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Abstract

How do networks among administrative agencies affect agencies’ responsiveness to political
principals? While foundational models of bureaucratic politics assume that collaboration between
agencies can obscure accountability and influence the quality of outcomes, collaboration between
administrative agencies has become increasingly common as government work has broadened in scope
and deepened in complexity. However, the consequences of interagency work have been difficult to
assess empirically given challenges to measuring collaboration among agencies. In this paper, we rely
on a measure of interagency relationships based on data from the 2014 Survey on the Future of
Government Service, in which thousands of appointed and career federal executives identified
partners inside and outside their agency. We use this data to examine agency responsiveness to political
principals when partners are inside or outside the same executive department. We find that increased
interagency work is associated with lower responsiveness to congressional committees relative to
actors within the executive branch. We also find suggestive evidence that the White House exerts
more effort in contacting agencies that are more involved in interagency work and influencing them
to prioritize some responsibilities over others.
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“Ivfirtually all of the results that the federal government strives to achieve require the concerted and
coordinated efforts of two or more agencies.””

David M. Walker, Comptroller General (2000)

In February 2019, President Donald Trump declared a national emergency to fund a border
wall, tasking Customs and Border Protection (CBP) with the construction of a physical barrier along
the U.S.-Mexico border.” House Democrats, who had won a majority in the U.S. House of
Representatives three months earlier, promised committee hearings and constraints on CBP’s
authority and funding to cartry out the project.* However, CBP does not have the expertise or authority
to carry out the president’s order by itself. The president directed CBP to partner with the Army Corps
of Engineers—an agency notorious for seeking autonomy in its construction projects (Wilson 1989,
109). CBP also sought the support of agencies in the Department of Interior who manage the federal
land along the border, but who viewed physical barriers as counter to their mandate of protecting
endangered species and migratory cotridors.” While the president had given a clear order, CBP could
not complete the order without the cooperation of other agencies with drastically different priorities
or goals. At the end of President Trump’s first term, only 40 miles of new border wall had been
constructed.’

This episode is a striking example of the challenges of interagency work in the federal
government. It also raises the more general question of the effectiveness of political control in the

context of interagency relationships. Neither the president nor Congress got what they wanted. If a

2 David M. Walker, testimony before the Subcommittee on Rules and Organization of the House, 95 Congtess,
“Managing for Results: Using GPRA to Help Congtessional Decisionmaking and Strengthen Oversight,” (March 22,
2000).

3 Taylor, Jessica and Brian Naylor, “As Trump Declares National Emergency To Fund Border Wall, Democrats Promise
a Fight,” NPR, February 15, 2019.

* House Homeland Security Committee, “Democrats Introduce Legislative Package to Protect Property Owners Against
the Trump Administration’s Border Land Grab,” Press Release, February 14, 2019.

5 Letter from Seth Willey, Acting Assistant Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, to Paul Enriquez, Director of
Border Wall Program Management Office, U.S. Customs and Border Protection. June 28, 2019.
media.azpm.org/master/document/2019/8/5/pdf/fws signedresponselettertocbp paulenriquez 70482.pdf

6 U.S. Customs and Border Protection, “Border Wall Status,” December 18, 2020.
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cabinet secretary or congressional committee chair observes CBP failing to implement the president’s
order, it is challenging to tell whether CBP is unresponsive to the order, or is simply waiting on another
agency before it can act. Could different structures have led to different outcomes, whether hierarchy
or process? For example, if the Department of Homeland Security had control over public lands,
construction projects at the border, and endangered species regulation, would these issues have been
resolved?

The example of border wall construction is just one example of the interagency nature of
policy implementation and the difficulties this creates for presidents trying to control the executive
branch (Napolio 2023, 2025). The federal government has four banking regulators, twelve agencies
responsible for food safety, and eighteen agencies collecting intelligence (Khademian 2011; Zegart
1995). Indeed, government defines problems differently, sometimes around specific populations (e.g.,
veterans, Native Americans), regions (e.g., Appalachia, Delta, borders), functions (e.g., procurement,
information technology), or problems (e.g., air safety, border security, national defense). This leads to
unavoidable overlap in jurisdiction. Modern governance zs interagency governance, albeit to varying
degrees. Efforts to control administrative outputs run up against this reality. The success of any
political principal in accomplishing policy goals is shaped by the structure of interagency relationships.

Scholars have conducted important research on bureaucratic responsiveness, but less
commonly in the context of interagency relationships. This research is often undergirded by explicit
or implicit models that focus on the relationship between a single principal and single agent. Scholars
in political science (Bils 2020; Farhang and Yaver 2016; Kim and Patty 2024; Rudalevige 2002; Ting
2003), law (Freeman and Rossi 2011; Gersen 20006), and public administration (McGuire 2006; Kettl
2024), however, are increasingly recognizing the importance of modeling multiple agents. One barrier
to evaluating this more recent work has been the lack of accessible measures of interagency

relationships. Napolio (2023, 2025) and Farhang and Yaver (2016) have done important work



characterizing formal relationships in rulemaking and statutes, but it has been difficult to map
relationships that develop because of natural jurisdictional overlap.

In this paper, we examine whether the structure of interagency relationships affects the
influence of political principals. In particular, we hypothesize that increased interagency work will
generally decrease the influence of congressional committees and political appointees—two actors
who manage define jurisdictions—telative to the White House or OMB, who are better able to
coordinate across jurisdictions (Rudalevige 2002; Vaughn and Villalobos 2015). To provide empirical
evidence for these hypotheses, we use data from the 2014 Survey on the Future of Government
Service. We use this survey to develop new measures of interagency relationships, which we pair to
measures of perceived influence of various actors within the federal government.

We find that respondents who are engaged with more work outside their own department
systematically perceive actors in the executive branch as more influential relative to Congress. The
degree of interagency work does not affect the efficacy of one executive branch actor relative to others.
Contrary to expectations, political appointees are no less influential than OMB or the White House.
As the degree of interagency work increases, however, all executive branch actors are perceived to be
more influential than congressional committees. We assess potential mechanisms, finding some
evidence that executive branch actors exert more effort relative to Congress in contacting individuals
engaged in more interagency work. We conclude with implications for the design of congressional

delegation and presidential management.

