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This research is an extension of the body of work seeking to explain variation in levels of Occu-
pational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) enforcement as a function of national and
local variation in the agency's political environment. Although we examine a number of relation-
ships, the new question is whether legislative oversight affects the behavior of OSHA compli-
ance officers at the district level. OSHA is an interesting test case of the impact of oversight on
bureaucratic output because of the way policy is implemented—enforcement takes place in the
field by street-level bureaucrats, far removed from the federal office. Using data gathered at the
congressional district level (1983-1995), results suggest that variation within OSHA's enforce-
ment behavior is influenced by oversight committee assignment, overall oversight committee's
and appropriations subcommittee’s attitudes toward labor, and the district representative’s dis-
position toward labor issues. We conclude legislative oversight indeed imposes limitations on
compliance officers’ district-level enforcement actions.

This study is an extel‘nsion of the extant literature on the impact of
congressional oversight on bureaucratic output (e.g., McCubbins &
Schwartz, 1984; T. M. Moe, 1982; Weingast & Moran, 1983; Wood,
1988). In particular, we contribute to the substantial body of literature
that seeks to explain variation in levels of the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration’s (OSHA’s) enforcement as a function of
national and local variation in the agency’s political environment
(e.g., Marvel, 1982; Scholz, Twombly, & Headrick, 1991; Scholz &

Authors’ Note: The authors are listed alphabetically. This project was supported by Bridgewater
State College’s Center for Legislative Studies and Center for the Advancement of Research and
Teaching.

AMERICAN POLITICS RESEARCH, Vol. 30 No. 6, November 2002 608-629
DOL: 10.1177/153267302237230
© 2002 Sage Publications

608

Headrick et al. / ENFORCEMENT AND OVERSIGHT 609

Wei, 1986; Wood, 1988). Although we examine a number of relation-
ships, the new question posed by this study is whether legislative over-
sight affects the behavior of OSHA compliance officers at the district
level. To this end, our primary hypothesis is that street-level bureau-
crats will be more responsive if the congressperson who represents
their district serves on the authorization committee or appropriations
subcommittee responsible for OSHA. We focus here on the utility of
oversight policy as a method of influencing bureaucratic output at the
congressional district level. OSHA is an interesting test case because
of the way that policy is implemented—enforcement takes place in the
field by street-level bureaucrats, far removed from the national office.

Congressional oversight “concerns whether, to what extent, and in
what way Congress attempts to detect and remedy executive-branch
violations of legislative goals” (McCubbins & Schwartz, 1984,
p. 165). Most of the research thus far on oversight and control over
administrative behavior focuses on the need for, types of, and condi-
tions affecting choice of oversight policy (e.g., Aberbach, 1990;
Bibby, 1966; McCubbins & Schwartz, 1984; Ogul, 1976). A number
of studies focus on formal committee-based ¢versight activities, such
as confirmation of presidential appointments; program authorizations
and appropriations, hearings, and investigatidns (for a full list of the
extensive literature on this topic, see Dodd & Schott, 1979, chap. 5;
Keefe & Ogul, 1977, chap. 12; Rieselbach, 1995, chap. 14). Numer-
ous bureaucratic studies have shown that formal oversight methods
significantly affect bureaucratic behavior by altering their resources,
tasks, and authority (e.g., McCubbins & Schwartz, 1984; Weingast &
Moran, 1983; Wilson, 1989). Although few studies in either field
focus on informal oversight mechanisms, such as constituency ser-
vice, the evidence that they detect and remedy certain administrative
violations of legislative goals is generally positive (Johannes, 1979,
1984; West, 1995).

