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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 oversight activities, such
as confirmation of presidential appointments!' program authorizations
and appropriations, hearings, and investiga~ns (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 fllfm.al 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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This research is an extension of the body of work seeking to explain variation in levels of Ou:u-
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 l:ompli-
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 0983-1995), 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.

I
This study is an extension 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 &
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Policy and politics provide the motivation for legislative oversight;
when legislators "see a connection between their own political lives
and bureaucratic activity," they "have a compelJing reason to oversee
the bureaucracy" (Keefe & Ogul, 1997, p. 382). Reelection may
depend as much on bUilding veterans hospitals, perfOrming constitu-
ency service, or finding ways to affect policy implementation as on
voting records. AU congresspersons act accordingly. Members of
CongresS try to influence bureaucrats in an effort to promote policy
objectives but also ~o that they can claim credit for promoting goals
valued by their own'constituencies.

Law provides the OPPOrtunityfor legislative oversight; "the consti-
tution grants the legislature the power to set public policy, create exec-
utive dePartments, provide revenue for their Operation, and establish
personnel practices"(Keefe & Ogol, 1997, p. 382). Although these
powers provide legal levers of influence over bureaucracy, it can be
diffiCult for Congress as a body to affect the implementation of pro-
grams that it passes, given mUltiple priorities, limited time, and lack of
expertise of most members (Keefe & Ogul, 1997, p. 383). Oversight
cOmmittee and subcOmmittee policy specialization, therefore, is criti-
ca11yimportant as a means of promoting investigation and program
review, to detennine if an agency is carrying out its responsibilities the
way CongresS intends. Committee and Subcommittee assignments
and their SUbsequent connection to bureaucratic policy behavior
(Bendor, TaYlor, & Van Gaalen, 1985; Weingast & Moran, 1983;
Wood & Anderson, 1993) play an important role in keeping federal
bureaucracy on the defensive and thus responsive to the legislature. I

Oversight cOmmittees use bUdgetary and/or other oversight means at
their disposal to pressure bureaucracy to move in the desired direction,
holding federal bureaucrats accountable for how they implement thelaws.

Needless to say, from the perspective of agency Participants, there
are other factors that can influence administrative responsiveness to
members of Congress. These factors include political sUpport at the
local levels (Derthick, 1972; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1979), the dis-
cretion available to street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980), and the
political controls available to elected officials with and without formal
oversight powers (T. M. Mae, 1982, 1985; Ripley & Franklin, 1987;
Scholz et al., 1991; Scholz & Wei, 1986; Wood, 1988). It is important
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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 (Scholz et aI., 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, 198'6).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

know of a House member's views of OSHA and other regulatory
issues. It may also be a way for the compliance officer to know of a
member's place on an oversight committee or appropriations subcom-
mittee. If a congressperson' s home-style activities (Fenno, 1978) indi-
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 from the congressperson
favor higher levels of enforcement, the compliance officer is more
likely to heed the demand for more enforcement activity (Scholz et al.,
1991).

Compliance officers are likely to be particularly aware of the n~s-
sity of support from legislators with oversight a~d/or budget authonty
over the agency. The committee member's vievis,on OSHA's enforce-
ment activity are likely to be influenced by hisl6r her ideology, infor-
mation from competing interest groups and from OSHA, as well as
information from constituents on OSHA activit)' within the district
(Weingast & Moran, 1983). Therefore, the actions of compliance offi-
cers in the member's district could result in triggering investigations
by the oversight committee or appropriations subcommittee. To avoid
potential negative consequences of such inquires, compli~~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 rec-
ognize that civil service regulations protect them fro~ elected ?ffi-
dais; however, they also recognize the powers of oversIght COlDIDlttee
and appropriations subcommittee members to punish the agency an~
the resulting effect on their own ability to do their jobs. Thus, compli-
ance officers may adjust their enforcement behaviors to more closely
fit the views of the district's representative to avoid such complica-
tions. This coping behavior enables compliance office~ to do ~ir
work without concern over triggering more formal oversIght revIews
and the potential changes to agency resources or discretionary author-
ity that could result from congressional investigations.

