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Industrial Responses to
Constrained OSHA Regulation

As part of the effort to reduce the size and economic impact of the federal establishment,

congressional conservatives are proposing legislation to restrict the regulatory activity of the

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). These proposals push OSHA toward a

purely consultative role, at a corresponding cost in direct regulatory capability. The Clinton

administration’s reinvention of government initiative is also moving OSHA toward a consultative

role based on a strategy of cooperative compliance or industry self-regulation with a strong

coercive foundation. Since both camps appear to agree that self-regulation can assure a safe

and healthy workplace, the remaining debate concerns the extent to which coercive regulation

is still needed. National survey data on the industrial provision of occupational safety and

health services in the manufacturing sector were used to measure changes in industrial safety

and health activity between 1972–74 and 1981–83. In conjunction with data on OSHA

command-and-control regulatory activity from 1972 to 1979, these data permitted an

examination of the relationship between command-and-control regulatory activities and changes

in industrial behavior that could be regarded as a form of self-regulation. This analysis showed

that coercive regulation by OSHA in the 1970s was significantly related to industry self-

regulation efforts, although the relationship varied by industrial facility employment size and

type of regulatory coercion. These results indicate that coercive regulation should be retained

as an industrial incentive in any self-regulation policy paradigm. The results also provide

evidence that OSHA regulatory policy should be based on anticipated differences in industrial

response to various coercive measures.
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T
he effectiveness of the regulatory efforts
of the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) has been the
subject of policy debate and research for

many years. Governmental policy debates over
the role of OSHA are highly visible, and academ-
ic research on OSHA regulation has created a
rich body of policy literature. The net effect of
all the policy debates and resulting congressional
action can be viewed as a ‘‘constrained regula-
tion’’ that may lack the resources to be truly ef-
fective(1,2) in achieving the statutory goal of a safe
and healthful workplace.

Two major factors defined and encouraged
this reexamination of the effects of command-
and-control regulation by the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). The
first of these is the movement of OSHA away
from its traditional regulatory policies as a result
of political activity. The second factor is the in-
conclusive results of OSHA regulation studies

that find OSHA to be either ineffective or a
qualified success. In fact, certain of these stud-
ies have shown that the real effect of OSHA
regulatory activity may have been to encourage
industry self-regulation. Each of these major
factors is discussed at length in the following
text.

Political activity affecting OSHA includes ac-
tion by both the Clinton administration and the
congress. While it is still unclear whether OSHA
was originally intended to accomplish its goals
through direct regulatory action or through co-
operative safety and health programs,(3) current
political developments can be seen to be moving
OSHA toward cooperative regulation, including
self-regulation, and away from conventional co-
ercive enforcement methods.(4–11)

The Clinton administration has been engaged
in unprecedented executive activity as part of the
‘‘Reinventing Government’’ initiative, seeking to
address the criticisms of centralized regulation(6–12)
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The reinvention initiative concerning OSHA began with a White
House task force report that declared the OSHA system simply
did not work well enough.(13) An internal OSHA memo then out-
lined some of the reinvention concepts, including planned revision
of the OSHA field manual, ‘‘Forging of Partnerships’’ to develop
and implement safety and health training programs, and provision
of incentives for voluntary abatement of hazards.(14) Specific
OSHA reinvention policy initiatives have included the Maine 200
program to identify high-hazard workplaces and offer them con-
sultative services as an alternative to traditional regulation,(15) in-
dustrial management guidelines for in-plant safety and health pro-
grams, the provision of consultative services, and the OSHA
Voluntary Protection Programs.(16)

In 1994, OSHA released a draft working paper that proclaimed
that the agency’s mission could not be accomplished solely
through enforcement action, but required other means to en-
courage and support voluntary efforts by employers to create safe
and healthful workplaces.(17) President Clinton then announced
the ‘‘new OSHA’’ in a speech that confirmed the intention to
change from command-and-control regulation to an industry
choice between partnership and traditional enforcement,(18) with
the intent to leverage regulatory resources.(19) OSHA’s high regard
for this option was reflected in an expansion of the Maine 200
concept to all OSHA-regulated states as the Cooperative Com-
pliance program,(20) which was halted by federal court action on
February 16, 1998.(21) Finally, OSHA is in the process of releasing
a standard that requires employers to develop a comprehensive
safety and health program to identify and control workplace haz-
ards with the active participation of the work force.(22)