To be sure, members of Congress believe that federal bureaucrats
pay some attention to informal and formal methods of oversight. If
not, legislators presumably would not waste so much time and staff
resources on their “watchdog” roles. Perhaps the more interesting
questions, therefore, concern the impact of oversight on policy imple-
mentation and whether bureaucratic response to oversight is a func-
tion of legislators’ responsibilities for reviewing agency behavior.
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Policy and politics pro
when legislators “seel; cz:life::}:ieo’:zgvanon for.I egislative oversight to consider such factors as oversight committee assignments and
and bureaucratic activity,” they “ha tween the"r own political lives responsibilities together within a single framework. Moreover, it is
the bureaucracy” (Keefe & Ogul V‘; ;9‘170mpeumg reason to oversee desirable to examine the impact of oversight policy in a manner more
depend as much on building Vetera,ns host P. 382). Reelection may comparable to the way scholars have looked at bureaucratic behavior.
ency service, or finding ways to aﬁ‘ectospll.tals. performing constjtu- The purpose of this study is to consider the extent to which over- :
voling records. Aj] congresspersons apto ICy implementation as on sight policy offers behavioral cues to federal bureaucrats. The exami- '
Co.ngr,ess try to influence bureaucrats i ¢t accordingly. Members of nation of this issue builds on analyses that have found aggregate levels
objectives but also so that ey can cl .7 an effort to promote policy of enforcement by other regulatory agencies vary over time as the
Valfaed by their own,"constituencies atm credit for promoting goals composition and policy preferences of their oversight committees
AW Provides the o i legiclar . change. We focus on the variation in policy implementation among
ttion grants the legislgz;emtll?eltg:zaﬁgmanve Dversight; “the cons- con gfessional districts from 1983 throupg(l)x 1995. We argue that federal
utive departments, provide revenue fo:) [;e t public policy, create exec- bureaucrats (i.e., OSHA compliance officers) behave differently in
personnel practices” (Keefe & Ogul 199?;r operation, and establish congressional districts with oversight committee members of Con-
Powers provide legal levers of inﬂue’nc - P 382). Although these gress compared to districts with nonoversight committee members.
difficult for Congress as a body to aﬁce; :)hvel.' bllreaucrac).: » it can be The primary argument is that committee assignments provide an
gmms.that it passes, given multiple prioriti ° ll-ml.) lemf"“tatlon of pro- important systematic influence on bureaucratic behavior. We build on
expertfse of most members (Keefe & O u? s,l ~mited time, and lack of the extant bureaucratic behavior and congressional oversight litera-
committee and subcommittee policy Speiial’izag?-/’ p- 383). Oversight tures in two significant ways. First, we focus explicitly on the discre-
cally important as a means of promoting j tion, therefore, is criti- tion bureaucrats exhibit at the street level and!their responsiveness to
Teview, to determine if anagencyisc £ nVes.ngauOn and program House members with oversight committee and nonoversight commit-
way Congress intends. Committee a;zlzgg: tits responsibilities the tee assignments. Second, we examine whethér one can find indica-
and their subsequent connection to b 3 ommitiee assignments tions that bureaucrats respond differently to House members with
{gendor, Taylor, & Van Gaalen, l985-urwc:;'cranc policy behavior committee and subcommittee assignments that have separate respon-
0od & Anderson, 1993) play an impc:rtant rrlg]a st & Mo,ra"' 1983; sibilities for reviewing OSHA behavior. With such information, anal-
Ove ras‘;cracy on t!’le defensive and thus respons(i)v: 12 lt;e:ll)mg federa|1 yses allow some additional leverage on bureaucratic awareness and
their difg:)::l‘:“mﬁees use budgetary and/or other Oversigl? tg'l;iature. responsiveness to political controls available to elected legislative
holding foder a;) l1)7‘r1:ssure bureaucracy to move in the desired d1re<z:mti~:)>;1 t officials.
laws, caucrats accountable for how they implement the
Needless to say, from . :
are other factors {hat cant?;ﬂP:rSpecqu of agency participants there nggéggsngggAiEg{";;g:{GAﬂ?
members of C ongress. These f‘:c’f: rsaqmllmstrauve responsiveness to
local levels (Derthic, 1972; Pressmaxl;n:;c l:g’(?]go litical support at the Theory focusing on legislative-administrative relations concerning
cretion available to street-level bureaucra y Lflvsky » 1979), the dis- oversight and policy implementation is predicated, at least in part, on
s (Lipsky, 1980), and the ‘ the notion of separate institutions sharing interests or power

(Neustadt, 1980). From the legislative perspective, members of Con-
gress use oversight to determine whether implementation is consistent
with legislative intent and constituency preferences. In addition,
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members of Congress use oversight to ensure that programs achieve
desired goals, “ferret out” program inequities, and adjust the program
or bureau behavior accordingly (Aberbach, 1990). From the bureau-
cratic side, vague legislative statutes and policy guidelines from fed-
eral agencies provide considerable discretion to street-level bureau-
crats as they adapt national guidelines to policy implementation
within their jurisdictions (Lipsky, 1980; Pressman & Wildavsky,
1979). Field office discretion is common to all federal bureaucracies,
including regulatory enforcement as practiced by OSHA. We focus
particularly on the manner in which congressional oversight influ-
ences discretionary choices about the stringency of OSHA
enforcement.

OSHA's compliance officers deal with broad discretion “in deter-
mining how closely to scrutinize a given establishment, whether
observed conditions constitute a violation, and whether a violation is
intentional and should be cited or ‘accidental’ and should be dealt with
informally” (Scholz et al., 1991, p. 832). Congressional oversight,
however, can provide an important influence on bureaucratic behav-
ior, controlling discretion granted to agency bureaucrats to implement
and enforce legislative statutes. For example, budget cuts can
adversely affect OSHA enforcement programs through the denial of
resources needed for enforcement tasks; limitations placed on the
agency’s mission affect the ability of OSHA’s national headquarters to
foster enthusiasm in the field and maintain agency morale. Alterna-
tively, the provision of budget resources can make it easier for compli-
ance officers to enforce OSHA policies more rigorously in congres-
sional districts by providing recognition of the importance of their
tasks (Scholzetal., 1991). OSHA compliance officers, and bureaucra-
cies in general, have an interest in placating members of Congress to
obtain resources and avoid negative repercussions for the agency.