Useful Collaboration, Jurisdictional Overlap, and Interagency Work
Politicians designing administrative structures have long understood the benefits of
interagency processes and recognized how difficult it can be to avoid them. Forcing agencies to work

together in policy creation and implementation can provide useful redundancy in important systems



(Landau 1969; Ting 2003). It can also facilitate the introduction of useful information into the design
and implementation of key policies (Bils 2020; Freeman and Rossi 2012). In a world of complex public
policy problems, where it is difficult to map choices to certain outcomes, diverse sources of
information can improve decisions (Callender 2011). Interagency work can also be a means of securing
political support, with each agency representing different political interests or patrons (Napolio 2023,
2025). Forced participation by multiple parties helps ensure that decisions are acceptable to multiple
parties and key decision makers are not taken by surprise (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984; McCubbins,
Noll, and Weingast 1989).”

Of course, in some contexts, interagency work slows decisions and decreases responsiveness
by increasing transaction costs. Interagency action requires time and resources. Negotiating to come
to agreement on interagency work plans requires careful drafting, back and forth, and high level
approval. Interagency groups must select members, schedule times to meet, come to agreement, and
see those efforts through in agencies that may or may not be enthusiastic about the work. Clearance
procedures can delay action, and even more so when agencies disagree. Presidents asking for joint
action can be frustrated by the fact that even in a lead agency setup, that agency is dependent on other
agencies in order to do what the president asks.

The transaction costs of action are accentuated by collective action problems. In areas of
shared responsibility, even if it is in each agency’s interest to see a decision made, few may have the
incentive to lead or expend effort, particularly when it is difficult to monitor effort (Bils 2020: Ting
2003). All may believe it is someone else’s responsibility to start a process. These efforts are further

complicated by the fact that agencies may disagree with the policy or, at least, not prioritize the

7'The political opponents of an agency sometimes work to require interagency processes to protect their own interests by
slowing agency processes and adding veto points (MacDonald 2007; Moe 1989).



interagency effort. Agencies themselves have views about the wisdom of presidential policy choices
(Potter 2019; Richardson et al. 2018; Ting 2002). Some may embrace them enthusiastically and others
slow walk them because they think the actions are a mistake and that presidents, if they fully
understood the issue, would take another course of action. In addition, each agency leader has limited
time, resources, and talented personnel. They allocate each strategically toward the tasks that are most
important to the agency and administration. This often means that agencies will not invest their best
efforts toward accomplishing tasks that are outside their core missions. Agency leaders notoriously
avoid interagency work to protect turf and avoid being blamed for outcomes over which they have no
control (Wilson 1989; Zegart 1999).

Inevitability of Jurisdictional Overlap

Yet, despite these problems, political actors have a difficult time maintaining clear jurisdictions
even when they desire to do so. Part of this is simply the result of the scope of government
responsibility. It is not possible to have a separate organization for each unique task. President Obama
famously criticized the federal government’s regulation of salmon, noting different regulators when
salmon are in seawater versus freshwater, and then when processed for food (Eilperin 2012). Yet, it is
hard to imagine how to set up regulators for oceans, fisheries, and food safety that would not share
jurisdiction over salmon. As the salmon example suggests, government problems do not neatly fall
into discrete categories (Kettl 2024). Some problems are defined by particular purposes. Others are
specific to particular clients, identifiable regions, or shared tasks. For example, programs and agencies
that target the unique problems of veterans (e.g., health care, benefits, housing, education) are going

to share jurisdiction with health, social welfare, and education agencies. Similarly, improving



efficiencies by removing duplication in processes like financial management or legal services means
resulting offices naturally will interact with all other offices. This leads to natural overlap.®

To complicate matters, elected officials are not always cognizant of the interagency challenges
they create and some prefer to make things difficult (Ting 2002; Moe 1989). The Brownlow
Committee famously described how piecemeal attempts by Congress to solve specific problems led
to a chaotic and disorganized executive branch (President’s Committee on Administrative
Management 1937). Congressional committees with overlapping jurisdictions produce legislation and
think about structure in the context of their own committee’s jurisdiction (Zegart 1999). When
committees and chambers negotiate over structure, compromise can lead to unresolved jurisdictional
conflicts. Agencies themselves may also have incentives to strategically work with other agencies as a
way of making it more difficult for Congress itself to direct agency action (Napolio 2023, 2025).

Interagency Processes and Hierarchy to Deal with Jurisdictional Overlap

Standard responses to overlapping jurisdiction are interagency processes or hierarchy. The
form of interagency work varies, from informal check-ins to more formalized cooperation. Some
agencies working in areas like antitrust or national security meet in regular interagency councils or
operate according to rules formalized in executive orders or memoranda of understanding negotiated
between agencies. Sometimes elected officials designate a lead agency to facilitate cooperation to

reduce collective action problems.

8 While interagency work is increasingly common, not all types are the same. Nor are all agencies equally included. When
there is jurisdictional overlap, the degree of interaction such overlap requires varies from intermittent to structured and
constant (McGuire 2006). Some agencies are involved in regular and structured interactions, while other agencies only
have weaker and more episodic ties to other agencies. Agencies like the Food and Drug Administration and Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention were central to COVID response, but other agencies were not. Indeed, on a host of issues
some agencies are more central to the operations of the executive branch than others (Devins and Lewis 2023). This is
partly due to variation in the scope of agency responsibilities. The National Cemetery Administration administers veterans
cemeteries. The Railroad Retirement Board provides benefits to railroad workers and their families. The National Council
on the Arts gives out grants to artists. These agencies are rarely central to big efforts like COVID response and they
manage reasonably discrete policy areas.



When interagency processes are not sufficient to facilitate coordination among parties or
resolve disagreements, political actors resort to hierarchy. Agencies resolve their disputes by appealing
to higher level officials. Sometimes these higher level officials reside in their department. Two
competing bureaus may appeal to an assistant secretary, for example. In other cases, the competing
agencies reside in different departments and disagreements are resolved by negotiation among higher
level officials. When coordination problems or disagreements among departments and agencies
cannot be resolved, agency leadership take their case to the congressional committees with jurisdiction
or the White House.

