientific community self-regulationnmtigating biotechnology
risks

16)Opposition to strict regulation of biotechnologgheaiques applied to human
beings

17)Support for more lenient regulation of biotechngldgchniques applied to
human beings

18)Concerns about/opposition to banning new technekogi

19) Arguments/evidence of sufficient containment praced

20)Opposition to considering human values in scienpblicymaking

21)Opposition to involving the public in all scientfsafety decisions

22)Opposition to state, local, and federal governnientalvement in/control
over/regulation of biotechnology research

23)Opposition to the precautionary principle when gesig/considering regulation
of biotechnology research and development

24)Opposition to holding scientists liable for damagégesearch that are not their
fault

25)Support for regulations that only require voluntaoynpliance

26)Opposition to bans on biotechnology techniquesiagpb human beings

27)Opposition to requiring licensing to undertake babtnology research and
development

28)Opposition to international standards regulatirggdshnology research

29)Opposition to strict liability standards

30)Opposition to international agreements regulatiiogelchnology research

31)Opposition to allowing any citizen to sue a biotealogy researcher for
perceived violations of biotechnology regulations
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L)

32)Arguments/evidence of sufficient monitoring andanément of biotechnology
research guidelines

33)Opposition to regulating biotechnology research apylications as “tools” or
“processes”/support for regulating the effectsiotdchnology research and
applications on a case by case basis

34)Importance of having scientific assessments baalegplatory guidelines of
biotechnology research and development so tha¢quaatory delays occur

35)Support for having regulation of biotechnology @rout by a friendly
administrative agency to biotechnology (i.e. Demamnt of Agriculture, NIH,
etc.)

36)Opposition to having regulation of biotechnologyriead out by an unfriendly
administrative agency to biotechnology (i.e. Ennimeental Protection Agency)

37)Support for exempting certain biotechnology appiae from regulatory
review

38)Opposition to regulations requiring biotechnologgearchers and developers to
obtain insurance before conducting biotechnologgaech and development

39)Arguments/evidence of the dangers of over-complérgufficient clarity of
regulatory environment/support for clarifying reguary environment

40) Arguments/evidence of public opinion noting the plapity of biotechnology
research and development/lack of need for reguatidiotechnology research
and development

41)Need for more funding of regulatory agencies taiemshat biotechnology
products can be evaluated and make their way tm#rket more quickly

42)Support for allowing groups sympathetic to biotemlbgy (i.e. scientists,
farming groups, etc.) to serve on advisory comrgtgoverning biotechnology
regulation/funding

43) Arguments/evidence that regulation can cause delbyptechnology research
and development/need to overcome regulatory détaymtechnology research
and development

44)Opposition to price controls placed on biotechnglpgpducts

45)Opposition to applying biotechnology regulationslicentities engaging in
biotechnology research and development

46) Support for more lenient trade barriers on biotebbay products (i.e. allowing
the export of unapproved new drugs)/benefits ofyapg more lenient trade
barriers to biotechnology products

47)Opposition to stricter trade barriers on biotecbgglproducts (i.e. not allowing
the export of unapproved new drugs)/risks of apgj\stricter trade barriers to
biotechnology products

Support/Investment in Biotechnology Research and Delopment

1) Support for private sector support/investment otdthnology research and
development

2) Support for tax credits to encourage private sdotggstment in biotechnology
research and development

3) Support for public funding/support of biotechnolaggearch and development

419



4) Need to/support for overcoming capital access problof biotechnology
companies

5) Support for longer, more sustained, and more easttgssible federal monetary
support of biotechnology research and development

6) Need for/support for greater funding of public sediiotechnology research and
development

7) Benefits of public sector support/investment intéatnology research and
development

8) Support for diverting federal funds/support frorheatscientific endeavors into
biotechnology research and development

9) Refutation of arguments questioning the constihaiiy of federal efforts to
assist the biotechnology industry

10)Arguments/evidence that the costs of conductinteblmology research and
development can be cut down

11)Refutation of claims that funds for biotechnologyds divert funds from other
scientific endeavors

12)Need for infrastructure to be put in place for batnology industry to flourish

13)Support for federal stimulation of private sectordastment in biotechnology
research and development

M) General Health

1) Potential of biotechnology research to reduce hezlte costs

2) Arguments/evidence of medical benefits of biotedbgy research

3) Arguments/evidence that biotechnology applicatiamsnot likely to cause an
epidemic

4) Arguments/evidence of biotechnology research’stglid assist in curing
diseases, especially genetic diseases

5) Potential/realized pharmacological benefits of ébiology research

6) Arguments/evidence of potential and realized hdadtiefits of biotechnology
techniques applied to human beings

7) Arguments/evidence that many diseases are gemetimay be able to be
solved through genetic methods