Though past interviews with compliance officers have only pro-
duced denials of both contact with elected officials or any ability for
elected officials to influence enforcement behavior (Headrick, 1990),
empirical research has consistently found that OSHA enforcement
activity is affected by the local political environment (Scholz et al.,
1991; Scholz & Wei, 1986). Local coverage of congressional speeches,
campaign issues, and the congressperson’s efforts to advertise and
credit claim in the district (Mayhew, 1974) will let compliance officers

v o e e —
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know of a House member’s views of OSHA and other regulatory
issues. It may also be a way for the compliance ofﬁqer to know of a
member’s place on an oversight committee or .a;.)propnanons subqorrf-
mittee. If a congressperson’s home-style activities (Fel}no, 1978).md1-
cate a negative view toward OSHA enforcement behavior, compliance
officers are less likely to go against demands for more moderate levels
of enforcement. Alternatively, if signals frorq the congressperson
favor higher levels of enforcement, the comp‘hanf:e' officer is m(;lre
likely to heed the demand for more enforcement activity (Scholzetal.,
1).
! 99Cczmpliance officers are likely to be par‘ticula:ly aware of the tr}xlece.:s-
sity of support from legislators with overs1gl?t a‘qd/or budge’t au forlty
over the agency. The committee member’s views.on QSHA s enforce-
ment activity are likely to be influenced by his'or her ideology, infor-
mation from competing interest groups and from O§HA, as w'ell as
information from constituents on OSHA acgv.-,ty within t!le dlstt;i:t
(Weingast & Moran, 1983). Therefore, the.actlfms of cor.nphat.lce 9 -
cers in the member’s district could result in triggering .mvesuganox.xs
by the oversight committee or appropriat.ions.subcomnuytee. To f;vmd
potential negative consequences of such inquires, comphax.u.:e officers
in a committee member’s district are likely to be more sensitive to how
their behaviors could affect the agency. Compliance officers may rg_;-
ognize that civil service regulations protect them fro?n elected offi-
cials; however, they also recognize the powers of ovpmght commme;
and appropriations subcommittee members to p}\t}lSh the agency allll !
the resulting effect on their own ability to do their :|obs. Thus, compl
ance officers may adjust their enforcement behavxqrs to more clo§e y
fit the views of the district’s represcntative. to avoid such comphcg—
tions. This coping behavior enables compliance ofﬁcerg to do !helr
work without concern over triggering more forma.ll ovefmght rev:;ws
and the potential changes to agency resources or d1§creUOnary author-
ity that could result from congressional investigations.

THE MODEL

Our primary focus here is on the influence of oversight on OSHA
enforcement behavior. Previous research demonstrates the increased
role of oversight in Congress (Rieselbach, 1995, chap. 14) and bureau-
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crac1e§’ responses to increased attention from those with oversight

2?311:my li(t‘;krzillold, .1 979; Stil'lman, 1996). In the broader context, pgart

ovemighot : ; epvnronment mcluc.ies' the collective preferences of the
overss 19831;11““;6' agd .appropnatlons subcommittee (Weingast &

(SChOI, and individual preferences of local representatives

z et al., 1991). Thus, OSHA’s congressional district-level
en.forcement behavior will be affected by both the dynamics of com-
mittee composi?ion (i.e., overall oversight committee’s and appropria-
tt;(:ir:,se fut(;l?omn_n.ttee’s attitudes toward labor) and the district represen-

t ﬁi sposition toward labor issues. For example, the field office

:ﬂ d it easier to enforce more rigorously when liberal legislators
{);to ominate b.ut more difficult when moderate or conservative legis-
Sighx;s prgdqmmate. We hypo.the?size that the more prolabor the over-

coxpnuttee and appropriations subcommittee memberships, the
more stringent the level of OSHA enforcement (Hypothesis 1) N

’!‘(? be sure, enforcement decisions are not divorced from the: local
g?llltlc;l elnv1ronment‘. ?revious research demonstrates the importance
(chglz :tzito;;lg [;;)lglé:; (X}s(t)ril(-ill/; ﬁelld office enforcement activity

etal,, . onal support from Democrats
:;b:;; lt;mo:? (Kelmar}, 1981; Mendeloff, 1979; Scholz & Wei, 19?6(;
intel’estas Olllrect ;mrc'i indirect support from local elected officials and
Consen ug‘:mlps (Scholz et al., 19?1) w.nll influence OSHA's behavior.
onsed! 1{’1 11 congressperson’s atfxtude toward labor will reflect
the madepo Liofal ix:t\_/llronment in which OSHA inspection decisions
e ma re. o tal' uence 'works tl-lrough the home activities of
oy lp esen tives in t}‘1e1r own districts, the coalitions responsi-