Political Responses to Jurisdictional Overlap

The implication of these patterns is that elected officials inherit an administrative state
characterized by varied and complex patterns of jurisdictional overlap. Elected officials do not sit
passively and allow jurisdictional problems to fester. Each branch has developed formal and informal
means of addressing the coordination problems and interagency disagreements that accompany
interagency work. Usually, these approaches facilitate better horizontal coordination among agencies or
create formal or informal hzerarchy to direct decision making and the resolution of conflict and differing
priorities among agencies.

Presidents exert effort to control interagency processes through standard tools of
politicization and centralization (Durant 1992; Moe 1985). One way to resolve interagency
disagreement is to politicize. Presidents that want agencies to prioritize specific issues and accomplish
promised policy goals select persons that share these priorities and views and appoint them across the
executive (Kinane 2021; Weko 1995). When agency leaders inside and outside departments share the
same preferences, this reduces the problems associated with interagency work.

Presidents also centralize. The proliferation of czars in the White House is a symptom of the

broad shared jurisdiction in areas as diverse as climate change, drug policy, COVID-19, and American



competitiveness (see, e.g., Vaughn and Villalobos 2015). White House aides empowered by the
president are responsible for coordinating across agencies. In the United States presidents have placed
centralized oversight agencies like the Office of Management and Budget and Office of Legal Counsel
atop common shared areas of process such as budgets, regulation, procurement, and legal advice.

Congressional committees are also regularly working to legislate and conduct oversight the
policy areas where agencies are working. They produce detailed statutes and voluminous reports to
accompany authorizing and appropriations legislation (Huber and Shipan 2002). When agencies fail
to cooperate or prioritize statutes the committee has authored, committees call agency officials to
account. Agency officials regularly testify to answer for their actions or inaction. Failure to properly
prioritize an issue or work together can also lead Congtress to create structure and process. This can
be efforts to facilitate horizontal coordination such as requirements for joint rulemaking or interagency
councils (Freeman and Rossi 2012). More dramatically, Congress can combine diverse agencies and
programs under new hierarchical leadership. Recent examples include the creation of the Department
of Homeland Security and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence. Efforts to coordinate
fragmented homeland security and intelligence responsibilities led to the creation of the office of a
new Secretary and a new Director, respectively. These major reorganizations left most parts of the
component agencies intact, but created new hierarchy.

In each choice to prioritize a specific policy area, however, Congress is implicitly not
prioritizing another area (Hult 2010). The agency with responsibility for food safety is no longer part
of the Department of Agriculture, the agency responsible for battling counterfeiting is no longer part
of the Department of Treasury, and the agency responsible for marine safety is no longer part of the
Department of Transportation. In the aftermath of the creation of the Department of Homeland
Security, the cooperation problems for these agencies grew. The transaction costs of acting on food

safety, counterfeiting, and marine safety grew. Attention in these agencies was pulled away from those



issues in favor of homeland security and along with attention, priority. When priority is lower, so are
effort, personnel and attention. This increases the difficulty of interagency work and the
perniciousness of collective action problems.

Interagency Relationships and Political Influence

The implication of these dynamics is that the structure of interagency relationships can
determine the responsiveness of agencies to different officials in the elected branches. In some cases,
agencies have a difficult time doing what the elected branches want them to do because they must
depend upon the actions of other agencies to fulfill their mandate. Some disagreements can be worked
out by appeals to higher level officials. When these officials work inside the same department,
disagreements are more easily resolved than when interagency work involves officials outside an
agency or department. This implies that the influence of political appointees relative to other actors
should be greater when interagency work happens in the context of one department.

H1: The influence of agency political appointees will decrease as interagency
relationships spanning departments increases.

When interagency work involves multiple departments, as in the case of the border wall
construction, however, the relative influence of the White House and its component parts should be
higher relative to agency appointees. Disagreements among departments and agencies are more likely
to get pushed up to the White House and the White House itself may initiate action to coordinate
action across agencies in important areas.

H2: The influence of the White House will increase as interagency
relationships spanning departments increases.

The challenges to overseeing interagency work are particularly acute for Congress. Each
agency is overseen by multiple congressional committees, who may face collective action problems in
coordinating to oversee administrative agencies (Clinton, Lewis, and Selin 2014; Gailmard 2009).

Further, these committees manage set jurisdictions; they will have contacts and insight into agencies



within these jurisdictions, but may not necessarily have influence in committees outside these
jurisdictions. Congressional committees are jealous of their turf, and often resist efforts from other
committees to influence policy within their jurisdiction (King 1997, Adler 2002). As the amount of
work an agency does outside its jurisdiction increases, the ability of congressional committees to
manage this work should be lower.

H3: The influence of congressional committees will decrease as interagency
relationships spanning departments increases.

In total, the extent and structure of interagency relationships should influence the ease or
difficulty of political control. When interagency work is confined to one departmental hierarchy, the
relative influence of agency appointees and congressional committees should increase. As interagency
work increasingly extends outside departments, however, the influence of these actors should decrease

relative to the White House.

Data

To evaluate the role of interagency relationships on the influence of political principals, we
rely on survey data from the 2014 wave of the Survey on the Future of Government Service
(Richardson, Clinton, and Lewis 2019). The 2014 survey was administered both online and on paper
to 14,698 appointed and career federal executives. Surveys were sent to all political appointees, career
members of the Senior Executive Service, members of the Senior Foreign Service based in the United
States, and other high-level executives. The response rate to this survey was 24 percent (3,551
respondents).

To measure the perceived influence of different principals on a comparable scale, we ask each
respondent “in general, how much influence do you think the following groups have over policy
decisions in [YOUR AGENCY]?” Respondents could select “None” (0), “Little” (1), “Some” (2), “A

good bit” (3), or “A great deal” (4). Respondents were also given the option to select “Don’t know”
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which are not assigned a numeric value. The question then listed several actors; for our analysis, the
relevant actors are the White House, Office of Management and Budget, political appointees,
congtessional committees, Democrats in Congtess, and Republicans in Congress.” The ordering of
the groups was randomized by respondent.

