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O n e of the most persistent criticisms
of the behavioral sciences is that aca-
demics are only interested in develop-
ing theory for its own sake (e.g., see
Ricci 1984). According to this argu-
ment, the development of social sci-
ence theory provides society with few
practical benefits. It survives only
because it serves the needs of the
academic community, providing fer-
tile publishing ground for scholars to
formulate, criticize, revise, reformu-
late, and debunk various theories.
Critics view theory building as com-
parable to a dog chasing its tail. One
can identify a great deal of activity,
but there is little practical pay off.

We believe that this pernicious
view of theory building has evolved
because applied proposals for policy
change that would demonstrate the
value of social science theory are not
generally published in mainstream
journals. Mainstream journals iden-
tify theories about the nature of
important governmental and societal
problems. Often these theories pro-
vide the basis for remedial solutions
that can be formulated as policy pro-
posals. However, once theory is
framed in an applied form, scholars
generally consider it as inappropriate
for publication in mainstream social
science journals. Social scientists
themselves have created the impres-
sion that theory is only formulated
for its own sake.

In this article we ask what we
believe is a fundamental question for
the political science discipline:
"What does one do with applied
research?" A satisfactory answer to
this question would demonstrate the
practical utility of social science the-
ory—or what Lindblom and Cohen
(1979) have called "usable knowl-
edge." We illustrate our argument by
presenting an example of an applied
policy proposal that flows naturally
from the last 40 years of the develop-
ment of bureaucratic theory.

The Accountability Problem
and Bureaucratic Theory

Citizens, public officials, and
scholars alike have often promoted
the normative goal of bureaucratic
accountability—that is, bureaucrats
should be responsible for their
actions to the public and its elected
institutions. In advancing this goal,
scholars have often identified a fac-
tor that undermines political control
by elected officials, namely, that
bureaucrats have an information
advantage over the public, members
of Congress, and the president.
Because of their location within the
bureaucracy and their propinquity to
the policy process, bureaucrats
become experts in a variety of nar-
row areas. And because they serve
for life, rather than a limited elec-
toral period, bureaucrats can wait
out efforts at change to produce a
longer-term effect than elected offi-
cials. Thus, bureaucrats have myriad
opportunities to advance their own
interests over those of the public
at large.

The literature on the need for
bureaucratic accountability is exten-
sive. For over two decades an ideo-
logically diverse group of scholars
and political pundits such as Hunt-
ington (1952), Bernstein (1955),
Kolko (1963), Cater (1964), Freeman
(1965), Fellmeth (1970), and Stigler
(1975) argued that bureaucrats, inter-
est groups, and relevant congres-
sional committees enter into an elitist
"iron triangle" relationship, thus
promoting their own special interests
over the public interest. Bureaucrats
and their agencies are essentially
"captives" of these special interests.
This literature identified the strategic
location of bureaucrats and their
information advantages as critical
factors constraining attempts at
bureaucratic accountability (Niskanen
1971). Furthermore, control by

elected officials was assumed to be
virtually nonexistent. The president
and Congress (rather than just its
individual committees) were con-
sidered to be out of the policy loop.
And, since the courts rarely ques-
tioned the integrity of agency deci-
sions, the judicial branch was also
considered to be of little importance
in promoting bureaucratic accounta-
bility.

During the 1960s scholars such as
McConnell (1966), Lowi (1969), Red-
ford (1969), and Rourke (1969)
advanced the argument against
bureaucracy another step. They
asserted that in a democratic society,
policy should be established by
elected officials, rather than by non-
elected bureaucrats. They also argued
that when the nonelected denizens of
bureaucracy assume this policy-
making role, the constitutional sys-
tem is subverted and democracy itself
is imperiled. In order to preserve
democracy, these scholars argued
that bureaucracy must be made ac-
countable to legal standards and to
the will of elected officials.

Again, as with the iron triangle
and capture theorists, these scholars
identified the strategic advantages of
bureaucrats as part of the problem.
Issue expertise provides bureaucrats
with policy advantages over elected
officials. To remedy this problem it
was recommended that Congress
should enact clear, consistent, and
unambiguous legislation, and that it
should be more vigorous in its over-
sight of the bureaucracy. The courts
were also urged to play a more active
role in constraining bureaucratic
attempts to exceed the letter of the
law.