. electing }'epresentanves, and the general political culture in a
5::: community may determine who gets elected and how the
o ltlctxl'lacy behaves (Scholz et al., 1991, p. 834). Therefore, we
cmp:cmi ttez ﬁore bIisrola‘bor the district’s representative, regardless of
Comnitioe ! rc:::l enl;s}t:lel]); tl?e more stringent OSHA's congressional

Tt reeme: avior (Hypothesis 2).
lead 15 1o cxpect t; ac;o:‘f::izgii cci;)li:grf-:tssionaii oversight literatures

. ; mittee and appropriations sub-
tc:ar:nt;ll;iecr:ﬁmbers may mﬂuenc&;-, OSHA enforcement activity more
than their o0 eagues on nonoversight committees. Compliance offi-
ely to be more responsive to representatives who sit on
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committees with whips and carrots at their disposal than members
who sit on nonoversight committees without such resources. We
hypothesize that OSHA will have higher proportions of inspections
with penalties in districts where the congressperson sits on the sub-
stantive oversight committee Or appropriations subcommittee than in
districts of nonoversight committee members (Hypothesis 3). The
reason for this situation is quite straightforward. Oversight committee
and appropriations subcommittee members exercise congressional
supervision over OSHA administrators. Given the Democratic Party
predominated the House of Representatives during our period of
investigation, we expect proportion of penalties in congressional dis-
tricts to be positively related to committee membership.” This expec-
tation results from aggregate ideological differences in national en-
forcement policies that work through the institution of Congress and
its committees. Although individual members of Congress concerned
with enforcement in their own electoral districts will influence OSHA’s
proportion of inspections with penalties, influence also works through
aggregated measures of committee and subcommittee preferences.
Of course, the focus of the oversight commitee and appropriations
subcommittee differs because each holds separate responsibilities for
reviewing OSHA behavior. The appropriations subcommittee’s work
is described as “wide” but not “deep,” whereas the work of the over-
sight committee is described as “deep” but not “wide” (Foreman,
1988 Scher, 1963). Pressures stemming from the deadlines imposed
by the budgetary process and a heavy focus on the minutiae of expen-
ditures limit the ability of appropriations subcommittee members t0
develop an in-depth understanding of the substance of the agencies
they oversee. Thus, OSHA'’s authorization committee (Education and
Work Force Committee, formerly Education and Labor Committee) is
more likely to focus on OSHA enforcement behavior than its appro-
priations subcommittee (Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education). The former committee will more likely call
OSHA administrators to task for too strict or lax enforcement behav-
ior the latter committee will more likely be concemed with OSHA’s
overall budgetary expenditures. OSHA will be aware of such differ-
ences and act accordingly (fora discussion of the oversight policy dif-
ferences between legislative committees and subcommittees, see
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Dodd & Schott, 1979). We hypothesize that OSHA will have higher
proportions of inspections with penalties in a congressional district
where the legislator sits on the Education and Work Force Committee
than in a district where the member sits on the Subcommittee on
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education (Hypothesis 4).

To ensure that the impact of oversight on OSHA enforcement
behavior is not merely capturing the effects of important variables
excluded from the equation, additional theoretically important predic-
tors of OSHA enforcement are introduced into the model. We control
for the effects of local economic conditions, total number of workers
in the district’s workforce, presidential administration, and OSHA’s
annual budget. Local economic conditions (e. g., unemployment) and
OSHA's workload (Marvel, 1982; Scholz & Wei, 1986) may influence
the inevitable trade-off facing OSHA compliance officers between
costs (in jobs and wages) and safety benefits, with greater economic
health increasing enforcement levels and unemployment decreasing
them.

Another possible source of influence on OSHA enforcement
behavior is the president. Extant research suggests that presidents
influence regulatory agency decisions through presidential appoint-
ments (T. M. Moe, 1982, 1985; Wood, 1988), budget and personnel
reductions (Scholz & Wei, 1986), and adoption of cost-benefit evalua-
tions of potential standards (Mendeloff, 1979). Changes in OSHA'’s
enforcement budget increase or decrease its ability to enforce safety
regulations. Budget cuts during the Reagan administration, for exam-
ple, reduced the personnel and other resources available for enforce-
ment and led to a distinct decline in OSHA’s enforcement efforts
(Meier, 1985). Given Democratic presidents and Republican presi-
dents have different attitudes about government activism, the former
more likely to support higher levels of OSHA enforcement activity
than the latter (Scholz et al., 1991), we expect higher proportions of
inspections with penalties under Democratic administrations than
under Republican administrations.