All of these administration initiatives support industry self-reg-
ulation in some manner. But, despite these initiatives, the need for
a continuing exercise of command-and-control coercive regulation
is still being emphasized by Clinton administration officials.(23,24)

Congress has pursued deregulation by attempting to restrict
conventional regulation through legislation. A number of relative-
ly recent legislative proposals provide substantial evidence of the
specific congressional desire to limit OSHA regulatory discretion.
Examples of such legislation from the 104th Congress included
the Ballenger bill (HR 1834), the Greg bill (S 526), the Hutch-
inson bill (S 592), and the Kassebaum bill (S 1423). Similar pro-
posals in the 105th Congress included the McInnes bill (HR
2661), the Ballenger proposals (HR 2869 and 2873), the Talent
bill (HR 2579), and the Enzi bill (S 1237).

Other congressional initiatives document the prevailing desire
of the congress to restrict and change traditional OSHA regula-
tory behavior. For example, legislation in the 105th Congress cod-
ified a consultative program to help small employers comply with
OSHA standards (HR 2564) and prohibited OSHA personnel job
performance evaluations on the basis of citations or penalties is-
sued (HR 2877). These measures were passed by both the House
and Senate, and forwarded for presidential signature.(25) It seems
likely that OSHA will respond by attempting to shift regulatory
policies toward a more cooperative and consultative paradigm, es-
pecially when executive branch initiatives have similar aims.

The second major factor framing this work was the mixed out-
come of previous research on OSHA regulation. Much of this
research found OSHA to be marginally successful at best, and
primarily measured regulatory performance by examining changes
in the illness or injury rates of American workers or by assessing
the extent of compliance with OSHA regulations, concluding that
OSHA regulatory activity had little or no positive effect or, at best,
influenced industrial compliance investments.(26–29) While these
studies found little or no significant relationship between OSHA

regulatory activity and positive changes in injury rates or industrial
behavior, they were limited by three factors. These factors include
the confounding effects of changes in workers’ compensation ben-
efits,(30) the lack of pre-OSHA data for comparison of industrial
behavior before and after the initiation of OSHA regulatory ac-
tivity,(31) and a reliance on data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics
for dependent variables.(27,32)

Representing an opposing viewpoint, other regulatory studies
found that (1) OSHA regulatory activity had a positive effect on
lost workdays in plants with larger employment;(33) (2) OSHA reg-
ulatory activity in the form of citations with penalties may posi-
tively influence injury rates;(28) and (3) OSHA regulatory activity
may effectively change industry behavior or stimulate cooperative
industrial efforts by focusing the attention of management on safe-
ty and health issues, sometimes through inspections that result in
cited violations.(5,30–32,34–37)

Available alternatives to command-and-control regulation ide-
ally should be objectively considered prior to their implementa-
tion. Examination of the regulatory literature shows that there are
at least five recognized alternatives to command-and-control reg-
ulation, including litigation,(8) taxation,(38–40) voluntary stan-
dards,(41–45) government influence,(45,46) and self-regulation.(8,11,12,45)

However, previous discussion has illustrated that the current po-
litical choice of both the executive branch and the congress is self-
regulation.

Finally, existing studies in the literature have suggested that
OSHA regulatory activity may have a direct relationship to the
establishment of industry plant-level occupational safety and
health programs.(33,47) Related studies indicate that publicity sur-
rounding OSHA regulation creates an industrial expectation of
regulatory presence(26) and that firms respond to actual or antici-
pated OSHA presence with actions intended to bring down oc-
cupational injury rates.(28) Note, however, that these actions may
not be restricted to simple compliance with immediate regulatory
demands, but may lead to broader programmatic efforts to reduce
hazards in the workplace, possibly including safety and health pro-
grams.(34)

On the basis of these political and research literature observa-
tions, it therefore seemed appropriate to examine the possible re-
lationship between OSHA command-and-control regulatory ac-
tivity and the retention of industry-based occupational safety and
health personnel as a surrogate for industry self-regulatory activity
or programs. Given current events, this investigation would be
particularly significant if the relationship between command-and-
control regulation and industry self-regulation shows that the will-
ingness of industry to adopt self-imposed requirements is at least
partially dependent upon the credible government exercise of co-
ercive regulation.(5,26,28,36)

METHODS AND MATERIALS

Data Sources

Data for the industry behavior (dependent) variables that were
needed to test the study hypotheses were obtained from two na-
tional surveys of the workplace by the National Institute for Oc-
cupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) in 1972–1974(48) and
1981–1983.(49) Because actual OSHA regulatory activity began
only in 1972, these surveys provide data that avoid the limitations
of previous OSHA studies discussed earlier, since they were gath-
ered before and after periods of OSHA regulatory activity and
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make no use of workers’ compensation and Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics information on illness and injury.