8) Arguments/evidence that proper guidelines areaaglo ensure the protection
of the rights of subjects of medical biotechnologgearch and development

9) Opposition to informing all subjects of the potahtommercial applications of
the donations that are making/giving these subjaaiseeds from the research

10)Arguments/evidence of potential uses of biotechgylo test the health and
safety of food

11)Arguments/evidence of the potential ability of keiciinology to diagnose
diseases

12)Support for insurance company/Medicare coveragius/therapies/etc.
produced by biotechnology research and development

13)Arguments/evidence placing the blame for risingdrbnology costs on
pharmaceutical companies
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N) Environmental

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

Arguments/evidence that biotechnology researclt€nvironmentally harmful
Arguments/evidence of potential advantages of biotelogy applications to
hazardous waste disposal

Support for taking/need to take biotechnology aggtions seriously as a
potential method for hazardous waste disposal

Arguments/evidence that biotechnology researchdaweélopment may help
solve certain environmental problems

Arguments/evidence that biotechnology research lbeaysed to develop
renewable energy sources

Support for government funding/support of environtaébiotechnology
research and development

Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksiotfdeghnology applications to
hazardous waste disposal

O) General Risks and Dangers

1)
2)

3)
4)
5)
6)

7)
8)

9)

Arguments/evidence of safety of biotechnology redea

Lack of scientific basis for public concern regagiharmful effects of
biotechnology research

Proof of occupational safety of biotechnology reskea

Capability of researchers to safely conduct biatetdgy research

Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksiofechnology research and
development

Presentation of risk-benefit analyses showing lteatefits outweigh risks of
biotechnology research

Evidence that rights of subjects of biotechnologgelarch are respected
Arguments/evidence that researchers must be iffigitrained to engage in
biotechnology research

Arguments/evidence that sufficient scientific resbehas already been
conducted on risks of biotechnology research/sefiicfunds have been spent
on research on risks

10)Arguments/evidence that sufficient considerationisks were considered prior

to constructing regulations of biotechnology reskand development

11)Opposition to placing the burden of proving theesabf biotechnology research

and development on those who are profiting fromrédsearch and development

P) Psychological/Behavioral Biotechnology Research arfdevelopment

1)

2)

Arguments/evidence that concerns about the capatchiotechnology
techniques to manipulate human behavior are ovedsta
Arguments/evidence of the potential of biotechnglteghniques to treat
psychological disorders

Q) Private Sector-University-Public Sector Cooperation

1)

Support for cooperation between university andgig\sector in biotechnology
research and development
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R)

2) Benefits (societal, health, scientific, economic, Jeof industry-university
biotechnology research and development collabaratio

3) Support for government stimulation of industry-warsity biotechnology
research and development

4) Examples of innovation as the result of industryjarsity cooperation

5) Merits of cooperation between federal governmemiyarsities, and the private
sector

6) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating the dang@hical, societal, etc.) of
federal support/funding of industry-university l@ohnology research and
development

7) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating the dan@ghical, societal, etc.) of
industry-university biotechnology research and tigwaent

8) Arguments/evidence that sufficient controls areipyilace to guard against the
risks/dangers of industry-university biotechnologgearch and development

9) Arguments/evidence that industry-university biotealogy research and
development collaboration does not inhibit univigsito conduct research as
they please

10)Opposition to regulation of industry-university t@ohnology research and
development

11)Refutation of arguments/evidence that graduateestiscare exploited when
conducting industry-university biotechnology resiéaand development

12)Support for/need for technology/information tramgfeograms/need to
overcome barriers to technology transfer/evidehae companies that patent
biotechnology will share their information with etis

13)Need for coordination among actors conducting/a@eirgy biotechnology
research and development in order to ensure thaareh goals are more
quickly achieved

14)Support for federal stimulation of interdiscipligaesearch

15)Support for/benefits of university-government babteology research and
development collaboration

16) Support for/benefits of cooperation between fedgoaernment, universities,
and the private sector

17)Support for industry-government biotechnology reseand development

18)Benefits (societal, health, scientific, economic, )eof industry-government
biotechnology research and development

19)Support for collaboration between U.S. scientisis scientists from other
countries

Marine Biotechnology

1) Support for marine biotechnology research and agwveént

2) Benefits (medical, scientific, food, environmen&tpnomic, etc.) of marine
biotechnology research and development

3) Support for government funding/support of marin@échnology research and
development

4) Support for improving U.S. competitiveness in insgfonal marine
biotechnology market
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S) Biological Weapons

1) Support for use of biotechnology research in biglaigwveapons development

2) Benefits (national defense, etc.) of use of biotebdhgy research in biological
weapons development

3) Refutation of concerns about the use of biotechmptesearch in biological
weapons development