While these reform proposals had
merit, they were also unrealistic. For
example, since bargaining and com-
promise are endemic to the legislative
process it is highly unlikely that un-
ambiguous legislation will be enacted
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on a regular basis. Furthermore,
since existing monitoring capabilities
were identified as part of the prob-
lem, there was little reason to expect
that congressional oversight would
become more vigorous in the future.
Therefore, while identifying an
important problem, these scholars
provided only a token remedy for the
problem of bureaucratic accounta-
bility.

During the 1980s a new literature
on the bureaucracy developed. De-
rived from the economic theory of
agency, it addressed many of the
same concerns identified by earlier
scholars (Bendor and Moe 1985,
1986; Moe 1982, 1985; Scholz and
Wei 1986; Scholz, Twombly and
Headrick 1991; Wood 1988; Wood
and Waterman 1991a). A normative
assumption of this literature was that
bureaucrats should be held accounta-
ble to elected officials. Agency
theory also identified what it called
the information asymmetry problem
as the primary factor undermining
consistent political control of the
bureaucracy. As with the previous
literature on bureaucracy, oversight
or monitoring was identified as a
critical link between the realization
of a principal's objectives and imple-
mentation by the bureaucracy. Moni-
toring was deemed important for two
familiar reasons. First, the policy
objectives of principals and agents
will often diverge. Second, bureau-
cratic agents have a considerable
information advantage over princi-
pals. Taken together, these two fac-
tors suggest that agents have both the
motive and the means to promote
self-interested objectives. Effective
monitoring is vital because it pro-
vides the mechanism for offsetting
information asymmetries between
elected principals and bureaucratic
agents.

Like earlier scholars, agency theo-
rists identified the need for an effec-
tive monitoring mechanism. How-
ever, they too left unanswered the
question of how monitoring could be
made more effective. This failure to
identify an effective monitoring
mechanism is particularly important,
since institutional scholars consistent-
ly argued that existing oversight
capabilities are inadequate (Scher
1960; Fenno 1966; Bibby and David-
son 1972; Ogul 1976; Dodd and

Schott 1979; Fiorina 1981; Sundquist
1981; Smith and Deering 1984).'

Why are existing oversight capa-
bilities inadequate? When Congress
and the president attempt to monitor
the bureaucracy they seek answers to
specific questions. For example, they
want to know whether a particular
bureaucratic unit is performing in a
manner consistent with existing legal
standards. Is bureaucratic perform-
ance efficient and effective? Is it con-
sistent with constituency needs? Have
significant changes recently occurred
in the level or substance of bureau-
cratic outputs, and if so, what
specific stimulus caused the changes?
Most important, they want to know
whether bureaucratic performance is
consistent with their own preferences.

For a variety of reasons, tradi-
tional oversight mechanisms have
had a limited ability to provide relia-
ble answers to these questions. First,
because traditional oversight is con-
ducted only sporadically, it cannot
provide continuous answers to these
questions over time. Even if answers
are provided at one selected point in
time, there is no guarantee that
similar questions will even be asked
at any future point in time. This is
an important constraint since con-
tinuous oversight increases the proba-
bility that bureaucratic shirking will
be detected. In fact, sporadic over-
sight may actually be an inducement
for bureaucrats to engage in strategic
behavior, since the probability of
detection is limited.

A second problem with existing
oversight is that elected institutions
generally lack independent sources of
information on bureaucracies. In-
stead, they frequently depend on
information provided by the
bureaucracy or other interested par-
ties. Yet, bureaucrats will often have
a clear incentive to mislead their
political overseers. By practicing
deception they can derive certain
benefits that would not otherwise be
possible (e.g., slack resources,
increased discretion, their preferred
outcomes). In order for political
institutions to effectively monitor the
bureaucracy, then, they must have
access to independent information.

A third limitation of traditional
oversight is that elected institutions
lack a systematic method for evaluat-
ing the information they do receive

from the bureaucracy. This con-
straint is critical because even when
bureaucrats provide an honest ap-
praisal of their agency's activities,
they may be intentionally deceptive,
mistaken, or important differences of
opinion between experts may emerge.
Without an objective evaluation cri-
terion, elected institutions cannot
evaluate conflicting claims or identify
erroneous testimony.

What these three factors suggest,
then, is that the best we can expect
from existing oversight is to provide
some answers, to some of the above
questions, some of the time. How-
ever, due to the lack of systematic
monitoring, bureaucratic accountabil-
ity will be limited. A monitoring sys-
tem capable of providing continuous
oversight, independent information,
and an objective evaluation criterion
is therefore needed.