THE MODEL

Our primary focus here is on the influence of oversight ~n OSHA
enforcement behavior. Previous research demonstrates the lOcreased
role of oversight in Congress (Riesel bach, 1995, chap. 14) and bureau-



cracie~' responses to increased attention from those with oversight
authonty ~~old, !979; Stillman, 1996). In the broader context, part
of the.political e?vlronment includes the collective preferences of the
oversIght COIDnlltteeand appropriations subcommittee (Weingast &
Moran, 1983) and individual preferences of local representatives
(Scholz et al., 1991). Thus, OSHA's congressional district-level
e~orcement ~~avi~r will be affected by both the dynamics of com-
~ttee composl~on ~I.e.,.overall oversight committee's and appropria-
tiO~S~u~o~~ s attitudes toward labor) and the district represen-
tative s di~posI~on toward labor issues. For example, the field office
may fin~ It easIer to enforce more rigorously when liberal legislators
predomInate ~ut more difficult when moderate or conservative legis-
l~tors predo~nate. We hypothesize that the more prolabor the over-
SIght co~ttee and appropriations subcommittee memberships, the
more strtngent the level of OSHA enforcement (Hypothesis I).

To be sure, enforcement decisions are not divorced from the local
political environment. Previous research demonstrates the importance
of local electoral politics on OSHA field office enforcement activity
(Scholz et al., 1991). OSHA's traditional support from Democrats and
labor unions (Kelman, 1981; Mendeloff, 1979; Scholz & Wei, 1986)
~s well as direct and indirect support from local elected officials and
Interest groups (Scholz et al., 1991) will influence OSHA's behavior.
Consequently, a congressperson's attitude toward labor will reflect
the local political environment in which OSHA inspection decisions
are made. Local influ~nce works through the home activities of
elected rep~sentatives in their own districts, the coalitions responsi-
b~e for electing .representatives, and the general political culture in a
gIven commumty may determine who gets elected and how the
bureaucracy behaves (Scholz et aI., 1991, p. 834). Therefore, we
expect. the more prolabor the district's representative, regardless of
c~~ttee membership, the more stringent OSHA's congressional
distrtct enforcement behavior (Hypothesis 2).

The bureaucratic control and congressional oversight literatures
lead u~ to expect that oversight committee and appropriations sub-
cOIDnlltt,eemembers may influence OSHA enforcement activity more
than theIr. colleagues on nonoversight committees. Compliance offi-
cers are likely to be more responsive to representatives who sit on

Headrick el al.l ENFORCEMENT AND OVERSIGHT 615

committees with whips and carrots at their disposal than members
who sit on nonoversight committees without such res~urces .. We
hypothesize that OSHA will have higher proportions ~f IOspecnons
with penalties in districts where the congressperson SIts.on the su~
stantive oversight committee or appropriations subcOmmI~ than tn
districts of nonoversight committee members (HypotheSIS 3). The
reason for this situation is quite straightforward. Oversight committee
and appropriations subcommittee members exercise congr~ssional
supervision over OSHA administrators. Given the.Democrat1~ Party
predominated the House of Representative~ d~nng our ~nod .of
investigation, we expect proportion of penalne~ 10 congressl~nal 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 ~so works through
aggregated measures of committee and sUbcom~lttee prefere?c~s.