The basic equation for addressing the impact of oversight on policy
implementation and whether bureaucratic response to oversight is a
function of legislators’ responsibilities for reviewing agency behavior
will be of the following type:
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enforcement behavior,; = by + b substantive committee,;
+ byappropriations subcommittee,;
+ bycommittee preference,;
+ bymember preference,
+ bslocal economic conditions,;
+ bgtask variables,)
+ bpresident,; + error,

where ¢ is the year, j is the district, enforceme_n't behavior is the propor-
tion of OSHA inspections with penalties in a district,’ substantive
committee denotes whether a representative sits on House Education
and Work Force Committee, appropriations subcommittee denotes
whether representative sits on House appropriations subcommittee
with budgetary authority over OSHA, committee preference is the
overall oversight committee’s and appropriations subcommittee’s
attitudes toward labor, member preference is the district representa-
tive’s disposition toward labor, local economic conditipns is the per-
centage of workforce unemployed in the state, task variables are total
number of workers in the district’s labor force! and OSHA's yFarly
enforcement budget, and president denotes presidential administra-
tion. A brief description of how these variables have been opera-
tionalized can be found in the appendix.

Given the focus of our study is the impact of legislative oversight on
federal bureaucrats’ enforcement behavior, we examine only OSHA-
managed programs. Thus, we exclude from the analysis state-
administered enforcement activities that occur in 23 states, the Virgin
Islands, and Puerto Rico. We are concerned with the dynamics of leg-
islators’ relationships with federal bureaucrats; thus, we focus on
whether federal compliance officers are more responsive to congres-
sional oversight committee members with whips and carrots at ﬂ.lell'
disposal than to members who sit on nonoversight committees with-
out such resources. Moreover, federal bureaucrats know they are
accountable to Congress. It is plausible that federal compliance offi-
cers pay closer attention to Congress than to their state-managed
counterparts (Scholz & Wei, 1986) and that members of Congre§s are
more likely to focus their oversight on federal bureaucrats, leaving to
the states, usually, any oversight of the state-run programs. .

We aggregate both the cross-sectional units (congression.al @s—
tricts) and units of time (years) from thq“period under investigation
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(198_3.through 1995), resulting in 646 observations.’ We select 1983 as
our initial year of study to anchor the data set with a Congress elected
}mder newly established district lines; this is the first Congress elected
in the 1980s following the decennial census. The study includes
House Education and Workforce Committee members (n = 241) and
.House appropriations subcommittee members with budgetary author-
ity over OSHA (n = 69). In addition, we randomly select legislators
frc?m districts without oversight committee or appropriations subcom-
mittee representation as our control group (n = 336).6

Although the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor,
Healt.h and Human Services, and Education’s membership size (13)
remains the same over the period of investigation, the House Educa-
tion and Work Force Committee’s membership increases in size (30 to
42) across Congresses. This gradual change in the oversight commit-
tee’s .mefnbership and the lack of inspection data for some congressio-
nal. districts result in unequal numbers of cross sections for each of our
umts of time. Thus, we initially estimate the above equation using
ordinary least squares regression to detect for the existence and extent
qf autocorrelation, contemporaneous correlations among cross sec-
tions, and other potential concerns. Diagnostics, including Durbin-
Watson and LaGrange multiplier tests (Greene, 1993; Guijarati, 1996;
Maddalz.\, 1992), indicate that inclusion of the dichotomous variable
fpr presidential administration adequately controls for the effects of
time. With a total of 171 congressional districts scattered across 13
years .and the range of U.S. geography, effects resulting from geo-
graphic proximity are next to nil.’

.Heterosccdasticity, however, is a potential concern. This is no sur-
prise; when the dependent variable is measured as a proportion,
aggregate-level analyses are susceptible to heteroscedasticity
(Qlejser, 1969; Hanushek & Jackson, 1977).® Given that we use mean
adjustefi Committee of Political Education scores as proxies for the
Education and Work Force Committee’s overall attitude toward labor
an.d the Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education Subcom-
mittee’s disposition toward labor, we should expect diagnostics to
reveal multicollinearity between these two variables. The Farrar-
Glz.xuber test confirms this expectation (Berry & Feldman, 1985). To
estimate 'para.meters, we employ a model that uses maximum likeli-
hood estimation to correct for dependent variable heteroscedasticity
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(Gujarati, 1996; Theil, 1971) and run separate models for the substan-
tive committee and appropriations subcommittee preference variables
to address the effects of multicollinearity (see Whistler, White, Wong,
& Bates, 2001, for a discussion of maximum likelihood estimation
correction of heteroscedasticity). Results of the corrected analyses are

reported below.