A careful reading of recent pub-
lished research suggests that such a
system could be available with only
minor changes in government. In an
earlier work we analyzed outputs
from seven different federal bureauc-
racies with widely diverse organiza-
tional structures (Wood and Wate-
man 1991a). The goal of that study
was to determine the "scope and
mechanisms of political control" of
the bureaucracy, a long debated theo-
retical question. However, the meth-
odology used there, which we called
"policy monitoring," also presented
some practical possibilities for con-
tinuously and systematically monitor-
ing the behavior of bureaucracy.

A Demonstration of Policy
Monitoring: The Deregulation
and (Covert) Reregulation
of the Trucking Industry

The first stage of policy monitor-
ing involves analyzing qualitative evi-
dence to formulate testable hypothe-
ses on bureaucratic performance
through the period of interest. Here
it is crucial to explore the unique his-
torical context of the bureaucracy, as
well as to identify stimuli relevant to
bureaucratic accountability. Among
the factors to be considered are the
timing of political appointments,
changes in budgetary allocations,
bureaucratic reorganizations, the
enactment of new legislation, and,
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more generally, the preferences of
democratic institutions for particular
bureaucratic outputs. Critical events
(e.g., like the accident at Three Mile
Island) and internal bureaucratic
stimuli (e.g., temporary wild-eyed
bureaucratic zealotry) should also be
identified and controlled for in sub-
sequent statistical analyses.

The Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion was intentionally designed to
limit top down political control.
Established on February 4, 1887, to
regulate railroads involved in inter-
state transportation, Congress initial-
ly established the agency within the
Interior Department. They soon re-
established it as an independent regu-
latory commission following the elec-
tion of President Benjamin Harrison,
a strong supporter of railroad inter-
ests. In doing so, Congress's clear
intent was to limit presidential influ-
ence over commission activities.
While presidents were granted
authority to appoint the commis-
sion's members, they were not dele-
gated authority to remove them from
office. In addition, until 1969 presi-
dents did not have the authority to
designate the commission's chairman
(Waterman 1989: 85).

In 1935 Congress passed the Motor
Carrier Act, thus expanding the
ICC's focus to include regulation of
the trucking industry. Enacted at the
peak of the Great Depression, the
legislation was explicitly designed to
restrict market entry and protect
existing carriers from excessive com-
petition. The law specified that in
order for an operating certificate to
be issued, a new prospective carrier
must demonstrate that it was both fit
and able to provide the proposed ser-
vice. Applicants also had to prove
that the service would satisfy a
"public need," meaning that no
other existing carrier could provide
the same service. Operating under the
provisions of the 1935 act, over the
next 40 years the ICC issued only
limited numbers of new operating
certificates, despite the fact that the
depression had long ago ended and
more certificates would have pro-
vided greater public benefit through
a larger choice of carriers and lower
market prices.

The ICC was from 1935 to 1977 a
quintessential example of what schol-
ars of government regulation have

called regulatory "capture" (e.g.,
Huntington 1952; Stigler 1975;
Moore 1978). However, with the
Carter administration an effort was
begun to deregulate the transporta-
tion industry. In accordance with
these goals, President Carter ap-
pointed A. Daniel O'Neal and, later,
Darius Gaskins to chair the commis-
sion. These appointees initiated
administrative reforms intended to
liberalize ICC procedures for issuing
new operating certificates. The
administration also proposed legisla-
tion that would make the changes
permanent. On July 1, 1980, the
president signed into law a new
Motor Carrier Act, which codified
many of the ICC's earlier admin-
istrative reforms.

The Motor Carrier Act of 1980
represented a major break with past
legislative intent by greatly easing
restrictions on entry to the protected
market. However, the legislation
represented a "fragile compromise"
since it did not remove either the fit-
ness or public need provisions deline-
ated in the original 1935 act. These
provisions provided a potential mech-
anism for reregulating the trucking
industry. So long as Carter and his
ICC chairmen were in office, entry
provisions could be liberally inter-
preted. However, this situation
would soon change with the Reagan
administration.

Ronald Reagan campaigned for
president in 1980 as an economic de-
regulator. However, he had also been
endorsed by the Teamsters Union, a
vociferous opponent of deregulation
because it encouraged fierce competi-
tion within the trucking industry and
reduced benefits from a protected
market. On June 16, 1981, President
Reagan appointed Reese Taylor as
the ICC's new chairman, a man
reputed to have close ties with the
Teamsters.