Of course, the focus of the oversight commi~ee and appropnanons
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 "wid~" (F~reman,
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 to
develop an in-depth understanding of the substance of the a~encies
they oversee. Thus, OSHA's authorization committee (Educa~on ~d
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 concerned with OSHA's
overall budgetary expenditures. OSHA will be aware of such differ-
ences and act accordingly (for a discussion of the oversight policy dif-
ferences between legislative committees and subcommittees, see



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 e.conomic 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. Moo, 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:

enforcement behavior,j = bo +-blsubstantive committeeli
+ b2appropriations subcommitteeq
+ b3committee preferenceq
+ b4member preference,
+ bslocal economic coqditions,}
+ b6task variables,} ,
+ b7president,j + errorli' .

where t is the year,j is the district, enforcemen't behavior is the propor-
tion of OSHA inspections with penalties m a district,3 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 conditions is the per-
centage of workforce unemployed in the state, task variables are total
number of workers in the district's labor force4 and OSHA's yearly
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 ofleg-
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 their
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 Congress 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 (congressional dis-
tricts) and units of time (years) from the ~periodunder investigation

II '



(1983 through 1995), resulting in 646 observations.s We select 1983 as
our initial year of study to anchor the data set with a Congress elected
under 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
from districts without oversight committee or appropriations subcom-
mittee representation as our control group (n = 336).6

Although the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor,
Health 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 membership and the lack of inSPeCtiondata for some congressio-
nal districts result in unequal numbers of cross sections for each of our
units of time. Thus, we initially estimate the above equation using
ordinary least squares regression to detect for the existence and extent
of autocorrelation, contemporaneous correlations among cross sec-
tions, and other potential concerns. Diagnostics, including Durbin-
Watson and LaGrange multiplier tests (Greene, 1993; Gujarati, 1996;
Maddala, 1992), indicate that inclusion of the dichotomous variable
for 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 niP

Heteroscedasticity, 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
(Glejser, 1969; Hanushek & Jackson, 1977).8 Given that we use mean
adjusted Committee of Political Education scores as proxies for the
Education and Work Force Committee's overall attitude toward labor
and 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-
Gl~uber test confirms. this expectation (Berry & Feldman, 1985). To
estImate parameters, ,we employ a model that uses maximum likeli-
hood estimation to correct for dependent variable heteroscedasticity

(Gujarati, 1996; Theil, 1971) and run separat~ models for the su~stan-
tive committee and appropriations subcomnuttee preference vanables
to address the effects of multicollinearity (see Whistler, White, Wong,
& Bates, 2001, for a discussion of maximum likelihood estimation
correction ofheteroscedasticity). Results of the corrected analyses are
reported below. .

We now turn to the effects of our primary independent variables on
OSHA enforcement behavior. The results are presented in Table 1.9

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 me~bers'
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 I) 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 for the
Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services,
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I'
TABLE I

Impact of Committee and Member Preferences
on OSHA Inspections With Penalties

Committee membership
House Education and Work
Force Committee

House appropriations
subcommittee

Member preference
Committee preferences
Education and Workforce
Committee

Appropriations sUbcommittee .0023702*
~ economic conditions

State unemployment -.00012951*
Task variable
Total labor force

President
George Bush
Bill Clinton

Resource variable
Differenced budget

Constant

Log of the likelihood
function

Squared correlation
coefficient between
observed and predicted .30026

NOTE' OSHA Occu .
*p < .01, dj= 635. pa~oilal Safety and Health Administration.

I
We predict higher levels of -enforcement 6ehavior 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 penalties. Although we
ought to be properly cautious generalizing from I year of data, initial
signs suggest the proportion of inspections with penalties declined in
the I st year of the Republican-controlled l04th 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 (Bennan, 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

Beta
Coefficient

Beta
Coefficient

.008803 .044817* .008900

.01395 .048689* .01395
.0001050 .00097409* .0001048

.0025427* .OOOllO57
.0005094

.055055*

.0010610*

oo1978סס. -.00013449* oo1995סס.