In many of our models, we are interested in the relative influence of one principal relative to
another. If comparing the relative influence of the White House to appointees, for example, we would
take the respondents perceived influence of the White House subtracted by the respondent’s perceived
influence of political appointees. This outcome is therefore theoretically bounded between -4
(appointees have a great deal of influence while the White House has none) to 4 (the White House
has a great deal of influence while appointees have none). Similarly, if we are comparing the relative
influence of the White House relative to congressional committees, we would take the respondents
perceived influence of the White House subtracted by the respondent’s perceived influence of
Congressional Committees. This outcome is therefore theoretically bounded between -4
(Congtressional committees have a great deal of influence while the White House has none) to 4 (the
White House has a great deal of influence while Congressional Committees have none).

Measuring Interagency Relationships

Next, we measure a respondent’s interagency relationships as the weighted proportions of her
connections that are outside her department. More specifically, we ask respondents the following
question:

“The work of public managers involves working with other federal agencies. We are

interested in which federal agencies you have worked with most in the context of your

% The other groups rated in this question are Senior civil servants, Price sector or non-for-profit stakeholders, Media, and
Contractors.
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current job. Please select the three agencies you have worked with the most in order

of how often you work with them.”
Respondents have the option of selecting a specific office (other than their own) or an entire cabinet
department. Most respondents listed having worked with three or more different agencies other than
their own: 95.6% of respondents reported working with at least one other agency, 88.9% reported
working with at least two other agencies, and 81.2% reported working with at least three other
agencies." Because the respondents are asked to list their connections “in order of how often you
work with them,” we assign weights of 1.00 to the agency listed first, 0.67 to the agency listed second,
and 0.33 to the agency listed third. We will estimate models using only respondents that work in an
executive department since respondents in independent agencies were generally not given the option

of selecting subcomponents of their own agencies in response to this question.

Results

Our baseline regression is an OLS model of the following form:

Influencey;qq = PBInteragency;qq + ¥ Xiga + aq + €iqa »

where Influencep;qis the perceived influence of principal p by respondent 7in agency z and department
d. Interagency,, is the weighted proportion of the agencies that respondent 7 reports working with

that are outside of department d. Xj,/1s a covariate matrix controlling for agency «’s estimated ideology

and workforce skill (Richardson, Clinton, and Lewis 2018); respondent-level controls for self-reported

salary (1-21 in $10,000 increments), years worked in the federal government, and five-point party

10 Because a respondent was only allowed to list three other agencies with whom she worked, our measure of interagency
network is censored. This is a common problem in network analyses that rely on preexisting surveys that were not originally
designed for uncovering network ties.
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identification (1 = Strong Democrat, 5 = Strong Republican); indicators for whether a respondent’s
job includes contract, enforcement, grants, rulemaking, or budget; an indicator for whether a
respondent is based in Washington, D.C.; and an indicator for whether a respondent is a political
appointee (1 if the respondent is PAS, politically appointed without Senate confirmation, or Schedule
C, and 0 otherwise). @y are department-level fixed effects to account for idiosyncratic differences
across departments such as organizational structure or policy jurisdiction.

We first assess whether influence of political appointees decreases relative to the White House
and OMB. Our outcome measure for each model is the perceived influence of either the White House
or OMB within the respondent’s department subtracted by the perceived influence of political
appointees.'’ Our expectation is that the coefficient on Interagency will be positive, indicating that
respondents whose connections are more outside of their department will perceive the White House
or OMB as being relatively more influential within their agency relative to political appointees. The
baseline results are presented in Table 1; models including all agency- and respondent-level controls

are included in the appendix.

Table 1: Interagency Relationships and Relative Influence of Appointees

Outcome: Influence Relative to Political Appointees

White House OMB
@) 2
Interagency 0.017 0.024
(0.077) (0.083)
Dept. FE X X
Controls X X
Observations 1,469 1,456
R? 0.076 0.081
Note: p<0.1; "p<0.05; “p<0.01

1 Because respondents may have rated one principal but not the other--for example, a respondent rates OMB and
congressional committees, but not the White House—the number of observations will slightly vary across models.
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Counter to our expectations, the results in Table 1 generally do not suggest that political
appointees are perceived to have less influence relative to the White House or OMB among
respondents whose connections are more likely to be outside their department. Although both
coefficients are in the expected direction, neither estimate is statistically significant or substantively
meaningful in magnitude. This suggests that presidents may respond to interagency work across
departments by politicizing in addition to centralizing. Carefully selecting political appointees across
agencies that share the president’s priorities and policy views may allow agencies to cooperate
effectively without direct White House involvement.

Next, we consider whether respondents who work more with agencies outside their
department perceive the influence of principals in the executive branch—the White House, OMB,
and political appointees—to be more influential relative to congressional committees. Our expectation
is that the coefficients on Interagency will be positive, suggesting that respondents who work more with
agencies outside their department perceive their principals in the executive branch to be relatively

more influential relative to principals in Congress.

Table 2: Interagency Relationships and Relative Influence of Committees

Outcome: Influence Relative to Congressional Committees

White House OMB Appointees
) 2) (3)
Interagency 0.168™ 0.190™ 0.145
(0.075) (0.075) (0.086)
Dept. FE X X X
Controls X X X
Observations 1,461 1,447 1,470
1§ 0.100 0.094 0.122
Note: p<0.1; "p<0.05; “p<0.01
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As Table 2 demonstrates, as the share of a respondent’s network that is outside her department
increases, the respondent increasingly perceives the influence of executive branch actors to be greater
relative to congressional committees. In the appendix, we show that these results hold for substituting
congressional committees for “Democrats in Congress” or “Republicans in Congress.” Across
specifications, executive branch principals are perceived to be more influential relative to
congressional principals as the share of interagency work increases. Presidents may have natural
advantages over Congress in managing interagency work, particularly when the interagency work spans
multiple departments or agencies, and likely, congressional committees. Presidents can prioritize filling
important interagency positions with carefully selected appointees and use White House staff to
superintend the work of diverse agencies. Congress, by contrast, must overcome the difficulty of
working across multiple committees (Gailmard 2009; Clinton, Lewis, and Selin 2014). Staff and
members from one committee likely lack knowledge of the activities and priorities of agencies distant
from their jurisdiction. They also must decide whether it is worth the effort to threaten the turf of

another committee and natural collective action problems that can afflict Congress.