Each of these NIOSH surveys was a national-level sample of
the American industrial universe by industry type (Standard In-
dustrial Classification [SIC]) and facility-specific employment size.
The 1972–74 survey, the National Occupational Hazard Survey
(NOHS), contained observations in 4636 industrial facilities,
while the 1981–83 National Occupational Exposure Survey
(NOES) contained observations from 4490 industrial facilities.

The NOHS and the NOES were both intended to describe the
extent and conditions of worker exposure to chemical, physical,
and biological agents in the workplace, and to describe the safety
and health efforts instituted in the workplace as a result of man-
agement decisions. Data on management-directed initiatives in
safety and health used in this study were gathered through use of
a standardized questionnaire instrument administered to manage-
ment representatives.

Each of the NIOSH survey data files contained comparable
Part I management interview responses to this standardized in-
terview questionnaire. These responses provided data for four de-
pendent variables: (1) industrial use of an employed (in-house)
occupational health professional, (2) industrial use of an industrial
hygiene consultant, (3) industrial use of an employed (in-house)
safety professional, and (4) industrial use of an occupational safety
consultant. Note that, by NOES definition, an in-house occupa-
tional health professional or an in-house occupational safety pro-
fessional may function under a variety of professional titles, but
must devote at least 50% of his or her time to the ‘‘recognition,
evaluation, or control of occupational health (or safety) hazards.

Data for OSHA regulatory efforts from 1972 to 1979 were
obtained by special request from the Department of Labor,
OSHA.(50) The file acquired for this research consisted of all
OSHA inspection records from January 1972 through June 1979.
Variables selected for this study included (1) regulatory inspection
frequency, (2) the number of citations for nonserious violations of
regulatory standards, (3) the number of citations for serious vio-
lations of regulatory standards, (4) penalty assessment frequency,
and (5) penalty amount proposed.

Research Hypotheses

A comparison of data from the two national industry surveys by
NIOSH projected to the national universe after the method of
Sieber(51) appeared to show that industry had increased its use of
in-house and consultant occupational safety and health profession-
als from 1972 to 1981. This was considered to be evidence of a
possible industry trend toward self-regulation, on the basis that
the increased presence of safety and health professionals would
normally result in programmatic safety and health activity. Based
on that evidence, this study was intended to test the general hy-
pothesis that there is a direct and measurable relationship between
OSHA regulation variables (inspections and other regulatory co-
ercion such as citations and penalties) and the industrial establish-
ment of occupational safety and health program initiatives.

Five hypotheses were constructed:
(1) There is a direct and measurable relationship between OSHA
regulatory activity and observed changes in industrial utilization
of employed industrial hygiene (occupational health) personnel
over time.
(2) There is a direct and measurable relationship between OSHA
regulatory activity and observed changes in industrial utilization
of consultant industrial hygiene personnel over time.
(3) There is a direct and measurable relationship between OSHA

regulatory activity and observed changes in industrial utilization
of employed safety professional personnel over time.
(4) There is a direct and measurable relationship between OSHA
regulatory activity and observed changes in industrial utilization
of consultant safety professional personnel over time.
(5) The employment size of a facility significantly affects the in-
dustrial response to regulatory action.

Data Analysis

Several considerations constrained the data analysis in this study.
First, facility-specific analysis(26,28,52,53) was not possible due to the
lack of facility-specific identification across data files, so an aggre-
gate analysis was performed.(27,28) Second, the high degree of cor-
relation between the independent variables (ranging from 0.82 to
0.98) made multiple regression analysis of the relationship be-
tween dependent and independent variables impossible. There-
fore, analysis was restricted to (1) calculation of the correlation
coefficient (r) as a measure of the strength of the linear relation-
ship between the variables and of the positive or negative nature
of that relationship, (2) calculation of the coefficient of determi-
nation (R2) as a measure of the independent variable as a predictor
of the value of the dependent variable, and (3) the standard F test
for significance.