*oo10135סס0. .o00ooo1483 .OOOOOOll9744*.0000001507

.071060* .01174
.090793* .01369

.077775*

.088676*
.01329
.01J65

.0012869*
-.21779*

.0005056

.04513
.0021922*

-.19284*
.()()(J4ll05
.05219

j

and Educa~on's overall disposition toward labor and the vari~ble for
the Educatlo~ ~d Work Force Committee's overall attitude tow

Th
labo~are posItlvely associated with OSHA's enforcement beh ~rd
e Importan f labo aVlOr.

labo b ~e 0 a pro. r appropriations subcommittee and a pro-
cers r su stantive comnuttee suggests that for OSHA compliance offi-
auth~=::~~:~:~~ changes in the agency's budget and legislative



their enforcement behaviors to the preference of the House member
who represents the district in which they operate. This responsiveness
reflects compliance officers' recognition of the necessity for local
political support for enforcement actions. Compliance officers also
recognize differences in the roles House members play in accountabil-
ity. Our results demonstrate that oversight authority enhances compli-
ance officers' responsiveness to representatives. Even without formal
oversight activity, compliance officers react to the authority of legisla-
tors who sit on oversight or appropriations committees. By being more
responsive to members of the oversight and appropriations commit-
tees, compliance officers are making a connection between their
behaviors at the street-level and their potential effects on the entire
agency. Thus, street-level enforcement behavioris a reflection of both
the needs of the compliance officers and the needs of the agency.

OSHA is an interesting test case of the efficacy of oversight policy
because of the way that policy is implemented-enforcement takes
place in the field by street-level bureaucrats far removed from the
national office. The intellectual pay-off of this particular study is that
it provides convincing evidence that legislative oversight affects the
behavior of OSHA compliance officers at the district level. Compli-
ance officers see House oversight committee assignments as imposing
distinct limitations on agency operations. In their efforts to implement
safety and health regulations, OSHA compliance officers are not able
to use their discretion freely. Compliance officers must adapt their
policy implementation to the various and potentially conflicting
demands of political actors who are paying attention to their enforce-
ment behaviors. Street-level bureaucratic discretion provides compli-
ance officers the ability to manage multiple views concerning OSHA
behavior and political actors the ability to influence OSHA
enforcement.

This study also has implications for our broader understanding of
bureaucratic behavior in a democracy. Our findings coupled with
those of previous studies on the responsiveness of bureaucrats to
elected officials on the federal and state level and the judicial branch
(T. M. Moe, 1982, 1985; Scholz et al., 1991; Scholz & Wei, 1986;
Weingast & Moran, 1983; Wood & Anderson, 1993) suggest that
bureaucratic activity is indeed constrained by oversight. Congressio-
nal oversight plays an important role in making federal bureaucracy

. I I ENFORCEMENT; AND OVERSIGHT 623
Headnck et a . '

bers of Congress use their
accountable. To control bureaU~ra~y, m::ies and fund or not fund an
proactive ability to oversee part~cu al~ag t re on 'reinventing govem-

." The growmg Itera uagency's actlvltles. , (e g DiIulio Garvey, &, 1 bI' c responSIveness .., '
ment, in partiCUar pu 1 4' Osborne & Gaebler, 1992), suggests
KettI, 1993; R. C. Moe, 199, tr 1 bureaucratic discretion do not
that congressional efforts to con 0 d't nI'ckname the "fourth
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always work. ureaucr

b
't' Iso subjected to constraints by law-

branch" of government, ut 1 ISa d to know the prescription for
Th· t dy cannot pretenmakers. IS s u bleustobroadenourunder-
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APPENDIX
Operationalization of Variables

Enforcement behavior d .. t fon's (OSHA's) district enforcement
Occupational Safety and Health A mlnt;.ra I tions that carry a penaltydivided

behavior is measured by the total number 0 mspec
by the total number of inspections.

Substantive committee .' red as a dichotomous variable; it is
The variable sUbstant~vec~mmlttee ISme:ucation andWorkForceCommittee

coded I if the representatIveSItSon the House
and 0 otherwise.