Potential Mechanisms
Next, we assess one potential mechanism for the increased influence of executive branch

actors relative to congressional committees: that executive branch actors expend more effort than
Congress in trying to influence agencies involved in interagency work. More specifically, we ask
respondents “How often do you have contact (e.g., email, telephone, in person) with” the following
principals:

o Members of staff of congressional committees

o Political appointees in [YOUR AGENCY]

° White House

15



Respondents were given the option of reporting that they had contact with actors Never (0), Rarely
(1), Monthly (2), Weekly (3), Daily (4). Respondents who answered “Don’t Know” are removed from
the analysis. Again, we measure relative contact as the reported contact by executive branch principals
relative to congressional committees, so the measure is theoretically bounded between -4
(congressional committees contact the respondent daily, while the White House never contacts the
respondent) to 4 (the White House contacts the respondent daily, while congressional committees

never contact the respondent).

Table 3: Increased Contact Rates Relative to Congress

Outcome: Contact Relative to Congressional Committees

White House Appointees
1) 2
Interagency 0.273™ 0.128
(0.083) (0.101)
Dept. FE X X
Controls X X
Observations 1,524 1,340
R? 0.201 0.183
Note: p<0.1; "p<0.05; "p<0.01

Table 3 suggests that one potential explanation for the increased influence of executive branch
actors relative to congressional committees is that these actors are more active in contacting
respondents who do more interagency work. In particular, respondents whose connections are outside
their department report substantially more contact from the White House relative to congressional
committees.'” Although respondents with more connections outside their department also report
more contact from political appointees relative to congressional committees, these differences do not

meet standard thresholds of statistical significance.

12 Tt is important to note that this question did not distinguish between the White House and OMB, so this evidence may
not necessarily mean that contact is coming directly from the White House.
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We also assess whether some individuals within an agency are perceived to be more responsive
to the president relative to Congtress as respondents within their agencies work with more agencies
outside the department. Specifically, we ask respondents “thinking about the personnel in [YOUR
AGENCY], in general how responsive are these different groups to the policy decisions of the
President/Congress?” in which respondents could answer Very responsive (4), Responsive (3),
Somewhat responsive (2), Slightly responsive (1), or Not at all responsive (0). As before, we subtract
the value for Congress from the value for the president, such that higher coefficients correspond to
more relative responsiveness to the president relative to Congress. Respondents we asked to assess
the responsiveness of political appointees, senior career civil servants, low to mid-level civil servants,

and contractor employees. "

Table 4: Responsiveness to President Relative to Congress

Outcome: Responsiveness to President Relative to Congress

Appointees Senior Staff Low/Mid-Level Contractors
O] 2) (3) )
Interagency 0.180° 0.120 -0.062 0.090
(0.095) 0.077) (0.078) (0.091)
Dept. FE X X X X
Controls X X X X
Observations 708 745 728 538
1§ 0.068 0.098 0.050 0.094
Note: p<0.1; "p<0.05; “p<0.01

As Table 4 demonstrates, respondents who work more with agencies outside their department
view the appointees in their department as being more responsive to the president relative to Congtress,
although this estimate does not meet traditional levels of statistical significance (p=0.056). Further,

these respondents view the senior staff within their agency as being more responsive to the president

13 Only half of respondents were asked to rate the responsiveness of various groups, so the number of observations is
lower for this and the subsequent analysis compared to the questions on policy influence.
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relative to Congress, although this difference again does not reach conventional levels of statistical
significance. However, an increase in interagency connections is not associated with respondents
perceiving low- to mid-level employees or contracts as being more responsive to the president relative
to Congtress. Taken together with the results on the White House increasing their contact to agencies
that are more heavily involved in interagency work, this result points to the executive branch exerting
more control relative to Congress primarily by targeting those higher in the hierarchy.

Finally, we assess to what extent interagency relationships affect the influence of the president
relative to Congress on specific decisions within an agency’s management environment. More
specifically, we ask respondents “Some of the key features of executive management are choices about
the interpretation of law, the prioritization of agency responsibilities, and the allocation of time and
resources to different agency tasks. How much direct influence does the president/White House exert
over the following decisions in [YOUR AGENCY]?” Respondents were asked to rate the direct

influence of actors across five management decisions:

1. The proper interpretation of statutes

2. The prioritization of some agency responsibilities over others

3. The allocation of personnel to different jobs or offices

4. Spending decisions after funds have been appropriated by Congress
5. Enforcement priorities

Respondents were then asked the identical question, but substituting “Congress (e.g., members,
committees, leaders)” in place of “the president/White House.” Answers ranged from “A great deal”
(4) to “None (0). Again, we assess the difference between the president and Congress, such that higher

values indicate more perceived influence from the president relative to Congress.
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Table 5: Interagency Relationships and Management Decisions

Outcome: Influence of President Relative to Congress

Statutes Prioritization Personnel Spending Enforcement

1) @) ©) ) ®)
Interagency  0.149 0.245" -0.011 0.014 0.068
(0.143) (0.140) (0.136)  (0.149) (0.143)
Dept. FE X X X X X
Controls X X X X X
Observations 653 705 665 670 558
R? 0.079 0.121 0.070 0.055 0.089
Note: p<0.1; "p<0.05; “p<0.01

The results in Table 5 suggest that, although presidents have substantially more influence over
allocation of personnel within the executive branch relative to Congress, this increased influence does
not appear to vary with the degree of interagency work. The president likewise does not appear to
have any increased influence over spending decisions or enforcement priorities relative to Congress
as the degree of interagency work increases. Although there is a substantively large coefficient on the
president’s influence over the interpretation of statutes, this estimate is imprecisely estimated. Overall,
the president’s increased influence in agencies more engaged in interagency work appears to primarily
come through his increased influence relative to Congress in directing more networked agencies to

pursue some priorities relative to others.