Additionally, the aggregate analysis required use of the data
from both NIOSH national industry survey data files for obser-
vations of change over time for each dependent variable within a
SIC.(54) Since these survey data sources were regarded as indepen-
dent samples of the national universe with unknown means and
variances, and no firm guidance exists on the number of individual
cases necessary for each observation, a general consensus(55) sug-
gested a minimum sample of 25 cases from each survey per ob-
servation within each SIC. This increased the available degrees of
freedom in the analysis and maximized the precision of the esti-
mated variance (the precision of the calculated change in depen-
dent variables). In practice, these considerations meant that anal-
ysis was restricted to the two-digit SIC level within the
Manufacturing sector SICs (20–39).

Differences between the coverage of the NOHS and the NOES
for ‘‘small’’ (employing less than 200 workers) and ‘‘large’’ (employ-
ing 200 or more workers) facilities further restricted analysis
among the 20 two-digit SICs classified as Manufacturing. Two
similar subfiles were created from each survey database, consisting
of small or large plant data.

Under the 25 cases procedure, analysis of the small facility uni-
verse was possible for 17 of the 20 Manufacturing SICs (all but
SIC 21, Tobacco Manufactures; SIC 29, Petroleum Refining; and
SIC 31, Leather and Leather Products). Analysis of the large fa-
cility universe was possible for 10 of the 20 Manufacturing SICs
(missing the same three SICs as the small facilities, plus SIC 22,
Textile Mill Products; SIC 23, Apparel Products; SIC 24, Lumber
and Wood Products; SIC 25, Furniture and Fixtures; SIC 26, Pa-
per and Allied Products; SIC 32, Stone, Clay, and Glass Products;
and SIC 39, Miscellaneous Manufacturing).

Operationalization of Variables

A total of four dependent variables and five independent variables
were constructed for this study. The dependent variables, which
describe the use of consultant or employed safety or health pro-
fessionals, were operationalized by calculating the proportion of
observed industrial facilities for each of the 20 Manufacturing
SICs for each time frame (1972–74 and 1981–83), and subtract-
ing the observed 1972–74 percentage of facilities from the 1981–
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TABLE I. Analysis Results from Manufacturing Facilities Employing Fewer than 200 Workers
Variable INSPECT NSVIOL SERVIOL PENALTY PENAMT

EMPL.IH r
R2

sig. F

.1941

.0377

.4553

.0825

.0068

.7528

.3787

.1434

.1339

.1359

.0185

.6030

.4551

.2072

.0664
CONS.IH r

R2

sig. F

.2809

.0789

.2747

.1391

.0194

.5944

.3318

.1101

.1933

.1966

.0386

.4496

.3106

.0965

.2250
EMPL.SAF r

R2

sig. F

.5947*

.3536*

.0118*

.5192*

.2695*

.0327*

.5926*

.3512*

.0122*

.5364*

.2878*

.0264*

.6038*

.3646*

.0103*
CONS.SAF r

R2

sig. F

.2565

.0658

.3203

.2158

.0466

.4055

.1548

.0240

.5530

.2232

.0498

.3891

.0375

.0014

.8864

*P # .05.

TABLE II. Analysis Results for Manufacturing Facilities Employing More than 200 Workers
Variable INSPECT NSVIOL SERVIOL PENALTY PENAMT

EMPL.IH r
R2

sig. F

.1265

.0160

.7276

2.0250
.0007
.9441

.4865

.2195

.1721

.0214

.0005

.9533

.5929

.3516

.0708
CONS.IH r

R2

sig. F

2.2986
.0891
.4021

2.1995
.0398
.5806

2.6569*
.4316*
.0390*

2.2488
.0619
.4881

2.6677*
.4459*
.0349*

EMPL.SAF r
R2

sig. F

.5085

.2586

.1334

.3329

.1108

.3473

.6707*

.4499*

.0338*

.4077

.1663

.2422

.6940*

.4816*

.0260*
CONS.SAF r

R2

sig. F

.1392

.0194

.7014

.1567

.0245

.6656

2.4075
.1661
.2424

.1340

.0180

.7210

2.5974
.3569
.0682

*P # .05.

83 percentage. The dependent operational variables were there-
fore expressed as changes in the percentage of observed facilities
within a two-digit SIC, and became (1) EMPL.IH 5 change in
use of employed industrial hygienists; (2) CONS.IH 5 change in
use of consultant industrial hygienists; (3) EMPL.SAF 5 change
in use of employed safety professionals, and; (4) CONS.SAF 5
change in the use of consultant safety professionals.

The original OSHA data file contained certain undesired rec-
ords. Only those records indicating actual regulatory compliance
activity within a SIC code of 20 through 39 (Manufacturing) were
retained. Further selection by facility employment size (less than
200, or 200 or more) created the file used in this research.