Appropriations sUbcom~itt~e ittee is also measured as a dichotomous
The variable appropnatIons subco~m't the House appropriationssubcom-

variable; it is coded I if the representatIveSls on .
mittee with budgetary authority over OSHA and 0 otherwIse.

Committee preference . d' f Laoor and Congress of Industrial
Weuse mean adjusted Amenc~ Fe eratIon.o COPE) scores to measure the

Organizations Committee of pohtIcal f:duc~tIon ~ll attitude toward labor and the
House Education and Wor~Force ~;:~I~~~v:nd I~umanServices, and Educa-
Appropriations Subcommtttee on (H'gh COPE scores indicatemorefavorable
tion's overall disposition towardlabor. I er
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attitudes toward labor than I CO
d' d'" ower PE Scores) F d'

a ~uste mterest group rating SCores d th . or a Iscussion of "inllation
shiftin d' an e econometric od I th

g an stretching, scales associated with ' ~ meat Corrects for the
Grosclose, Levitt, and Snyder (1999). nommal Interest group scores, see

Member preference

The district represenLative's d' , ,
al ISPOSltlOn toward lbo'

u member's adjusted COPE sc a r IS measured by the individ-
ore, regardless of committee membe h'. rs tp.

Local economic conditiol1s

The variable local economic conditions is
workforce unemployed in the state. (Althou h d' ~easured by the percentage of
more preferable measure of local ec . g IStnct unemployment data wou Id be a
th I onomlc conditio

eon y annual measure available.) ns, state unemployment data are

Task variables

The total labor force is measured b h
laborforce. y t e total number of workers in the district's

OSHA's bUdget is measured b its
Y year-to-year change in enforcement size.

President

The variable for presidential administr' .
~bles. The first variable is labeled G e B:t~~n IS ~easured with. two dummy vari-

bO~ and? otherwise. The second v;::le is la~:;s s~O~ed I d~nng his administra-
dunng his administration and 0 oth . Th Wilham Clinton and is Scored I
baseli erwlse e Reagan d . .

De. . a mmlstration serves as the

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 districtj. A skeptic might argue that this could be picking up symbolic enfon:ement
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 19805 as symbolic politics
found no substantive or statistical evidence that amount of penalties provides a deterrent eft'ect.
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.e.,
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.e., higherrislc occupations
are more likely to be the subject of inspections) and, subsequently, increase OSHA's 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 II1CISlIIe,tota1
number of workers in the district's labor force, which includes the manufacturing and construc-
tion industries. Our labor mea.~ure also captures overall employment increases that arc associ-
ated with increases in reponed accident rates in the district (McCaffrey, Andersen, McCold, &
Kim. 19115).

5, Inspection data come from OSHA's Management Information System, which allows us to
aggregate inspection information to the congressional district k'vel 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, atId information concerning location
of inspections. States that enforce OSHA regulations with their own state agencies areexc\uded.

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
r:lOdom 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 committees.
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
groups.

lOne 'bl. . poSSI e conceptual concern with th
109 commi~ are perceived as "preference oeu~~::~e(~ent analysis is that members of stand-
neous) relauve to members of the larger Ie ' I I.e., more extreme and more homoge
Krehbiel(I990)andothershav & d gls~tu~e(e.g.,Shepsle&Weinga.~t 1987) H -

, eloun noconvlOclO 'd " owever.
ences differ systematically from those of the lar gev! ,encethatcommitteemembers'prefer_
1988). "In spite of the plausibility of such ob ge~ legIslature (see also Krehbiel & Rivers
the eV.idence for what have been called 'prefer::atIon.s an~, ~e corresponding assumptions:
selectIon tendencies,' and ultI'mately 'c . outliers, hlgh-demand committees' 'self

Ii ommUtee po ". " -
pre erence outlier stalwarts may continue to believe ,:r IS IOconc.lusive" (p. ~50), Although
extreme and more homogeneous than the Ie ' I at congressional commIttees are more
~m~es such beliefs" (p. 151). gls ature as a whole, "a greater burden of proof now