4) Arguments/evidence that biotechnology researchdaweélopment can be
successfully utilized to defend against biologiwahpons

T) Reproductive Biotechnology Research and Development

1) Refutation of concerns about the use of genetmrimétion to inform
reproductive decisions

2) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating the dan@ghical, medical, health,
etc.) of biotechnology research and developmehzed for reproductive
purposes

3) Support for biotechnology research and developmgiited for reproductive
purposes

4) Benefits (agricultural, medical, etc.) of bioteclogy research and development
utilized for reproductive purposes

U) Animal Biotechnology Research

1) Arguments/evidence stating benefits (agriculturadical, economic,
pharmaceutical, etc.) of transgenic (geneticaligratl) animal research and
development

2) Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksi¢atheconomic,
environmental, health, ethical, etc.) of transgégenetically altered) animal
research and development

3) Refutation of concerns about the welfare of aninttzds are the subject of
transgenic (genetically altered) animal researchdevelopment

4) Opposition to stricter regulation of transgenicrggcally altered) animal
research and development

5) Support for transgenic (genetically altered) aninregkarch and development

6) Benefits (medical, societal, scientific, econonaigricultural, etc.) of animal
genome projects

7) Support for animal genome projects

8) Support for federal funding/support of transgegiengetically altered) animal
research and development

9) Benefits (agricultural, economic, health, etc.using bovine growth hormone

10)Support for the use of bovine growth hormone

11)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating risksltheanvironmental, ethical,
safety, economic, agricultural, etc.) of using Ib@growth hormone

12)Support for government funding/support of bovinevgth hormone research
and development
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13)Support for/benefits (educational, economic, heagmicultural, etc.) of
research on bovine growth hormone
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Neutral
1. Support for interdisciplinary communication in de@ng biotechnology
regulations and standards
2. Statement of technical/explanatory information d@bdmatechnology/debate over
biotechnology without any conclusive finding
3. Description of efforts to understand biotechnolagghout any conclusive
findings or recommendations
4. Statement of both sides of the argument on thetiwtology issue without
taking a firm side on the issue
5. Quest for more information about the topic of babiieology/support for more
research on biotechnology risks and benefits
6. Statement of proposed/current guidelines/regulagticture governing
biotechnology research without advocacy/oppositibtine guidelines
7. Contradictory comments that suggest both suppowrid opposition to certain
provisions of legislation concerning biotechnolaggearch and development
Support for educating the public about biotechnglog
Arguments/evidence that risk-benefit analyses woweléhconclusive in
determining the risks and benefits of biotechnoloegearch/presentation of
inconclusive risk-benefit analyses concerning lwbtelogy research
10. Arguments/evidence that there is no clear preceslgorting either side in the
debate over first amendment protection of biotetdgyoresearch
11. Support for regulation of biotechnology applicasamhile opposing regulation
of biotechnology basic research
12.Need for balance between safety of research aeddra of scientific inquiry
13. Support for licensing institutions to engage intéahnology research while
opposing licensing of individuals to engage in éabinology research
14.Need for balance between safety concerns and pimiexf proprietary
information
15.Need to balance benefits and risks of cooperatsiwéden university and private
sector in biotechnology research and development
16. Statement on the timetables in which biotechnolmglications can be
reasonably expected to be realized
17. Statement of how violators of biotechnology guide$ have been dealt with
18.Need to produce policies that balance risks anefiterof biotechnology
research
19.Need to balance risks and benefits of biotechnoteggarch
20. Statement of consequences of biotechnology resaaitilevelopment that are
neither positive nor negative effects
21. Statement of information on the economic impactsiofechnology on the
agricultural industry without taking a stance oa tlesirability of these impacts
22.Concerns about the priorities of biotechnology aesle (still seems to be
optimistic about the benefits of the research,i®ebncerned that the tool is not
utilized in the right ways)
23.Description of methodology of biotechnology studlis& assessments
24. Support for funding of basic research but not aaptesearch

©
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25. Arguments/evidence of public opinion stating thedé& balance risks and
benefits of biotechnology research and development

26.Need for more communication amongst different actotiotechnology
research, development, and regulation

27.Need to question where to place biotechnology rekaa terms of federal
funding priorities

28.Need for restructuring of relationships amongdiedént agencies concerning
biotechnology research and development

29. Arguments/evidence that biotechnology will makargé impact on society
without saying whether this impact will be goodbad

30. Support for funding of biotechnology research aadatopment up until no
progress is evident, at which time funding is reagbk

31. Arguments/evidence that biotechnology advisory esdjiving advice over
regulatory decisions should be populated with ndiffgrent sets of actors with
different vested interests in the biotechnologyadeb

32.Information on the federal government’s investniariiiotechnology research
and development without any commentary on the Isilittaof this funding