Conclusion
Interagency work sits at the heart of modern governance. According to the U.S. Comptroller
General, “[v]irtually all of the results that the federal government strives to achieve require the

concerted and coordinated efforts of two or more agencies.”’* Public policy issues often cross

4 David M. Walker, testimony before the Subcommittee on Rules and Organization of the House, 95" Congtess,
“Managing for Results: Using GPRA to Help Congtessional Decisionmaking and Strengthen Oversight,” (March 22,
2000).
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jurisdictional boundaries as government work has broadened in scope and deepened in complexity
(Kettl 2024).

Managing public policy issues that cross jurisdictional boundaries presents acute challenges
for political principals. Each agency leader has limited time, resources, and talented personnel; they
allocate each resource strategically toward the tasks that are most important to the agency and
administration. Agencies are responsive to the president, Congress, and their clients, and “only after
all of those do they owe any loyalty to each other” (Neustadt 1960, 34). This often creates collective
action problems in which agencies will not invest their best efforts toward accomplishing tasks that
are outside their core missions.

In this paper, we show that some actors are better positioned to manage these collective action
problems than others. Although political appointees can only manage work within their own agency,
they always have the ability to coordinate with leaders of other agencies or appeal to the White House
or OMB to coordinate across jurisdictional boundaries. The White House is more active in contacting
individuals who perform more interagency work, and individuals within these agencies view the White
House as generating more responsiveness from political appointees and more influential in setting
priorities. Congressional actors, in contrast, generally lose influence relative to the White House across
a range of outcomes as the degree of interagency work increases. Taken together, these results suggest
that the prevalence of interagency work generally shifts the influence of the administrative state away

from Congress and toward actors within the executive branch.
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Appendix

Full Model Results:

e Table 1: Influence of Appointees Relative to White House
e Table 2: Influence of Committees Relative to White House
e Table 3: Contact Rates of White House Relative to Committees

e Table 4: Responsiveness to White House Relative to Committees

e Table 5: White House Influence Over Management Decisions Relative to Committees.

Supplementary Models:

e Table Al: Influence of All Actors Without Comparison
e Table A2: Influence of Congressional Democrats Relative to White House
e Table A3: Influence of Congressional Republicans Relative to White House

e Table A4: Interaction Between Ideology and Interagency for Committees Relative to
White House

e Table A5: Interaction Between Influence and Interagency for Committees Relative to
White House
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Table 1: Interagency Relationships and Relative Influence of Appointees

Outcome: Influence Relative to Political Appointees

White House OMB
O] 2
Interagency 0.017 0.024
0.077) (0.083)
Party ID (5-Point) 0.001 0.002
(0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government -0.0003 0.002
(0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) -0.036™ -0.026™
(0.011) (0.012)
Job: Contracting 0.005 0.085
(0.057) (0.061)
Job: Enforcement -0.074 -0.163"
(0.059) (0.063)
Job: Grants 0.036 0.105
(0.063) (0.067)
Job: Rulemaking -0.068 0.013
(0.061) (0.060)
Job: Budget -0.054 0.092
(0.065) (0.071)
Political Appointee 0.066 0.025
(0.080) (0.093)
Skills Rating 0.057 0.069
(0.043) (0.040)
Workplace Ideology Rating 0.125™ 0.205™
(0.050) (0.053)
Washington DC -0.192 -0.340™
(0.072) (0.077)
Dept. FE X X
Observations 1,469 1,456
R2 0.076 0.081
Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01
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Table 2: Interagency Relationships and Relative Influence of Committees

Outcome: Influence Relative to Congtessional Committees

White House OMB Appointees
O] 2 )
Interagency 0.168™ 0.190™ 0.145"
(0.075) 0.075) (0.086)
Party ID (5-Point) -0.00002 0.002 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government -0.005™ -0.003 -0.005"
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) -0.014 0.001 0.021~
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012)
Job: Contracting -0.0004 0.086 0.003
(0.056) (0.055) (0.063)
Job: Enforcement 0.011 -0.071 0.082
(0.057) (0.057) (0.065)
Job: Grants -0.044 0.002 -0.096
(0.061) (0.061) (0.070)
Job: Rulemaking 0.027 0.108" 0.095
(0.060) (0.059) (0.068)
Job: Budget -0.071 0.096 -0.013
(0.064) (0.064) (0.073)
Political Appointee 0.164" 0.089 0.080
(0.084) (0.084) (0.096)
Skills Rating -0.100™ -0.095" -0.166™
(0.042) (0.041) (0.048)
Workplace Ideology Rating -0.057 0.036 -0.181
(0.048) (0.048) (0.055)
Washington DC 0.215™ 0.071 0.402
(0.070) (0.070) (0.080)
Dept. FE X X X
Observations 1,461 1,447 1,470
R? 0.100 0.094 0.122
Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01
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Table 3: Increased Contact Rates Relative to Congress

Outcome: Contact Relative to Congressional Committees

White House Appointees
) @
Interagency 0.273 0.128
(0.083) (0.101)
Party ID (5-Point) -0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government -0.011 -0.007*
(0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) 0.011 0.052
(0.012) (0.015)
Job: Contracting -0.045 0.033
(0.061) (0.073)
Job: Enforcement -0.137 -0.091
(0.063) (0.075)
Job: Grants -0.040 0.029
(0.067) (0.081)
Job: Rulemaking -0.068 0.002
(0.065) (0.079)
Job: Budget -0.204 -0.139"
(0.070) (0.084)
Political Appointee 0.680™ 0.353
(0.093) (0.243)
Skills Rating 0.071 -0.284
(0.0406) (0.054)
Workplace Ideology Rating -0.172" -0.123"
(0.053) (0.063)
Washington DC 0.325 0.707
(0.076) (0.090)
Dept. FE X X
Observations 1,524 1,340
R2 0.201 0.183
Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01
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Table 4: Responsiveness to President Relative to Congress