In public appearances Taylor
quickly distanced himself from the
Carter style of deregulation. Testify-
ing before Congress he admitted to
being neither a "regulator nor a de-
regulator" (U.S. Congress 1982: 3).
He also defended the existing fitness
and public needs provisions of the
1935 and 1980 Motor Carrier Acts
(U.S. Congress 1981: 70, 80-81) and
advocated a slower path toward de-
regulation (ICC 1982: 4). Once in

office Taylor also removed or trans-
ferred (to positions of lesser author-
ity) individuals who had previously
supported deregulation.

The year following his appoint-
ment, congressional committee mem-
bers heard testimony that Taylor's
ICC had abandoned the goal of de-
regulation. Taylor's critics argued
that the ICC was issuing fewer oper-
ating certificates, and, as a result, the
trucking industry was becoming less
competitive. The stimulus for this
change, critics argued, was political,
an alleged reward to the Teamsters
for support in the 1980 campaign.
Taylor and other Reagan administra-
tion officials were quick to agree that
the number of certificates issued by
the ICC had declined during his first
year in office. However, they did not
agree with the critic's contention that
the stimulus for the change was
political. Rather, they argued that
market forces encouraged the reduc-
tion in the number of operating cer-
tificates issued. According to their
argument, only so many trucking
firms could profitably provide service
at any one time. As the trucking
market became saturated, it was
natural that fewer companies would
seek new operating authority.

Traditional oversight identified two
rival hypotheses for the cause of
trucking reregulation by the ICC.
One hypothesis suggested that a
political factor (i.e., the Taylor
appointment) was the stimulus for
change. The second hypothesis was
that natural market forces (i.e., the
invisible hand of competition) had
limited the demand for new certifi-
cates. Yet, congressional oversight
committees were unable to conclu-
sively determine which, if either,
hypothesis was correct.

A determination between the two
hypotheses was important because
the committees had expressed clear
views on how they intended the 1980
Motor Carrier Act to be imple-
mented. At Taylor's confirmation
hearing Senator Howard Cannon
(D-NV) explicitly warned the nom-
inee that the Senate committee would
be watching "very closely to insure
that transportation legislation is
implemented expeditiously." Cannon
also warned that "there are strong
views on this committee in favor of
competition. . ." (U.S. Congress
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FIGURE 1
Interstate Commerce Commission Operating Certificates Issued

r CiiiTK.T Act

Appomlci.-

Number

Actual

80 i l l »<> fill
Vciir/Monlli

1981: 2). Despite these warnings, and
five years of intensive hearings, the
relevant House and Senate commit-
tees were unable to determine the
stimulus for change in the ICC's
regulatory behavior, and bureaucratic
accountability could not be enforced.

Thus, the first stage of policy
monitoring, an analysis of qualitative
evidence, provides us with the same
two hypotheses derived by traditional
oversight on the causes of trucking
reregulation. The task, then, is to do
what traditional oversight could not
do, namely, determine the precise
stimulus causing the change in ICC's
regulatory behavior. To accomplish
this objective we move to the second
stage of policy monitoring, the col-
lection of qualitative data on agency
outputs.

We obtained monthly data on ICC
regulation of the trucking industry

with a Freedom of Information Act
request; however, we propose below
an institutionalized reporting system
that would make such data regularly
available to policy analysts without
such efforts. Ideally, policy monitor-
ing should involve analysis of multi-
ple measures having sufficient tem-
poral resolution to identify specific
causal mechanisms.2 Due to space
limitations we consider here only one
measure of ICC outputs, the number
of operating certificates issued
monthly from January 1980 through
October 1990.

The third stage of policy monitor-
ing involves an analysis of agency
outputs using an objective evaluation
criterion. For this example we
employed interrupted time series
methods (Box and Jenkins 1976; Box
and Tiao 1975). Statistical results of
the analysis are in Table 1. Graphs

TABLE 1
Interstate Commerce Commission Operating Certificates Issued

Variable*

Motor Carrier Act
Reagan Appointment

Moving Average

Measures of Fit
Residual Mean Square (Noise Only)
Residual Mean Square (Full Model)
Autocorrelation of Residuals

Parameter

Oloi

e,

Q

Estimate

1.15
-0.26
0.76
0.85

0.060
0.039 Change =

= 33.71 with 23 D.F.

t-statistic

9.85
-4.06
11.49
16.29

54%

Note: The series was logged and differenced to produce variance stationarity. The intervention
series were step inputs. All model parameters were significant at the 0.05 level or less.

of the actual data and model pre-
dictions from the analysis are in
Figure 1.