33.Information on the economic status of biotechnologgearch and development
without commentary on whether the development énttiotechnology industry
should be encouraged

34.Information about current patent situation in bobteology industry without any
commentary on the suitability of the situation

35. Need for definitions of biotechnology concepts

36. Statements by agency officials noting that theycargsidering shifting funding
to support biotechnology research, but no firm catmnt

37.Need to balance risks and benefits of protectingrgaights for biotechnology
research and development

38. Support for reducing the costs of biotechnologgaesh and development

39. Support for policies prohibiting insurance comparfiem denying coverage
based on information obtained from genetic tests

40. Support for policies that ensure the confidentadit genetic information

41. Arguments/evidence of the need to educate the tdlinderstand both the
risks and benefits of biotechnology research amgldpment

42.Support for standard that genomic inventions masigeful for them to be
patentable

43. Support for clarification of patent law concerninigtechnology application

44. Support for policies prohibiting the discriminatarge of genetic information

45. Description of alternative methods of obtainingvsieells without taking stance
on whether these methods should replace traditioe#hods of obtaining stem
cells

46.Need to run studies to assess the effectivenaggofatory framework

47.Concerns about the validity of techniques thainela not destroy human
embryos (focus more on the intent behind the reg)ark

48. Support for legislation seeking to provide fundfogembryonic stem cell
research that does no harm to the human embryogimore on the intent
behind the remarks)
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49.Lack of need for/opposition to policies prohibitimgurance companies from
denying coverage based on information obtained fyenetic tests

50.Lack of need for/opposition to policies that ensilne confidentiality of genetic
information

51.Need to balance risks and benefits of patent ptioteéor biotechnology
research and development

52.Concerns about the validity/ethical nature of sfestudies using
biotechnology techniques (need to look at whethisrinformation is used to
defend or attack biotechnology research and deuatop)

53.Lack of need for/opposition to policies prohibititige discriminatory use of
genetic information
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Anti-Biotechnology
A) Agricultural Biotechnology/Genetically Modified Organisms

B)

1) Support for stricter regulation of GMQO’s/agriculilibiotechnology
research/food products

2) Opposition to more lenient regulation of GMO'’s

3) Problems and risks (ethical, environmental, healtfentific, economic, etc.)
associated with GMQ'’s/agricultural biotechnologgearch/food products

4) Concerns about safety of GMO consumption

5) Opposition to federal funding/support of GMO’s/agitural biotechnology
research/food products

6) Opposition to improving U.S. competiveness in in&gional GMO market

7) Support for international agreements regulating GMO

8) Opposition to more lenient trade barriers on GMO’s

9) Support for stricter trade barriers on GMQO'’s

10)Arguments/evidence that the benefits of GMO’s/agtizal biotechnology are
overstated

11)Arguments/evidence that benefits of agriculturatéchnology research can be
achieved more effectively through the use of alitve methods

12)Opposition to private sector support/investmeragricultural biotechnology
research and development

13)Support for bans on GMQO’s/agricultural biotechnglegsearch/food products

14)Refutation of arguments/evidence that biotechnoleggarch and development
will actually reduce harm to the environment

15)Arguments/evidence that biotechnology researchhwitt the agricultural
industry

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence that geneticalbgifred organisms must be
released into the environment to test their effects

17)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating benedigsi¢ultural, health,
economic, etc.) of plant genome project

18)Opposition to federal funding/support of plant geroproject

19)Need for/support for requiring the placement laloelsagricultural products
produced by biotechnology methods

20)Need for/support for requiring biotechnology comiparto pay for testing
programs to separate genetically engineered predigsh natural products

21)Support for classifying biotechnology products Esppesticides for regulatory
purposes

22)Arguments/evidence stating risks of deliberatetyoducing GMO'’s into the
environment

Cloning

1) Religious and ethical arguments against human dejgtove cloning

2) Opposition to human reproductive cloning researchdevelopment

3) Concerns that cloning of other species/therapelaizing will lead to
reproductive cloning of humans
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C)

4) Support for cuts/total ban on public funding/sugpdrhuman reproductive
cloning research

5) Support for total prohibition of human reproductalening research

6) Support for strict governmental guidelines/regwalasi governing cloning
research

7) Concerns that cloning of any kind will lead to hunraproductive cloning

8) Safety risks associated with human reproductivaiotp

9) Opposition to using cloning to produce embryoniksder use in medical
research

10)Risks (ethical, scientific, medical, environmentagal, etc.) of cloning in
general

11)Support for ban on general cloning research

12)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating benefiteuman reproductive
cloning research and development

13)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating benefitgeaeral cloning research
and development

14)Support for permanent ban on cloning research amdldpment

15)Opposition to cloning of human embryos

16)Arguments/evidence stating risks and dangers @tlsafety, medical, etc.) of
cloning of human embryos