»

vl

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We now turn to the effects of our primary independent variables on
OSHA enforcement behavior. The results are presented in Table 1.5
The variables substantive committee and appropriations subcommit-
tee are associated with OSHA’s congressional district-level enforce-
ment behavior. The proportion of inspections with penalties is higher
in oversight committee and appropriations subcommittee members’
districts than in districts of nonoversight members (Hypothesis 3).
Compliance officers’ enforcement behavior is also positively related
to the substantive committee and appropriations subcommittee pref-
erence variables (Hypothesis 1) and the district’s attitude as reflected
in its representative’s disposition toward labor (Hypothesis 2).
Findings fail to support the proposition that compliance officers are
more responsive to House Education and Work Force Committee
members than to their counterparts on the House appropriations sub-
committee with budgetary authority over OSHA (Hypothesis 4). The
dummy variables for both substantive committee and appropriations
subcommittee are significant and positive. Street-level bureaucrats
recognize the importance of oversight and budget authority commit-
tees to the health of the agency; compliance officers acquaint them-
selves with representatives’ dispositions toward enforcement behav-
ior to obtain resources for the agency and avoid formal oversight
hearings or budget cuts. However, larger coefficients for the House
appropriations subcommittee variable in each model are inconsistent
with the view that the appropriations subcommittee’s work is wide but
not deep.
Furthermore, results for the committee membership preference
variables are consistent with those reported above. The variable forthe
Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services,

3

s AR
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TABLE 1
Impact of Committee and Member Preferences
on OSHA Inspections With Penalties

Model 1 Model 2

Beta

Independent Variaple Coefficient iy

SD Coefficient SD

Committee membership
House Education and Work
Force Committee 04092
. 0* .00880
House appropriations ? o
subcommittee 055055+
. .01395
Membc.:r preference 0010610+ -0001050
Committee preferences
Education and Workforce
Committee
Appropriations subcommittee 0023702+
: . 0005094
Lacal economic conditions >

008900

.048689* 01395
00097409* 0001048

0025427+ -0008057

State unemployment 00012 0000 0000
- 951*
Tk 1 . 1978  -.00013449+ . 1995
Total Iabor force
e 0000010135+ 0000001483 .00000089744* 0000001507
gﬁ;)rcglel :::h g;l) _(7)2(3): .01174 077775+ 01329
Resores semiabe . .01369 .088676* 01365
cl:;:?z:;nced budget .0012869* 0005056 .0021922* 0004805
-21779* 04513 ~.19284* :052 19 )
Log of the likelihood
function
419.381*
Squared correlation s
coefficient between
observed and predicted .30026 28455

NOTE: OSHA = i ini
o g 635(.)ccupat‘10nal Safety and Health Administration.

i
:1hnd Educat'ion’s overall disposition toward labor and the variable for
lago Educatxm} 'and Work Eorce Qomittee’s overall attitude toward
-y T are positively associated with OSHA’s enforcement behavior
: b:, lmportancfe ofa pro.labor appropriations subcommittee 2 '
abor substantive committee suggests that for OSHA compli

cers, the prospects for changes in the agency’
authorization are real, gency’s budget and |

nd a pro-
ance offi-
egislative

‘f
1]
¢
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We predict higher levels of enforcement behavior given the Demo-
cratic Party was the majority party in the House of Representatives for
all but the last year of our data set (1983-1995). To be sure, one might
expect lower levels of enforcement behavior as a consequence of the
Republicans’ takeover of Congress. This supposition is supported by
the finding that the overall appropriations subcommittee’s prolabor
attitude and the overall substantive committee’s prolabor attitude
influence OSHA'’s congressional district-level enforcement behavior.
The more prolabor the committee’s preference is overall, the higher
the level of enforcement by OSHA compliance officers. Thus, if the
overall committee’s attitude is less favorable toward labor, we should
expect lower proportions of inspections with penaities. Although we
ought to be properly cautious generalizing from 1 year of data, initial
signs suggest the proportion of inspections with penalties declined in
the Ist year of the Republican-controlled 104th Congress. Deter-
mining, however, whether the Republicans’ takeover of Congress has
been detrimental to stringent OSHA enforcement practices is beyond
the scope of this article and should be left to future research.

The findings reported above support the view that implementation
adapts to the political environment and the demands of multiple actors
within that environment (Berman, 1980). For example, compliance
officers operate in an environment that includes politics at the presi-
dential, congressional, and local levels. Our model includes variables
that represent each of these sources of political influence and suggests
that all three affect enforcement behavior. Individual compliance offi-
cers may be less concerned with being summoned before a congres-

sional hearing or receiving a reprimand from a political appointee than
having the president and/or Congress alter budgets or authorization.
Efforts within Congress to restrict regulatory activities by limiting the
discretion available to compliance officers will also affect how an offi-
cer does his or her job at the street level. Moreover, given compliance
officers primarily operate within the confines of their local political
environments, they want to avoid contentious appeals or other delays
to their activities. '