Concerning the passage of the
Motor Carrier Act of 1980, the
model shows that the new legislation
accomplished its deregulatory pur-
pose. Beginning in the same month
the law was signed there was an
abrupt increase in the number of
operating certificates issued. The
magnitude of the increase was about
300% from the pre-intervention equi-
librium level.3 For the next 12
months the number of certificates
issued in a single month ranged from
a low of just over 2,000 to a high of
about 6,000; this compared to a pre-
intervention equilibrium level of
about 1,000 certificates issued per
month. Thus, as Congress had in-
tended, the Motor Carrier Act of
1980 promoted increased competition
for the trucking industry.

Concerning the reasons for re-
regulation, traditional congressional
oversight was incapable of evaluating
the merits of the two rival hypotheses
discussed above. However, the analy-
sis presented in Table 1 and Figure 1
demonstrates clearly which hypothe-
sis was correct. According to the
argument advocated by Reese Taylor
and the Reagan administration, the
motor carrier market could not pos-
sibly sustain the influx of new motor
carriers. Eventually, market forces
would force a reduction in the num-
ber of certificates issued. If this argu-
ment was correct, then we would
expect to see a gradual decline begin-
ning some time after the new legis-
lation was enacted. However, what
we observe instead is that the
decline in the number of certificates
issued by the ICC was abrupt, cor-
responding exactly with Reagan's
appointment of Reese Taylor to chair
the ICC.

The statistical analysis shows that
in the month following Taylor's
appointment there was a 28% decline
in the number of operating certifi-
cates issued. Further, over the next
several months there was a continued
steady decline until a new equilib-
rium was reached, some 66% below
the level established following the
passage of the Motor Carrier Act of
1980. Of equal importance, at no
point following Taylor's appointment
did the number of operating certifi-
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cates issued ever equal or exceed the
level that had existed prior to his
appointment. Ronald Reagan's ap-
pointment of Reese Taylor to chair
the ICC was the stimulus for a sub-
stantial and immediate reduction in
the number of certificates issued by
the ICC.4

Thus, we have demonstrated that a
political stimulus, not market forces,
produced the change in ICC's regula-
tory behavior. This knowledge is
important for two reasons. First, it
demonstrates the extent to which the
ICC was unresponsive to past legisla-
tive intent and current congressional
preferences. Despite congressional
warnings, Taylor did not enforce the
intent of the 1980 legislation. Had
Congress had the capacity to show
this during the early 1980s, then it
could have taken remedial action.

Second, the ICC case is also inter-
esting for its substantive implications
for the Reagan presidency. The
Reagan presidency is widely viewed
as one emphasizing economic deregu-
lation. Yet, the ICC case shows that
Ronald Reagan was actually a re-
regulatory president when there was
some political benefit to be gained.
The case of the ICC represents a
second regulatory face of Ronald
Reagan, one in which he was actually
an advocate of increased, not
decreased, government regulation.

Policy Recommendations

As "capture," "iron triangle,"
traditional bureaucratic, and agency
theory scholars have argued, an
effective monitoring mechanism is
required to enforce bureaucratic
accountability. We have demon-
strated how techniques recently used
for testing bureaucratic theories can
achieve this purpose. Policy monitor-
ing, when fully implemented, would
provide for continuous and sys-
tematic oversight of bureaucratic out-
puts over time. It would provide
elected institutions with an indepen-
dent source of information. It would
also provide explicitly objective eval-
uation criteria for analyzing agency
outputs, serving as an important sup-
plement to existing oversight
mechanisms.

We therefore make the following
recommendations:

1. A central tracking agency

should be established for the purpose
of collecting, storing, and analyzing
data on agency outputs over time.
The tracking agency should be non-
partisan, along the lines of a General
Accounting Office or Congressional
Budget Office. We also recommend
that the agency should be located
within the legislative branch.

2. Congress should mandate that
each federal agency, including the
independent regulatory commissions,
provide detailed data on core tech-
nology outputs to the central track-
ing agency. In making this recom-
mendation we recognize that some
agency outputs will not be amenable
to an interrupted time series analysis.
The central tracking agency should
therefore select appropriate evalua-
tion criteria for each type of bureau-
cratic output.