17)Arguments/evidence that cloning of human embrydsiiman reproductive
cloning

18)Support for ban on cloning human embryos

19)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating benefitdaming research and
development using human embryos

20)Arguments/evidence stating benefits of cloning lsamore effectively/ethically
achieved through alternative methods

21)Environmental arguments against human reproductom@ng

22)Opposition to public funding/support of generalreig research and
development

23)Opposition to public funding/support of embryonicréng research and
development

Stem Cell Research

1) Opposition to stem cell research and the practisalof stem cells

2) Problems and risks (ethical, religious, medicakmtfic, legal, etc.) related to
stem cell research

3) Support for ban on/cuts in government funding/suppbstem cell research

4) Lack of necessity of/opposition to embryonic stest search

5) Arguments/evidence that stem cell research will lEsahuman cloning

6) Lack of need/opposition to the federal approvahote cell lines for embryonic
stem cell research

7) Arguments against using excess in vitro fertiliaatembryos for stem cell
research (i.e. embryos can be adopted by parents)

8) Support for ban on human embryonic/stem cell rebeand development
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D)

E)

F)

9)

Arguments/evidence that the benefits of human earbeystem cell research
and development can be more effectively/ethicallyieved through other
methods (i.e. limiting stem cell research and dgwalent to the study of adult
stem cells)

10)Arguments/evidence that stem cell research dokarder the ban on human

embryo research

11)Opposition to the deliberate creation of embryogésearch purposes
12)Opposition to lifting funding ban on human embreggearch in order to allow

for federal funding of stem cell research

13)Problems and risks (ethical, religious, medicakrsific, legal, etc.) related to

using human embryos in stem cell research

14)Arguments/evidence that the benefits of embryot@mscell research and

development have been overstated

15)Arguments/evidence that proper safeguards havbe®t/cannot be instituted to

ameliorate risks of stem cell research

Industrial Biotechnology Research

1)
2)

3)

4)

Opposition to industrial biotechnology research dadelopment
Problems (ethical, medical, scientific, etc.) assed with industrial
biotechnology research and development

Opposition to making U.S. more competitive in ingronal industrial
biotechnology market

Opposition to federal funding/support of industbatechnology research

Tissue Research

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)

9)

Support for ban on/decreased federal funding/supddetal tissue
transplantation research

Statement of problems (ethical, legal, social,rddfie, etc.) associated with
fetal tissue transplantation research

Arguments/evidence of potential increases in va@onabortions associated
with fetal tissue transplantation research

Opposition to human tissue research

Risks (ethical, medical, etc.) of human tissueasde

Opposition to federal funding/support of humanuessesearch

Refutation of arguments stating benefits of fataue transplantation research
Arguments/evidence that the health benefits of tedsue transplantation
research can be more effectively/ethically/safelyi@ved by other methods
Arguments/evidence that proper safeguards areawotat be followed to guard
against the risks of fetal tissue transplantatesearch

10)Refutation of arguments/evidence stating ethicateons with not supporting

fetal tissue transplantation research

11)Support for ban on fetal tissue transplantatioeassh

Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer Research

1)

Opposition to somatic cell nuclear transfer redearc
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G)

H)

2) Risks (ethical, medical, environmental, safety,)et€ somatic cell nuclear
transfer research

3) Opposition to federal funding/support of somatilt oaclear transfer research

4) Support for bans on somatic cell nuclear transdeearch and development

5) Refutation of arguments/evidence that somaticrogdlear transfer research and
development is not synonymous with human cloninigyfvait necessarily lead to
human cloning

6) Arguments/evidence that benefits of somatic cetlear transfer research and
development can be more effectively/ethically acheeby other means

7) Arguments/evidence that benefits of somatic cetlemr transfer research and
development have been overstated

Economic/Commercialization Issues

1) Opposition to commercialization of biotechnology

2) Potential/realized problems associated with biatettgy commercialization

3) Anticipated increased risks in the event of commadimation of biotechnology

4) Refutation of arguments/evidence of importanceiotfdghnology research and
development to economic development

Genetic Sequencing Research and Development

1) Opposition to federal funding and support of hurganome project

2) Statement of problems (ethical, legal, social,tyaftc.) associated with human
genome project

3) Opposition to human genome project

4) Opposition to international cooperation in humanayee project
implementation

5) Opposition to public and private human genome rebea

6) Opposition to patterning gene sequences

7) Problems (ethical, scientific, medical, etc.) withtterning gene sequences

8) Potential/realized problems (ethical, medical, eroie, etc.) with human
genome project

9) Support for stricter regulation of gene therapy

10)Opposition to more lenient regulation of gene thgra

11)Opposition to gene therapy

12)Potential problems (ethical, medical, safety, edsgociated with gene therapy
and gene transfer applications