Outcome: Responsiveness to President Relative to Congress

Appointees  Senior Staff Low/Mid-Level Contractors

) 2 ) )
Interagency 0.180" 0.120 -0.062 0.090
(0.095) 0.077) (0.078) (0.091)
Party ID (5-Point) -0.001 0.002 -0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government ~ 0.009™ 0.005™ 0.002 -0.004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) -0.002 -0.010 -0.004 -0.010
(0.014) (0.011) (0.011) (0.013)
Job: Contracting -0.051 -0.067 0.012 -0.068
0.072) (0.057) (0.059) (0.069)
Job: Enforcement 0.025 0.079 0.055 0.124
0.077) (0.062) (0.063) 0.074)
Job: Grants -0.046 0.100 0.085 0.153™
0.079) (0.064) (0.065) 0.076)
Job: Rulemaking -0.043 -0.068 -0.034 -0.108
(0.078) (0.063) (0.064) (0.075)
Job: Budget 0.104 -0.077 -0.008 -0.072
(0.082) (0.066) (0.068) (0.082)
Political Appointee 0.101 -0.214~ 0.082 -0.025
(0.107) (0.087) (0.091) (0.111)
Skills Rating 0.023 0.016 0.017 0.003
(0.056) (0.044) (0.045) (0.051)
Workplace Ideology Rating -0.085 -0.044 -0.025 -0.076
(0.063) (0.050) (0.051) (0.061)
Washington DC 0.106 0.104 -0.018 -0.101
(0.091) (0.073) (0.074) (0.086)
Dept. FE X X X X
Observations 708 745 728 538
R? 0.068 0.098 0.050 0.094

Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01



Table 5: Interagency Relationships and Management Decisions

Outcome: Influence of President Relative to Congress

Statutes Prioritization Personnel Spending Enforcement

1 @) ©) 4) )
Interagency 0.149 0.245* -0.011 0.014 0.068
(0.143) (0.140) (0.136)  (0.149) (0.143)
Party 1D (5-Point) 0.004 -0.002 0.0002 0.003 0.004
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)  (0.004) (0.004)
Years in Federal Government 0.002 -0.006 -0.004 -0.006 -0.002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)  (0.005) (0.005)
Salary (Survey Scale) 0.006 -0.035* -0.021 -0.013 -0.025
(0.020) (0.019) (0.020)  (0.021) (0.020)
Job: Contracting 0.031 0.114 -0.029 -0.068 -0.107
(0.102) (0.100) (0.097)  (0.100) (0.104)
Job: Enforcement 0.133 0.175* 0.042 -0.104 -0.040
(0.102) (0.101) (0.098)  (0.107) (0.100)
Job: Grants -0.058 -0.105 -0.047 0.076 -0.202*
(0.110) (0.108) (0.103)  (0.114) (0.112)
Job: Rulemaking 0.114 0.210* 0.062 0.073 -0.006
(0.107) (0.100) (0.101)  (0.112) (0.107)
Job: Budget -0.035 -0.089 -0.014 -0.084 -0.037
(0.121) (0.119) (0.117)  (0.129) (0.126)
Political Appointee 0.108 0.226 0.033 -0.073 -0.094
(0.154) (0.153) (0.146)  (0.162) (0.158)
Skills Rating -0.040 -0.134* -0.134*  -0.163* -0.073
(0.078) (0.075) (0.073)  (0.080) (0.080)
Workplace Ideology Rating ~ -0.167"  -0.281" -0.068 -0.103 -0.127
(0.089) (0.090) (0.086)  (0.094) (0.091)
Washington DC 0.118 0.043 0.191 -0.024 0.003
(0.129) (0.120) (0.123)  (0.133) (0.128)
Dept. FE X X X X X
Observations 653 705 665 670 558
R2 0.079 0.121 0.070 0.055 0.089

Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01



Table Al: Interagency Relationships and Perceived Policy Influence

Outcome: Influence of Principals on Agency (0-4)

White . Senior Dems in Reps in
House OMB  Appointees Staff Com Congress Congress
0.179™  0.201™ 0.138™ 0.043 -0.004 0.016 -0.030
Interagency
0.072)  (0.067) (0.060) (0.070) (0.069) (0.074) 0.074)
, 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.0001 0.002 0.002 0.001
Party ID (5-Point)
(0.002)  (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
, -0.002  -0.0002 -0.002 -0.002 0.003 0.003 -0.003
Years in Fed. Gov.
(0.003)  (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)
-0.010 0.004 0.029 0.012 0.007 -0.0002 0.010
Salary (Survey Scale)
(0.010)  (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010)
, -0.006  0.084" -0.009 0.101" -0.008 -0.019 -0.020
Job: Contracting
(0.054)  (0.049) (0.049) (0.052) (0.051) (0.055) (0.055)
-0.061  -0.135" 0.024 0.009 -0.059 -0.024 -0.059
Job: Enforcement
(0.055)  (0.051) (0.051) (0.054) (0.053) (0.056) (0.056)
0.042 0.106" 0.001 -0.015 0.099 0.075 0.064
Job: Grants
(0.059)  (0.054) (0.054) (0.057) (0.056) (0.060) (0.060)
_ -0.031 0.037 0.027 0.072 -0.070 -0.014 -0.110"
Job: Rulemaking
(0.058)  (0.053) (0.053) (0.056) (0.055) (0.058) (0.058)
-0.034  0.124" 0.027 -0.009 0.030 0.013 0.054
Job: Budget
(0.061)  (0.057) (0.056) (0.060) (0.059) (0.064) (0.063)
.. , 0.119 0.058 0.052 0.016 -0.032 -0.133 -0.259"
Political Appointee
(0.081)  (0.076) (0.075) (0.079) (0.078) (0.082) (0.082)
, _ -0.132=  -0.116™  -0.181" 0.046 -0.024 -0.123 -0.077"
Skills Rating
(0.041)  (0.037) (0.037) (0.039) (0.038) (0.041) (0.041)
, -0.089  -0.001 -0.214 -0.118™ -0.022 -0.105 0.026
Ideology Rating
(0.047)  (0.043) (0.043) (0.040) (0.045) (0.047) (0.047)
, 0.080 -0.077 0.260" 0.185 -0.125 -0.119* -0.234
Washington DC
(0.068)  (0.062) (0.062) (0.065) (0.064) (0.068) (0.068)
Department FE X X X X X X X
Observations 1,484 1,472 1,500 1,508 1,486 1,426 1,424
R? 0.075 0.094 0.078 0.067 0.091 0.050 0.094
Note: “p<0.1; "p<0.05; *p<0.01
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Table A2: Interagency Relationships and Relative Influence of Democrats