3. Wherever possible data should
be provided to the tracking agency at
sufficiently frequent time intervals.
The analysis of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission demonstrated
how an analysis of monthly data can
establish causal relations between a
particular stimulus and a bureau-
cratic response. As the case of the
ICC demonstrates, it can also pro-
vide an estimate of the magnitude,
direction, and duration of changes in
agency outputs, as well as identifying
when changes occurred.

4. Policy analysts should regularly
analyze agency outputs using a vari-
ety of different statistical techniques,
including time series methods, to
evaluate bureaucratic responsiveness.
Only through the use of objective
evaluation criteria can elected offi-
cials be sure that the information
they receive is reliable and unbiased.

5. The results of policy analysis
should be presented to the president,
the relevant bureaucratic unit, the
relevant oversight committees, the
media, and upon request to the pub-
lic. Results should also be made pub-
licly available at regular intervals
(not less than annual). The goal of
bureaucratic accountability can best
be served by making sure the results
derived through policy monitoring
are available to a broad audience at
regular intervals.

In offering these five recommenda-
tions we do not mean to suggest that
policy monitoring is a panacea. Some
agency outputs may be difficult to

quantify or to analyze. Bureaucratic
bean counting and other threats to
validity may raise questions about
the findings (e.g., see Gormley 1989).
On a political level, some officials
may not appreciate public scrutiny of
their activities. We recognize that
policy monitoring, like existing over-
sight mechanisms, will have its lim-
itations. While it is not a cure-all, we
believe it is a positive step toward a
more rigorous system for overseeing
the bureaucracy.

Conclusions

Our analysis of the bureaucratic
literature over the past 40 years
demonstrates that scholars have long
promoted the goal of bureaucratic
accountability. Our extrapolation of
this literature, along with a demon-
stration of useful empirical tech-
niques, shows that a mechanism for
promoting bureaucratic accountabil-
ity is available with only minor
changes in government. Thus, theory
based social science research does
sometimes offer practical solutions to
real world problems.

The criticism that social science
theory operates only for its own sake
is pernicious, but understandable,
given the present attitudes toward
publishing applied research in main-
stream social science journals. While
theory often provides a basis for
practical solutions to important gov-
ernmental and societal problems,
these research solutions are seldom
presented in these professional out-
lets. As a result, the practical pay off
that derives from social science
theory is lost—creating the impres-
sion that it is only a process of
theory for its own sake.

The obstacle to broader under-
standing of this point is not a limita-
tion inherent in social science theory,
but rather in the proclivity of the
discipline toward not publishing
applied proposals for policy change
in mainstream social science journals.
Of course, there is ample precedent
for publishing applied work in the
top journals of other disciplines:
biology, chemistry, physics, engineer-
ing, and medical journals all contain
such work. The maturation of social
science requires that we be as com-
mitted to propagating "usable
knowledge" as to continuing the in-
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tellectual discourse. Otherwise, we
undervalue the true worth of social
science theory building.

Notes
1. This is not to suggest that existing

means of congressional oversight have not
been capable, or are not capable of exerting
some influence. Wood and Waterman
(1991b), Aberbach (1990), McCubbins and
Schwartz (1984), and Weingast and Moran
(1983) have each demonstrated that Congress
is capable of exerting influence over a variety
of agencies. However, even these studies have
not identified a continuous and systematic
means for congressional oversight, which is
what we advocate here.

2. One obvious question is whether data of
the sort required for "policy monitoring"
would impose an additional paperwork
burden on federal bureaucracies. On this, we
should point out that most federal bureauc-
racies have already adopted routine pro-
cedures for collecting and storing output data
for internal use. In fact, in our own research
we have obtained data from nine different
federal agencies with sufficient temporal reso-
lution to do the type of analysis reported
here. Other scholars have also obtained data
from a variety of other agencies at both the
federal and Sate level. Thus, while the transi-
tion to a federal tracking system would in-
volve some complications, much of the data
on agency outputs "are already being kept.

3. A zero order transfer function was used
here with no lag. The data were logged to
assure efficient statistical estimates due to
variance nonstatiqnarity.

4. Having identified the critical role that
the Taylor appointment played in the re-
regulation of the trucking industry, policy
monitoring's fourth stage required that we
conduct follow-up interviews and search addi-
tional qualitative sources to determine if any
other explanations could be found that would
better explain the changes which occurred at
the ICC. Other potential explanations, such
as the possibility of a budget cut or sudden
economic shock were also considered and
eliminated.
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