The five independent variables derived from the OSHA data
set were standardized by using estimates of employment from the
1972–74 NOHS and 1981–83 NOES survey databases and av-
eraging them to reflect average employment totals by SIC strata
for the 1972–1983 time frame. They were also expressed as per
1000 workers employed in both the small (,200 employees) and
large (200 or more employees) strata. The operationalized inde-
pendent variables then became (1) INSPECT (number of inspec-
tions per 1000 workers within a SIC/size strata); (2) PENALTY
(number of inspections with penalty per 1000 workers within a
SIC/size strata); (3) NSVIOL (number of inspections with non-
serious violations per 1000 workers within a SIC/size strata); (4)
SERVIOL (number of inspections with serious violations per 1000
workers within a SIC/size strata, and (5) PENAMT (amount of
proposed penalty per 1000 workers within a SIC/size strata).

RESULTS

The final results of the analysis in this study are displayed in
Tables I and II. These tables present the correlation coefficients

(r), coefficients of determination (R2), and significance (F test) for
each paired dependent and independent variable. Analytical results
in the table matrix that are significant at p #.05 are noted by
asterisks in the tables.

Fundamentally, the data displayed in Tables I and II show that
there is a significant relationship between command-and-control
regulatory activities and industry self-regulation. The data indicate
that while there was an apparent difference in response based on
employment size, companies in both employment size strata re-
sponded to regulatory pressures.

The results displayed in Tables I and II indicate different re-
sponses to OSHA regulation by small and large plants, as pre-
dicted in Research Hypothesis 5. As expected, both small and
large plants appeared to respond to regulatory activity with in-
creased safety efforts due to the preponderance of OSHA safety-
related activity in the 1970s. However, it is obvious that large
plants responded positively only when confronted with serious vi-
olation citations and increasing penalties, whereas small plants re-
sponded positively to all forms of regulatory action tested.

Specifically, small plants responded to OSHA regulatory activ-
ity tested by increasing their use of employed safety personnel
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(EMPL.SAF) (significant at p 5 .05 or less). This confirms Hy-
pothesis 3, but was contrary to the expectations underlying Hy-
pothesis 4, which assumed that small plants would preferentially
retain consultants (CONS.SAF) due to lower expected costs in
comparison with employed safety professionals. This outcome is
also in contrast to an expectation that small firms would not vol-
untarily cooperate with enforcement efforts due to financial con-
straints even when injury rates were high.(56) The data in Table I
also indicate that from 26 to 36% of the observed variance in small
plant use of employed safety professionals can be explained by
fluctuations in OSHA regulatory activity.

In addition, there is a significant (at p 5 .0664) correlation
between small plant employment of industrial hygienists
(EMPL.IH) and the amount of regulatory penalty proposed by
OSHA (PENAMT), but no significant relationship between reg-
ulatory activity and use of safety consultants (CONS.SAF). While
this seems to confirm Hypothesis 1, it is counter to the economic
expectations underlying Hypothesis 2, which assumed that small
plants would adopt a lower cost response to regulation. A partial
explanation for these unexpected findings may be that enough of
the plants in the analytical data files are near the 200-employee
threshold to bias the results toward responses expected of large
plants and their greater economic resources. Furthermore, as pre-
viously noted, the NOES accepted a response of occupational
health activity as positive if there was professional effort (50% or
more of an individual’s time) related to the recognition, evalua-
tion, and control of occupational health hazards, regardless of the
actual professional title involved. However, this does not auto-
matically mean that the observed tendency for small plants to re-
spond to any of the tested forms of OSHA activity is not true.

Table II shows that large plants appeared to respond positively
only to regulatory citations for serious violations or to increased
penalty amounts (significant at p #.05). These regulatory activities
appear to explain from 44 to 48% of the observed variation in
large plant employment of safety professionals, which was accom-
panied by a significant (p 5 .0390 or less) decrease in the use of
consultant industrial hygiene professionals. These observations
confirmed Hypothesis 3 regarding increased employment of safety
professionals, but were contrary to Hypothesis 2 regarding in-
creased use of industrial hygiene consultants as a lower cost re-
sponse to regulation.

This limited large plant response to regulatory presence may
be a function of economic size (small penalties don’t mean much)
and the availability of greater in-house expertise due to greater
economic capability. These factors could understandably lessen the
impact of implied or minimal regulatory threats such as inspection
frequency, nonserious citations, or smaller penalties.