" measure oflegislator preferences or "ide I •• ,
cation (COPE) scores (see appendix), is highl c~ ogy, adJu~ted Committee of Political Edu-
labels Denwerat and Republican, in most case: . rrel~ted With party affiliation, making the

,Vlnua y synonymous with estimated preler-
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Descriptive Statistics

Oversight Nonoversight
District Members District Members

Variable
Standard Standard

n Mean Deviation n Mean Devill/ion

Enforcement bebavior 310 0.317 0.167
Member preference 310

336 0.268 0.153

Committee preference
53.604 42.535 335 50.560 37.999

(substantive) 310 55.845 6.929
Committee preference

336 55.946 6.895

(appropriations) 310 58.615 11.065 336
Local economic conditions 310

58.606 11.199

Ths.Icvariable (labor force)
6.733 1.706 336 6.777 1.768

310 244.764.31 33.262.76 336 246,452.50 30.724.82

Dilulio. J. 1.. Garvey. G .•& Ketti, D. F. (1993). Improving government performance: Anowne"s

manual. Washington. DC: Brookings Institute.
Dodd. L. c., & Schott, R. L. (1979). Congress and the administrative state. New York: Joon

Wiley.
Fenno. R. F. (1978). Home style. Boston: Little. Brown.
Foreman, C. H. (1988). Signals from the hill: Congressional oversight and the challenge of

social regulation. New Haven. CT: Yale University Press.
Glejser. H. (1969). A new test for heteroskedasticity. Journal of American Statistical Associa-

tion, 64. 316-323.
Greene, W. H. (1993). Econometric analysis. New York: Macmillan.
Grosclo

se
• T.• Levitt. S. D .• & Snyder, J. M .• Jr. (1999). Comparing interest group scores across

time and chambers: Adjusted ADA scores for the U.S. Congress. American Political Science

Review, 93.33-50.
Gujarati, D. (1996). Basic econometrics. New York: McGraw-Hili.
Hanushek. E. A.• & Jackson. 1. E. (1977). Statistical methods for social scientists. New York:

Academic Press.
Headrick, B. (1990). Incentives and influence: OSHA inspectors in urban areas. Unpublished

doctoral dissertation. State University of New York. Stony Brook.
Johannes, J. R. ( 1979). Casework as a technique of U .s.congressional oversight of the executive.

Legislative Studies Quarterly, 4, 325-351.
Johannes. J. R. (1984). To serve the people. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
Keefe. W. J.• & Ogul, M. (1997). The American legislative process. Englewood Cliffs. NJ:

Prentice Hall.
Kelman. S. (1981). Regulating America, regulating Sweden: A comparative study of occupa-

tional safety and health palicy. Cambridge. MA: MIT Press.
Krehbiel, K. (1990). Are congressional committees composed of preference outliers'? American

political Science Review. 84. 149-163.
Krehbiel. K .• & Rivers. D. (1988). The analysis of committee power: An application to Senate

voting on the minimum wage. American Journal of Political Science. 32.1151-1174.
Lipsky. M. (1980). Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public service. New

York: Russell Sage.
Muddala. G. S. (1992). Introduction to econometrics. New York: Macmillan.
Marvel. M. K. (1982). Implementation and safety regulatioll: Variations in federal and state

administration under OSHA. Administration'" Society. 14. 15-33.
Mayhew. D. (1974). Congress: The electoral connection. New Haven, CT: Yale University

Press.McCaffrey. D. P.• Andersen. D. E. McCold. P., & Kim, D. H. (1985). Modeling complexity:
Using dynamic simulation to link regression and case studies. Journal of Policy Analysis and

Management. 4. 196-216.
McCubbins. M. D.• & Schwartz, T. (1984). Congressional oversight overlooked: Police patrols

versus fire alarms. American Journal of Political Science. 2. 165-179.
Meier. K. J. (1985). Regulation: Politics, bureaucracy and economics. New York: St. Martin ·s.
Mendeloff. 1. M. (1979). Regulating safety: An economic and political analysis of occupational

.~afety and health palicy. Cambridge. MA: MIT Press.
Moe. R. C. (1994). The "reinventing government" exercise: Misinterpreting the problem. mis-

judging the consequences. Public Administration Review. 54. 111-122.
Moe. T. M. (1982). Regulatory performance and presidential administration. American Journal

of Political Science, 28. 739-777.