In addition, our findings demonstrate a sophisticated response by
street-level bureaucrats to the needs of both their own work efforts and
the agency as a whole. Compliance officers are responsive to the
elected officials to whom they are accountable. They note and adjust
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?;:)r ;I;frzrs(;l:lse;t t:;:haviors to the preference of the House member
e district in which they operate. Thi i
reflects compliance officers’ iti + nesessity for local
e recognition of the necessity for |
political support for enforcement acti oo aho
al sug t actions. Compliance offi I
recognize differences in the roles Hous oantabil.
r e members play in a il-
ity. Our results demonstrate tha i D hances compli
t oversight authority enh i
ance officers’ responsiveness to re i o torma
; T presentatives. Even without fi
oversight activity, compliance offic eaistn
; \ ers react to the authority of legisla-
tors who sit on oversight or a iati el
. ppropriations committees. By bei
responsive to members of the oversigh ations commit
( t and appropriatio i
tees, compliance officers are makig Pt oeon thei
e e oens ng a connection between their
-level and their potential effects on i
the entire
;f:?,w)‘;sélsmt-le;d enforcement behavior is a reflection of bo:h
e compliance officers and the needs of th
of the ] e agency.
becoaisl-:,:;s t;n interesting test case of the efficacy of oversight p)c,)licy
e in the ge;\(rlai thattI pol;cy is implemented—enforcement takes
. y street-level bureaucrats far r ‘
national office. The intellectual i ety 1 o
: ' . pay-off of this particular is
; ihe : study is that
;)e %;?,\;Lt:esfcggﬁlx:mg evlldence that legislative oversight afchts t:e
compliance officers at the district | npli
ance officers see House oversi i oo
nce officer. ght committee assi i i
& ' : gnments as impos
d a;:tr;c;l:ﬁ:;aatll&nrs on lagftncy operations. In their efforts to impf:amlenn%
egulations, OSHA compliance offi
” niea . : officers are not able
poﬁz;el tih:rl d1scret19n freely. Compliance officers must adapt their
poliey 0;; en;?gtz;tllon to the various and potentially conflicting
o behaVigo i Sc actors who are paying attention to their enforce-
e trhs trge;t—level bureaucratic discretion provides compli-
aabe oe ;: p epz:)l;;ltlitcy tlo manage multiple views concerning OSHA
a oy )
oo pyior &t actors the ability to influence OSHA
bull::c:::idy ;:;0 h'as i.mplications for our broader understanding of
ureanct r(;vi avior in a democracy. Our findings coupled with
o flf)i Cia](S)us stthudles on the responsiveness of bureaucrats to
T M. Moe. 16 8on e federal and state level and the judicial branch
W.eing.ast &, v 2, 1985; Scholz et al., 1991; Scholz & Wei, 1986;
Bast & act(:ian ‘1983; Wood & .Anderson, 1993) suggest tha;
nbul'eaal e ity 1s.1ndeed constrained by oversight. Congressio-
ght plays an important role in making federal bureaucracy

accountable. To
proactive ability to
agency’s activities.
ment, in particular public responsiveness
Kettl, 1993; R. C. Moe,
that congressional efforts to
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of Congress use their

oversee particular agencies and fund or not fund an
reinventing govem-

The growing literature on
(e.g., Dilulio, Garvey, &

1994: Osborne & Gaebler, 1992), suggests

control bureaucratic discretion do not

always work. Bureaucracy has earned its nickname the “fourth
branch” of government, but it is also subjected to constraints by law-
makers. This study cannot pretend to know the prescription for
bureaucratic reform. It does, however, enable us to broaden our under-
standing of the dynamics of legislators’ relationships with bureau-
crats. The study discerns more explicitly the impact of Congress’s
constitutional powers 10 exercise control over the bureaucracy and,
perhaps more important, its ability to hold members of the bureau-

cracy responsible for how they implement laws.

control bureaucracy, members

APPENDIX
Operationalization of Variables

Enforcement behavior
Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHAs) district enforcement

behavior is measured by the total number of inspections that carry a penalty divided

by the total number of inspections.

Substantive committee
The variable substantive committee 1S measured as a dichotomous variable; it is

coded 1 if the representative sits on the House Education and Work Force Committee

and 0 otherwise.

Appropriations subcommittee
The variable appropriations subcommittee is also measured as a dichotomous

variable; it is coded 1 if the representative sits on the House appropriations subcom-
mittee with budgetary authority over OSHA and 0 otherwise.

Committee preference
We use mean adjusted American Federation of Laoor and Congress of Industrial
| Education (COPE) scores 10 measure the

Organizations Committee of Politica
House Education and Work Force Committee’s overall attitude toward labor and the
Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, and Educa-

tion’s overall disposition toward labor. (Higher COPE scores indicate more favorable
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Task variables
The tota! labor force i
s
labor force. measured by the total number of workers in the district’s
OSHA's budget : .
get is measured by its year-to-year change in enforcement size
President h
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ences and extremely difficult to distinguish between party effect and preferences (Snyder &
Groseclose, 2000). We were therefore forced to drop party affiliation from the analysis due to
multicollinearity problems. COPE scores measure the ideological positions of members of Con-
gress on labor issues. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) inspectors are
more likely to care about these specific labor issues rather than overall party ideology.

