Lobbying is PRO CORP – prefer JAMES, it levels the field for non-corp interests groups.
Lee Drutman 11, “A Better Way to Fix Lobbying,” Issues in Governance Studies, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/06_lobbying_drutman.pdf
First is that lobbying resources are unequal. There are 16 lobbyists representing business for every one representing a union or public interest group.8 A second problem is that it is often unclear who is arguing for what and why. Without such transparency, accountability suffers. When lobbying is in part a game of who can flood Congress with the most bodies and the most reports and who can pay attention to the most details and moving parts, it’s a game where resources do matter. Disclosure is a hallmark of modern lobbying reforms. Thanks to the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act, lobbyists now file quarterly reports listing their clients, issues, institutional targets (e.g. Senate, House, Department of Transportation) and compensation. This was an improvement on the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995, which required semi-annual reports, which itself improved on the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act of 1946, which required minimal disclosure and registration that was roundly ignored. All campaign contributions directly to candidates are disclosed as well. In many respects, the United States has the best lobbying disclosure regime in the world. But it could be better. The problem is that making information publicly available does not automatically make information useful, as Archon Fung, Mary Graham, and David Weil have argued convincingly in an excellent book on transparency entitled Full Disclosure: The Perils and Promise of Transparency. For transparency policy to be effective, they found, the information must be both easy to understand and easy to utilize. Users must be able to register their choices clearly, and disclosers must have the ability and incentive to respond meaningfully. Right now, for all its wonders, the current disclosure system doesn’t do a very good job of that. All we know is there is a lot of money and that it is disproportionately coming from business interests. This is probably more disempowering than anything else: the amount of money spent feels so overwhelming, the dominant storyline is that money corrupts, and ergo Washington must be a hopelessly corrupt place: Why even bother? What’s missing is the kind of information that would allow citizens to respond meaningfully. Knowing the rough how much and even a bit of the when is good, but it’s only part of the equation. Citizens also need to know who is advocating for what, and why and how. Such information would allow everybody – members of Congress and their staff, journalists, and the public – to be better informed. If knowledge is power, this brings more power to the individuals most likely to hold organized interests accountable. A NEW SYSTEM I propose a new system that will solve these two problems and make the advocacy process more effective and democratic. Here’s how it will work: Every time a piece of legislation is introduced, the Library of Congress currently makes that legislation available online already though the “THOMAS” System (found at http://thomas.loc.gov). I propose adding a second web-based system: “JAMES” (named for James Madison). JAMES would be a forum for lobbyists, constituents, and other interested parties to come together to publicly and transparently debate legislation, and in the process provide congressional staff, journalists, and the public access to the best available arguments, information, and ideas about public policy – all in a way that is easily searchable and sortable. Separate pages would exist for each bill introduced. Since legislation ranges in complexity and importance, JAMES will reflect that. Many of the 8,000 bills introduced each year are purely symbolic, and will generate little to no activity. Other pieces of legislation are incredibly complex, and may require multiple subpages for separate titles, sections, and amendments. It is important that the Library of Congress hire innovative thinkers and programmers to help develop and guide the architecture of the site as it evolves. (Existing online forums such as Wikipedia, Yelp, and Reddit have all developed innovative mechanisms to usefully aggregate information and could serve as models.) One way to think about JAMES is as a modern variation on notice-and comment rulemaking for the legislative process. Under the 1946 Administrative Procedure Act (APA), federal agencies were required to open up administrative rulemakings to transparent public comment. Proposed rules are now published in the Federal Register and anyone can submit a comment. The Obama administration has done an excellent job of making this process more accessible by posting all rules and comments on Regulations.gov. Yet, Regulations.gov remains a 21st century gloss on a mid-20th century commenting process. It does not allow individuals to update their comments as new information becomes available, and it lacks adequate functionality to aggregate, sort, and dis-aggregate comments based on who is writing and what they are saying. In order to make JAMES more easily navigable, different types of participants should use the system in different ways.
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