13)Concerns about confidentiality of genetic inforroat{only if these concerns are
used to attempt to stultify development of bioteabgy)

14)Concerns about potential discriminatory use of gemeformation (only if these
concerns are used to attempt to stultify developroehiotechnology)

15)Dangers (medical, societal, ethical, safety, ettysing genetic tests to predict
disease

16)Opposition to genomic invention

17)Failures of human genome project

18)Arguments that gene therapy/genetic engineeringeat to human cloning
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19)Risks (ethical, scientific, medical, environmentagal, etc.) of genetic
engineering

20)Opposition to recombinant DNA research

21)Risks (environmental, safety, ethical, scientiéits.) of recombinant DNA
research

22)Arguments/evidence that the benefits of genetitelsitnology research
(recombinant DNA research, gene therapy, genetimerring, human genome
project, etc.) are overstated

23)Arguments/evidence of monetary/opportunity costsasfducting genetic
biotechnology research (recombinant DNA researehedherapy, genetic
engineering, human genome project, etc.)

24)Risks (environmental, safety, ethical, scientiitg.) of gene transplantation

25)Refutation of arguments/evidence that genetic exgéas a natural process

26)Opposition to the use of genetic biotechnologyasdeand development for
enhancement purposes (i.e. positive eugenics, groarimones, etc.)

27)Opposition to genetic screening programs

28)Concerns that biotechnology research and developwitthead to the genetic
manipulation of human behavior

29)Risks (ethical, medical, etc.) of using genetiadebinology research and
development for enhancement purposes (i.e. postigenics, growth
hormones, etc.)

30)Opposition to making U.S. more competitive in hungenetic research

31)Opposition to human genome diversity project

32)Risks (scientific, medical, societal, etc.) of humggenome diversity project

Patent/Privacy Issues

1) Opposition to protection of patent rights of bidteology researchers

2) Problems (ethical, legal, economic, agriculturtd,)anvolved with patenting of
genetic structures/protection of proprietary bibtemogy information

3) Support for moratorium of patenting of genetic stoves

4) Opposition to patenting of genetic structures

5) Opposition to expediting private sector patent @agibns arising from
biotechnology research/opposition to a more efficgatent application process

6) Support for giving the public full information abtbiotechnology research

7) Concerns that biotechnology has contributed toesgoof scientific research

8) Support for exempting certain groups from gendtigcsure patent liability

9) Refutation of arguments/evidence of the constitaiiby of patenting genetic
structures

10)Support for policies that would loosen protectiofpatent rights of
biotechnology researchers and developers

11)Arguments/evidence that legislation is not necgstaprovide necessary patent
protection to entities engaging in biotechnologse@ch and development

12)Arguments/evidence that delays in patent apprawgbfoducts developed
through biotechnology research and developmentharéult of biotechnology
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J)

K)

companies (i.e. excessive litigation, not using mseavailable to them to reduce
patent time, etc.)

General Biotechnology Research and Development

1) Support for/need for accountability of scientifenemunity to the public

2) Risks (agricultural, scientific, medical, socie&dfety, ethical, environmental,
etc.) of biotechnology research

3) Opposition to governmental biotechnology research

4) Support for considering the immediate benefithpublic of all scientific
research

5) Need to question importance of freedom of scienirfquiry

6) Arguments/evidence that benefits of biotechnolagerarch can be achieved
more effectively through the use of alternative moels

7) Support for precautionary principle when considgrivhether or not to conduct
biotechnology research and development

8) Concerns that definitions of biotechnology-relatedcepts are overly positive
toward the biotechnology industry

9) Criticism of the qualifications of those defendinigtechnology research and
development

10)Arguments/evidence of lack of public confidencetvbiotechnology industry

11)Criticism of efforts to make U.S. more competitimanternational
biotechnology market

12)Arguments/evidence of the need to educate the ptblinderstand the risks of
biotechnology research and development

13)Concerns that the pro-biotechnology side in theatkels hiding information
from the anti-biotechnology side

14)Arguments/evidence that the benefits of biotechgwplesearch and
development are overstated

General Guidelines and Regulation of BiotechnologiResearch and

Development

1) Support for strict governmental guidelines for batnology research

2) Concerns that proper safeguards are not used wamelucting biotechnology
research

3) Concerns about guidelines for public protectionimgiadangers of
biotechnology research

4) Support for interim or total bans on biotechnologsearch

5) Pessimistic outlook for voluntary compliance withidglines by biotechnology
researchers in public and private entities

6) Support for rigorous monitoring and enforcementprures to govern research

7) Support for state, local, and federal governmeantailvement in/control
over/regulation of biotechnology research