3. One possible concern with the use of proportion of inspections with penalties in a district
as the dependent variable is that the amount of penalties might serve as a regulatory deterrent,
thus demonstrating regulatory stringency. If the amount of penalties is not considered, then it
might raise questions about the veracity of the substance underlying OSHA enforcement behav-
ior. In other words, OSHA might be dispensing small fines in district i, which count the same as
large fines in district j. A skeptic might argue that this could be picking up symbolic enforcement
as opposed to substantive enforcement, which is the focus of our study. However, Twombly's
(1994) analysis of OSHA's large penalty assessments of the late 1980s as symbolic politics
found no substantive or statistical evidence that amount of penalties provides a deterrent effect.
In addition, more costly penalties do not necessarily result in greater deterrence or compliance
(see Zagare & Kilgour, 2000). Zagare and Kilgour (2000) argue that under most conditions (i.c.,
the threat is capable or sufficiently costly), probability becomes more important than the extent
of punishment.

4. We expect that higher percentages of the manufacturing and construction industries in the
district would likely increase the workload for compliance officers (i.¢., higher risk occupations
are more likely to be the subject of inspections) and, subsequently, increase OSHAs enforce-
ment activity (Scholz & Wei, 1986). Attempts, however, to include a variable exclusively to mea-
sure the importance of the manufacturing and construction industries in the district resulted in

multicollinearity problems with the COPE scores, reducing the efficiency of the estimates.
Higher percentages of manufacturing and construction activity in the district are associated with
a more prolabor stance from elected officials. We therefore use an inclusive labor measure, total
number of workers in the district’s labor force, which includes the manufacturing and construc-
tion industries. Our labor measure also captures overall employment increases that are associ-
ated with increases in reported accident rates in the district (McCaffrey, Andersen, McCold, &
Kim. 1985).

5. Inspection data come from OSHA's Management Information System, which allows us to
aggregate inspection information to the congressional district level using postal zip codes and
provides information on types of inspections, whether and what type of violation was cited,
whether a penalty was assessed and amount of the penalty, and information concerning location
of inspections. States thatenforce OSHA regulations with their own state agencies are excluded.

6. All members of Congress who were not members of the oversight committees (i.e., House
Education and Work Force Committee and House Labor, Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation Subcommittee) were assigned random numbers and then placed in order from greatest
random number to smallest random number. We then select in order, from greatest to smallest, a
number of representatives equivalent to the total number of members on the two comumittees.
The explanation for using a random subset rather than all nonoversight House members during
the period of study is straightforward. The number of cases would be considerably greater for
nonoversight committee members than for oversight committee members and thus would over-
whelm the effects (i.e., adversely affect statistical inferences) of the oversight committee
variables.

A brief review below of some basic descriptive statistics for the variables of interest in both
oversight and nonoversight districts indicates no troublesome differences between the two
Zroups.
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Descriptive Statistics
. 0!fersight Nonoversight
District Members District Members
Variable Stan'dard Standurd
n Mean  Deviation n Mean  Deviation

Enforce i

Memb“ﬁ; bcha:nor ; : g 0317 0.167 336 0.268 0.153
p o P p,emfmnce 53.604 42.535 335 50.560 37.999
(substantive) 310
Commie peference 55.845 6.929 336 55.946 6.895
(appropriations) 310 58.615 11.065 336 58.606 11.199

onditions 3 7 7 336 6.777 1.768
Local economic ¢ 10 6.733 1.706

In addition, i (i . .
found no su(l:sta:tlla\zs:é]e:c;rgf erences in means) of interest group ratings used in this study
Committee members; House Labo:nl‘-‘l):alg COPE scores for House Education and Work Force
members; and the random sample (;f th and Human Services, and Education Subcommittee
finding s consistent with Krch tﬁel’s ( ;lggngverslght members: 57, 49, and 53, respectively. This
em‘;oguicrs" relative to the floor mam.,::sscssmcm that committee members are not “prefer-
. Contemporaneou ion (i .
tions where the geogra ;:i‘:‘:':‘l;:wﬂ (e, SPaUa{ autocorrelation) is more likely to occur in situa-
8. Diagnostics from theGle.mar‘:smore contiguous and of smaller size (Odland, 1988).
the presence of dependent variab th:nd other tests produced by the Shazam program confirm
103.023 and 104.233. each with 9dec teroscedasticity; the chi-squares for our models are
9. All of the control variables greesof freedom (Whistler, White, Wong, & Bates, 2001)
performed as expected. '
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