The Table II data also point out other significant correlations
that show that large plants may have reacted to regulatory actions
by simultaneously increasing their use of employed safety person-
nel and decreasing their reliance on consultant industrial hygienists
(note the negative correlation coefficients and significant R2 values
[p #.05] for consultant industrial hygienists). The data also in-
dicate that regulatory activity accounts for over 40% of the ob-
served variance in on-site safety professional employment. And,
regulatory activity (serious safety violations or increased regulatory
penalties only) appears to account for nearly half (R2 5 .4499 to
.4816) of the variance in large facility use of employed safety pro-
fessionals (significant at p 5 .0260 to .0338). It is also interesting
to note that small plants in this study duplicated the large plant
tendency to employ industrial hygienists when confronted with
increased penalties, although these results were not significant at
quite the same levels (p 5 .06 to .07). This result may be due to

the higher proportion of OSHA safety inspections compared with
health inspections from 1972–1979, as discussed elsewhere.

DISCUSSION

The research hypotheses tested assumptions that industry would
respond to traditional command-and-control regulation by ini-

tiating safety and health efforts by professional personnel, which
was viewed as a surrogate for safety and health program activity.
The research outcome can reasonably be viewed as an endorse-
ment of current OSHA policy initiatives directed at encouraging
self-regulation, which include the Voluntary Protection Programs,
the Cooperative Compliance program, and the pending safety and
health program standard.

Conversely, the research also provides evidence that, if the re-
sources allocated to enforcement activity drop below the levels
seen in the 1970s (adjusted for changes in the facility universe
from the 1970s to the present), regulation may not foster industry
efforts at self-regulation.(31,32) This argues against unconsidered
cuts in allocations for traditional enforcement activity, as does oth-
er recent research.(57)

The research evidence showing that the effects of regulatory
presence varies by the employment size of business suggests that
different enforcement and consultative strategies must be em-
ployed by OSHA for different employment size strata, echoing
the conclusions of other analysts.(58) For example, based on the
significant response of small business to all of the tested forms of
regulatory presence, the provision of consultative activity may be
a more efficient form of regulation for small business than the
more resource-consuming traditional inspection. Continuation of
this small business sensitivity to OSHA presence may be heavily
dependent on maintenance of a credible traditional enforcement
effort, given the natural inclination to be unresponsive to regu-
latory demands.(59) This is particularly relevant to regulatory suc-
cess, since conventional direct regulation of small plants is a literal
impossibility, given the number of such plants and expected
OSHA enforcement resources.

Conversely, the research showed that inspection activity in larg-
er and potentially uncooperative plants resulted in change only in
the case of serious violations and/or increasing penalty amounts,
which are characteristic of coercive regulation. This indicates that
such regulatory resources should be concentrated in larger plants,
especially since conventional regulation of conditions in larger
plants is more efficient if measured by the number of workers
covered per inspection.

Finally, in demonstrating the safety-oriented reaction of indus-
try to the predominately safety-related inspection(60) activities
(82.4% of the 199,700 OSHA inspections considered in this re-
search) of OSHA in the 1970s, the analysis also indicates that
industry, regardless of employment size, is sensitive to regulatory
emphasis. This stresses that clearly stated OSHA policy expecta-
tions, accompanied by uniformity of field application across
OSHA field offices, is critical to the achievement of regulatory
goals.

FUTURE RESEARCH

The aggregate analysis performed in this study addressed indus-
try at a somewhat crude level. Additional data would make it

possible to perform an improved analysis at more detailed levels
of industry, pointing out differences in response to regulatory de-
mands between industries that may be masked by the two-digit
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SIC approach. It is possible that current large-scale industry sur-
veys being conducted by OSHA,(61) in conjunction with new data
from the OSHA Management Information System, will provide
the data for improved analyses. Such an analysis might also help
determine the ‘‘critical level’’ of enforcement activity that marks
the point at which the implied threat of regulatory sanctions is no
longer an inducement for industry cooperation and self-regula-
tion.

And, since it has been recognized that facility employment size
is an important factor in regulation of the workplace, future re-
search could be directed at the employment size variable and its
role in determining industrial response to OSHA regulatory de-
mands within specific industries. Additionally, research could de-
termine whether employment size as a variable in regulatory re-
sponse is simply a surrogate for economic capability to respond to
requirements, for working environment complexity, for expected
occupational safety and health awareness at the facility level, or for
a combination of these and other factors.
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