In additi '"on. analysIs (I.e .• differences in me ) f' .
found no substantive differences am COp;ns 0 mterest group ratmgs used in this study
Committee members; House Labor ::.'ith a scores for ~ouse Education and Work Force
tnen.t~; and.the random sample ~f nonove~~ ~~::s:erv~ces. and Education Subcommittee
findinglsconslstentwitbKrebbiel'S(l99O)asse~ rs. 57, ~9. and 53. respectively. This
ence outliers" relative to the floor ch be sment that committee members are not "prefer-

7 am r.
. Contemporaneous correlation (i e s tial ..tions where the geographic units are ..• pa .autocorrelation) ISmore likely to occur in situa-

8. Diagnostics from the GI . more contiguous and of smaller size (Odland. 1988).
eJser test and other tests prod ed b th S

the presence of dependent variable beterosced .. uc y e bazam program confirm
103.023andl04.232.eacbwitb9de of astlclty;.the chi-squares for our models are

9. All of the control variables pertigreesrmed
freedom

(Whistler. White. Wong. & Bates, 2001 ).
o as expected.

Aberbacb. J. D. (1990). Keeping a watchjUl . Th ..ington. DC: Brookings Institution. eye. e politics of congressional oversight. Wash-

Arnold. R. D. (1979). Congressland the bureaucrac N
Ben~r.J .•Taylor. S.•& Van Gaalen, R. (1985) Bu y. e~ Haven,. CT: Yale University Press.

Ity: A model of deception and monitori : bu7u~ratlc expe~lse versus legislative author-
79. 1041-1060. ng 10 getlOg. AmeTlcan Political Science Review,

Berman. P. (1980). Thinking about pro . .gies to situations. In H. Ingram &~ed and adaptive Implementation: Matching strate-
227). Beverly Hills. CA: Sage. . ann (Eds.). Why policies succeed or fail (pp. 205-

Berry. W. D.• & Feldman S (1985) MI' Ie
Bibby. J. F. (1966). Com~i~ ch~te~~:cs :~ress~on ~npracti~e. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
~st Journal of Political Science. 10. 305_324.leglslatiVe oversight of administration. Mid-

clc, M. (1972). New towns in-town. Washington DC' Urb I .• . an nstltute.



Moe, T. M. (1985). The politicized presidency. In J. E. Chubb & P. Peterson (Eds.). The nell'

direction in American politics (pp. 235-271). Washington, DC: Brookings Institute.
Neustadt, R. (1980). Presidential power: The politics of leadership from FDR to Carter. New

York: John Wiley.
Odland, J. (1988). Spatial autocorrelation (Sage Scientific Geography Series, Vol. 9). Newbury

Park. CA: Sage.
Ogul, M. (1976). Congress oversees the bureaucracy: Studies in legislative supervision. Pitts-

burgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press.
Osborne. D., & Gaebler, T. (1992). Reinventing govemment. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.
Pressman, J. L.. & Wildavsky. A. (1979). Implementation. Berkeley: University of California

Press.
Rieselbach, L. N. (1995). Congressional politics: The evolving legislative system. Boulder. CO:

Westview.
Ripley, R.. & Franklin. G. (1987). Congress, bureaucracy, and public policy. Pacific Grove. CA:

BrooksICole.
Scher, S. (1963). Conditions for legislative control. Joumal of Politics. 25. 526-551.
Scholz, J. T.• Twombly, J .• & Headrick. B. (1991). Street-level political controls over federal

bureaucracy. American Political Science Review. 85. 829-850.
Scholz,J. T.• & Wei, F. H. (1986). Regulatory enforcement in a federalist system. American

Political Science Review, 80. 1227-1249.
Shepsle, K. A., & Weingast, B. R. (1987). The institutional foundations of comminee power.