Outcome: Influence Relative to Democrats in Congress

White House OMB Appointees
@ 2 ©)
Interagency 0.151* 0.185™ 0.129
0.074) (0.082) (0.088)
Party ID (5-Point) -0.00001 0.003 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government -0.004 -0.002 -0.005
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) -0.010 0.003 0.032*
(0.011) (0.012) (0.013)
Job: Contracting 0.010 0.107 0.032
(0.055) (0.060) (0.065)
Job: Enforcement -0.033 -0.101 0.053
(0.056) (0.062) (0.067)
Job: Grants -0.010 0.051 -0.076
(0.060) (0.065) (0.071)
Job: Rulemaking -0.018 0.064 0.039
(0.058) (0.064) (0.069)
Job: Budget -0.057 0.083 -0.008
(0.064) (0.070) (0.075)
Political Appointee 0.282" 0.209 0.195™
(0.082) (0.090) (0.097)
Skills Rating -0.007 0.004 -0.0827
(0.041) (0.045) (0.049)
Workplace Ideology Rating 0.020 0.124 -0.092
(0.048) (0.052) (0.056)
Washington DC 0.190™ 0.051 0.382"
(0.069) (0.075) (0.081)
Dept. FE X X X
Observations 1,411 1,395 1,414
R2 0.072 0.052 0.074

Note: p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01



Table A3: Interagency Relationships and Relative Influence of Republicans

Outcome: Influence Relative to Republicans in Congtress

White House OMB Appointees
O] @ )
Interagency 0.197* 0.233" 0.169
(0.082) (0.084) (0.091)
Party ID (5-Point) 0.00003 0.003 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government 0.0003 0.003 0.0004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) -0.017 -0.001 0.024"
(0.012) (0.012) (0.013)
Job: Contracting 0.003 0.104" 0.035
(0.061) (0.062) (0.068)
Job: Enforcement 0.001 -0.062 0.093
(0.062) (0.064) (0.069)
Job: Grants -0.002 0.047 -0.066
(0.066) (0.068) (0.074)
Job: Rulemaking 0.067 0.161™ 0.131"
(0.065) (0.060) (0.072)
Job: Budget -0.100 0.056 -0.050
(0.070) (0.073) (0.079)
Political Appointee 0.393 0.330™ 0.319
(0.091) (0.093) (0.101)
Skills Rating -0.058 -0.046 -0.132
(0.045) (0.040) (0.051)
Workplace Ideology Rating -0.107* 0.006 -0.221™
(0.053) (0.054) (0.059)
Washington DC 0.299 0.176™ 0.502"
(0.076) (0.078) (0.085)
Dept. FE X X X
Observations 1,407 1,391 1,410
R? 0.105 0.100 0.132

Note: p<0.1; *p<0.05; *p<0.01



Table A4: Interagency Relationships and Influence Interaction

Outcome: Influence Relative to Congtessional Committees

White House OMB Appointees
O] @ )
Interagency 0.140 0.206™ 0.165"
(0.078) 0.079) (0.089)
Greater Influence 0.080 -0.003 -0.065
(0.060) (0.061) (0.068)
Party ID (5-Point) -0.00002 0.002 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Years in Federal Government -0.005™ -0.003 -0.005"
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Salary (Survey Scale) -0.014 0.0002 0.0227
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012)
Job: Contracting -0.001 0.088 0.005
(0.056) (0.055) (0.063)
Job: Enforcement 0.012 -0.074 0.080
(0.057) (0.057) (0.065)
Job: Grants -0.048 0.006 -0.092
(0.061) (0.061) (0.070)
Job: Rulemaking 0.030 0.108" 0.094
(0.060) (0.059) (0.068)
Job: Budget -0.069 0.097 -0.017
(0.064) (0.064) (0.073)
Political Appointee 0.161" 0.084 0.085
(0.085) (0.085) (0.096)
Skills Rating -0.104* -0.097 -0.161
(0.042) (0.042) (0.049)
Workplace Ideology Rating -0.058 0.039 -0.179
(0.049) (0.049) (0.055)
Washington DC 0.208" 0.080 0.407
(0.070) (0.070) (0.080)
Interagency x Greater Influence -0.113 0.041 0.077
(0.083) (0.083) (0.093)
Dept. FE X X X
Observations 1,460 1,446 1,469
R? 0.102 0.095 0.123

Note: p<0.1; *p<0.05; “p<0.01



Table A5: Interagency Relationships and Ideology Interaction

Outcome: Influence Relative to Congressional Committees

White House (1) OMB (2) Appointees (3)

Interagency 0.164 0.174 0.213
(0.114) (0.115) (0.130)

Ideological Difference -0.085 -0.163 -0.027
(0.100) (0.100) (0.121)

Party ID (5-Point) 0.00000 0.002 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Years in Federal Government -0.005™ -0.003 -0.005
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Salary (Sutrvey Scale) -0.014 0.0004 0.021*
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012)

Job: Contracting -0.0001 0.087 0.003
(0.050) (0.055) (0.063)

Job: Enforcement 0.014 -0.067 0.084
(0.057) (0.057) (0.065)

Job: Grants -0.044 0.002 -0.099
(0.061) (0.061) (0.070)

Job: Rulemaking 0.027 0.109° 0.095
(0.060) (0.059) (0.068)

Job: Budget -0.071 0.096 -0.012
(0.064) (0.064) (0.073)

Political Appointee 0.159" 0.081 0.079
(0.084) (0.084) (0.090)
Skills Rating -0.100" -0.094 -0.165™
(0.042) (0.041) (0.048)
Workplace Ideology Rating -0.058 0.035 -0.185™
(0.049) (0.049) (0.055)
Washington DC 0.213 0.068 0.397
(0.070) (0.070) (0.080)

Interagency x Ideological Difference 0.046 0.097 -0.059
(0.130) (0.130) (0.155)

Dept. FE X X X
Observations 1,461 1,447 1,470
R2 0.101 0.097 0.123
Note: “p<0.1; *p<0.05; **p<0.01
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