8) Inadequacy of guidelines/regulatory framework gougg biotechnology
research

9) Support for strict penalties for violating fedegalidelines
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10)Viewed insufficiency of present containment proaedineed for better
containment procedures

11)Arguments/evidence of lack of monitoring and enéonent of biotechnology
research guidelines

12)Support for giving states/localities the prioritygnact biotechnology
regulations beyond federal regulatory standards

13)Support for considering human values in scienpbticymaking

14)Support for stricter regulation on biotechnologghieiques applied to human
beings

15)Opposition to more lenient regulation of biotectogyl techniques applied to
human beings

16)Refutation of arguments/evidence that researchepsblic and private sector
entities can engage in self-regulation

17)Support for involving the public/workers in scidittisafety decisions

18) Support for applying biotechnology regulations liceatities engaging in
biotechnology research and development

19)Support for stricter governmental guidelines/regates on biotechnology
research

20)Opposition to more lenient/more flexible governnagigiuidelines/regulations
on biotechnology research

21)Support for precautionary principle when desigreogsidering regulation of
biotechnology research and development

22)Opposition to regulations that only require volugteompliance

23)Support for bans on biotechnology techniques agpgbéhuman beings

24)Support for requiring licensing to undertake bittealogy research and
development

25)Support for international standards regulatingdibnhology research

26)Support for strict liability standards

27)Arguments/evidence that regulation of biotechnologgearch is not
unconstitutional

28)Support for international agreements regulatingdaionology research

29)Support for allowing any citizen to sue a biotedbgy researcher for perceived
violations of biotechnology regulations

30)Refutation of arguments/evidence of the dangewvef-regulation of
biotechnology research

31)Dangers of under-regulation of biotechnology reseand development

32)Support for having regulation of biotechnology @adrout by an unfriendly
administrative agency to biotechnology (i.e. Ennimeental Protection Agency)

33)Opposition to having regulation of biotechnologyriead out by a friendly
administrative agency to biotechnology (i.e. Depamt of Agriculture)

34) Arguments/evidence that regulatory agencies havéeen active enough in
attempting to regulate biotechnology research awldpment

35)Opposition to exempting certain biotechnology aggilons from regulatory
review

36)Support for regulations requiring biotechnologyegshers and developers to
obtain insurance before conducting biotechnologgaech and
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L)

development/concerns that biotechnology resear@metslevelopers are unable
to obtain insurance

37)Support for regulating biotechnology research giglieations as “tools” or
“processes”/opposition to regulating the effectbiotechnology research and
applications on a case by case basis

38)Arguments/evidence of public support for regulatidiviotechnology research
and development

39)Support for price controls placed on biotechnolpgyducts

40) Support for limiting availability of biotechnologyroducts

41) Arguments/evidence that the regulatory approvatgse for biotechnology
research and development is sufficiently quick

42)Opposition to more lenient trade barriers on bibtetogy products (i.e.
allowing the export of unapproved new drugs)/riskapplying more lenient
trade barriers to biotechnology products

43)Support for stricter trade barriers on biotechnglpgpducts (i.e. not allowing
the export of unapproved new drugs)/benefits ofyapg stricter trade barriers
to biotechnology products

Support/Investment in Biotechnology Research and Delopment

1) Opposition to private sector support/investmeriiotechnology research and
development

2) Opposition to tax credits to encourage private@dolvestment in
biotechnology research and development

3) Opposition to public funding/support of biotechrgpjaesearch and
development

4) Opposition to overcoming capital access problemsiaiechnology companies

5) Concerns that funding for biotechnology researdhdarert funds from more
important research efforts

6) Support for placing limits on the amount of monpgrst on biotechnology
research

7) Arguments/evidence of the dangers of too much gowental
support/investment of biotechnology research amgldpment

8) Arguments that enough is already being done to@uyotechnology research
and development despite contrary claims and no meees to be done

9) Arguments questioning the constitutionality of feadefforts to assist the
biotechnology industry

M) General Health

1) Concerns about patients using products developeddh biotechnology
research

2) Dangers (ethical, medical, etc.) of biotechnolagghhiques applied to human
beings

3) Arguments/evidence that biotechnology applicatianreslikely to cause an
epidemic
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4) Concerns about the violation of the rights of satgef medical biotechnology
research and development

5) Support for informing all subjects of the potentaimmercial applications of
the donations that are making/giving these subjaaiseeds from the research

6) Concerns that biotechnology research and developwitthead to increases in
uninsured and uninsurable individuals in society

7) Arguments/evidence that the medical benefits ofdgionology research and
development are overstated

8) Concerns that biotechnology may drive up the coSkealth care

N) General Environmental
1) Concerns about environmental hazards of bioteclgyalesearch
2) Risks of using biotechnology research and developioeclean up hazardous
waste