American Political ScietWe Review, 81, 85-104.
Snyder,J. M.•Jr., & Groseclose, T. (2000). Estimating party influence in congressional roll-call

voting. American Journal of Political Science. 44, 193-211.
Stillman. R.. n. (1996). The American bureaucracy: The core of modem government. Chicago:

Nelson-Hall.
Theil, H. (1971). Principles of econometrics. New York: John Wiley.
Twombly. J. (1994. April 14-16). The impact of symbolic enforcement: lArge penalty assess-

ments by OSHA and compliance by firms. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Mid-
west Political Science Association. Chicago.

Weingast. B. R.•& Moran. M. J. (1983). Bureaucratic discretion or congressional control'! Regu-
latory policy-making by the Federal Trade Commission. Journal of Political Economy, 9/.
765-800.

West, W. F. (1995). Controlling the bureaucracy: Institutional constraints in theory and in prac·
tice. Annonk. NY: M. E. Sharpe.

Whistler, D., White, K. J.•Wong, S. D., & Bates. D. (2001). Shazam: The econometric computer
program Version 9. user's reference manual. Vancouver. Canada: Northwest Econometrics.
Available from http://shazam.econ.ubc.ca

WJ.1son.J. Q. (1989). Bureaucracy: What govemment agencies do and why they do it. New York:
Basic Books.

Wood. D. B. (1988). Principals, bureaucrats and responsiveness in clean air enforcement. Ameri-
can Political Science Review. 82. 213-234.

Wood,D. B.•& Anderson,J. E. (1993). The politics of U.S. anti-trust regulation. American Jour-
nal of Political Science. 37. 1-39.

zagare. F. C.• & Kilgour. D. M. (2000). Perfect deterrence. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

H d··k· I tedabachelor'sdegreeinpoliticalscienceattheUnivers;tyof
Barbara ea r/C wmp e S U· 'ty of
Missouri-Columbia in 1984. She attended graduate school at the . tate nlverSI
New York Stony Brook and completed her Ph.D. in political science In ~9?Jds~;e:;:

h fi ItyofTeMJSA&.MUniversityfromJ989toJ996.JnJ996.sheJ~me t lU: •
on t e lIeu .' head. where she is now an assOCiate professor In
at Minnesota State University. Moo,.,.. . P rti aI Science Review.
political science. She has pUblis~d an.,~/es In the Amencan I~ I C
Western political Quarterly. Pubhc Opinion Quarterly. and Po ty.

I·· al' andthedirectoroftheCenur
George Serra is an associate professor ofpo WC sCience
for Legislative Studies at Bridgewater State College. His re~earch ~ere.stsf~ leg-
islative and electoral behavior. congressional ~p~sentatwn o~mln°H~ty c~cles ha~~

. I't' and poliCY ImplementatIOn. IS apresidency and executive po I ICS, . P lilies
appeared in the Journal of Politics, Political Research Quarterly. Amencan 0

Quarterly. and Legislative Studies Quarterly.

Jim Twombly is an assistant professor of political science at the uniUver~ityO!tyB,!~ew
d h' doctoratefrom the State nlversl oJ n'

(State University of New York). Heeame IS . Ie . and control of
York Stony Brook in 1992. His work has focused on Imp me~atIon e Ameri-
bureaucratic behavior. with articles in edited volumes and sU~h.Journals ~ th
can Political Science Review. Policy Studies Journal, and ~Ohtlcs and Pohcy.

http://shazam.econ.ubc.ca