O) General Risks and Dangers

1) Concerns about the rights of subjects of bioteabgplesearch

2) Concerns about the safety of biotechnology research

3) Concerns about occupational hazards of biotechyakegearch

4) Arguments/evidence of domestic and internationalipunterest in
biotechnology research containment

5) Criticism of scientific evidence showing minimasks of biotechnology
research

6) Presentation of risk-benefit analyses showing timatisks outweigh the benefits
of biotechnology research

7) Concerns that researchers are not sufficientlpégio engage in biotechnology
research

8) Support for encouraging whistleblowers to speakatnatut dangers of
biotechnology research

9) Concerns about the safety of workers engagingatebhnology research and
development

10)Concerns about the lack of research/lack of funétimgesearch studying the
risks and dangers of biotechnology research wiibevang biotechnology
research and development to continue/support foe mesearch studying the
risks and dangers of biotechnology research

11)Concerns that risks of biotechnology research aweldpment are not
adequately considered before engaging in the relsead development (i.e.
tests of potential risks of biotechnology produats not conducted before
releasing them on the market)

12)Support for placing the burden of proving the satdtbiotechnology research
and development on those who are profiting fromrédsearch and development

13)Concerns about the exploitation of animals whaosatgects of biotechnology
research

P) Psychological/Behavioral Biotechnology Research ardevelopment
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Q)

R)

S)

1) Concerns about the capacity of biotechnology teges to manipulate human
behavior

Private Sector-University -Public Sector Cooperatia

1) Opposition to cooperation between university andgbe sector in
biotechnology research and development

2) Arguments/evidence stating the dangers (ethicaletad, etc.) of industry-
university biotechnology research and developmeltalooration

3) Opposition to government stimulation of industrymansity biotechnology
research and development

4) Opposition to federal support/funding of industryiuersity biotechnology
research and development

5) Arguments/evidence stating the dangers (ethicaletad, etc.) of federal

support/funding of industry-university biotechnojogsearch and development

6) Arguments/evidence of insufficient controls pupiace to guard against the
risks/dangers of industry-university biotechnologgearch and development

7) Arguments/evidence that industry-university biotealgy research and
development collaboration inhibits universitiectmduct research as they
please

8) Support for regulation of industry-university biokeology research and
development

9) Arguments/evidence that graduate students are igaghlvhen conducting
industry-university biotechnology research and ttgsment

10)Support for giving the public full information abondustry-university
biotechnology research and development collabaratio

11)Arguments/evidence stating the dangers (ethicaletad, etc.) of industry-
university-government biotechnology research anctld@ment collaboration

12)Arguments/evidence stating the dangers of techiydi@gpsfer programs

Marine Biotechnology

1) Opposition to marine biotechnology research anckldgment

2) Risks (scientific, environmental, health, etc.)oasated with marine
biotechnology research and development

3) Opposition to federal funding/support of marinetbahnology research and
development

Biological Weapons

1) Opposition to/support for bans on the use of bimedogy research and
applications in biological weapons development

2) Risks (technology falling into wrong hands, natiothafense, etc.) of use of
biotechnology research in biological weapons dewelkent

3) Concerns that biotechnology research and developisékely to be used to
develop biological weapons
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4)

5)

Refutation of arguments/evidence that biotechnoleggarch and development
can be utilized develop a defense mechanism againslogical weapon attack
Criticism of suspension of biotechnology regulasievhen the research will be
used for national security purposes

T) Reproductive Biotechnology Research and Development

1)
2)

3)

4)

Concerns about the use of genetic information fiarin reproductive decisions
Dangers (ethical, medical, health, etc.) of biotexdbgy research and
development utilized for reproductive purposes

Opposition to biotechnology research and developmigized for reproductive
purposes

Support for bans on biotechnology research andldewent utilized for
reproductive purposes

U) Animal Biotechnology Research

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
6)

7)

8)
9)

Refutation of arguments/evidence stating benediggi¢ultural, medical,
economic, etc.) of transgenic (genetically altednal research and
development

Arguments/evidence stating risks (ethical, econgemnwironmental, health,
ethical, etc.) of transgenic (genetically alteradimal research and development
Concerns about the welfare of animals that aredgect of transgenic
(genetically altered) animal research and developme

Support for stricter regulation of transgenic (geradly altered) animal research
and development

Opposition to transgenic (genetically altered) adinresearch and development
Opposition to federal funding/support of transgggienetically altered) animal
research and development

Refutation of arguments/evidence stating benediggi¢ultural, economic,
health, etc.) of using bovine growth hormone

Opposition to the use of bovine growth hormone

Risks (health, environmental, ethical, safety, @toie, agricultural, etc.) of
using bovine growth hormone

10)Opposition to government funding/support of bowgmewth hormone research

and development
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